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CHAPTER I 

NATURE OF THE STUDY 

1. The Problem 

Purpose of the study.-- A comprehensive testing and evaluation 

program is a necessary and integral part of a sound educational program. 

It has become an indispensable aid to schools in tailoring a mass 

educational system to the needs of the individual child and in reveal­

ing both the attained and unattained objectives o f the schools. In­

creased emphas i s upon individualized instruction, early identification 

o f superior ab ility, and an expanding special-education program add to 

the desirability and necessity of securing and utilizing adequate data 

concerning each pupil. The maximum growth and development of each 

child is the controlling aim of the schools. Only when the school 

knows the potentialities and accomplishments of each individual i s it 

in a position to plan for and to achieve this aim . The testing and 

evaluation program represents the most economical, scientific, and 

professional means for the school to identify varying differences in 

individual pupils, measure them, and attempt to gear the educational 

program to them. 

Basically, it is the purpose of this study to contribute 

specifically to what is known regarding the testing and evaluation 

practices in the public schools of New England. It thus concerns 

-1-
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itself with the status of the pupil appraisal programs in these schools 

and determines practices by answering the following questions: 

1. How are the programs organized and administered? 

2. What tests and other evaluation devices are used? 

3, How are the results of the program organized and reported? 

4. What use is made of the results of the testing and evaluation 

program? 

The study analyzes and compares practices of school systems of differ-

ent enrollment categories. Inferences regarding aspects of the program 

are made and patterns of evolving practices that appear to emerge from 

the New England scene are noted. 

Another purpose of the study is to bring into focus what is being 

done in testing and evaluation, thus allowing the administrator or 

supervisor to compare practices in his schools with those in systems 

of comparable size. The study may also serve as a means of assessing 

present status and so provide a basis for future evaluation and a 

starting point for improved testing and evaluat i on practices in general. 

This study does not pretend to appraise the adequacy of practices. 
ll 

Some of these are embodied in the questions posed by Wrightstone: 

"1. Is the design of the evaluation program comprehensive, so 
that it includes not only abilities, skills, and understand­
ings, but also the less tangible ob jectives of learning and 
instruction? 

2. Are changes in the behavior of the individual the basis for 

1/J. Wayne Wrightstone, Joseph Justman, and Irving Robbins, Evaluation 
in Modern Education, American Book Company, New York, 1956, p. 27. 



evaluating his growth and development, since the total 
behavior of the individual- -mental, physical, emotional, 
and social--should be the concern of the teacher and 
supervisor in every situation? 

3. Are the results of the evaluation organized into a meaning­
ful interpretation so that a portrait of the individual's 
growth and development and the interrelationships of such 
growth become evident? 

4. Is the evaluation program continuous and interrelated with 
curriculum?" 

Neither is it concerned with measurement practices of individual 

classroom teachers nor the technical aspects of test construction. 

It is principally a status study to determine just what is being done 

and does not purport to evaluate or suggest remedies for present de-

ficiencies. 

Definition of terms.-- The terms testing and evaluation are de-

fined and interpreted in a number of different ways. Since they are 

sometimes used interchangeably, they may be the cause of some con-
]) 

fusion. Wrightstone, et al. refer to evaluation in the f ollowing 

manner: 

"Modern evaluation differs from older forms of appraisal 
in several ways. First, it attempts to measure a compre­
hensive range of object ives of the modern school curriculum 
rather than subject-matter achievement only. Second, it uses 
a variety of techniques of appraisal, such as achievement, 
attitudes, personality, and character tests. Included also 
are rating scales, questionnaires, judgment scales of products, 
interviews, controlled-observation techniques, sociometric 
techniques, and anecdotal records. Third, modern evaluation 
includes integrating and interpreting these various indices 
of behavior into an inclusive portrait of an individual or an 
educational situation." 

l/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 3. 

3 
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1.1 
Noll conceives of evaluation as encompassing qualitative as well as 

quantitative instruments in an attempt to measure and interpret the 
]j 

"whole" child. Monroe also notes that the emphasis in evaluation is 

upon broad personality changes and major objectives of an educational 

program rather than upon the more limited aspects of subject matter 
ll 

achievement or specific skills and abilities. Ross and Stanley take 

this point of view in referring to a comprehensive evaluation program. 

The term evaluation, as used in this study, has the broad connota-

tion referred to previously and involves the process of collecting and 

interpreting data pertaining to the "whole" child as he progresses 

through school. It is more comprehensive than testing and uses a 

variety of techniques of appraisal, testing and nontesting devices, in 

order to obtain an inc lusive portrait of the individual pupil. Tests 

are the tools which are most frequently used and form the groundwork 

of the evaluation program. They are thus emphasized in this study and 

are considered as an integral part of the total evaluation program. 

Scope of the study.-- This study is concerned with the status of 

testing and evaluative practices in the New England public schools from 
!il 

kindergarten through high school. By means of an inquiry form, it 

1./Victor H. Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, Houghton 
Mifflin Company, Boston, 1957, p. 12. 

£/Walter S. Monroe, "Educational Measurement i n 1920 and in 1945," 
Journal of Educational Research (January, 1945), 38:334-340. 

1/C. C. Ross and Julian C. Stanley, Measurement in Today's Schools, 
Prent i ce-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cl iffs, New Jersey, 1954, p. 18. 

!i/See Appendix C. 
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analyzes practices within the local school system in the following 

areas: (l) organizing and administering the program, (2) tests and 

other measuring devices used in the program, (3) organizing and re-

porting the results of the program, and (4) administrative and super-

visory uses made of test results. These areas are the major concern 

of the study, since a review of the literature and opinions of such 
ll 2) 'i/ ':±/ 

authorities as Noll, Ross and Stanley, Traxler, and Lennon 

revealed that these four areas represent the major aspect of any 

system-wide testing and evaluation program. 

Three hundred ninety-five school systems from all the New England 

states are included in the study. This represents an aggregate en-

rollment of approximately 1,120,000 pupils. It includes large city 

schools as well as small systems which are members of a union district 

or a regional organization. 

In addition to determining the testing and evaluation status of 

the total New England sample, the study analyzes and compares practices 

of school systems in the following enrollment categories: 

1. School systems enrolling under 500 pupils 

2. School systems enrolling 500-999 pupils 

1/Noll, ·op. cit., pp. 318-353. 

1/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., pp. 209-246. 

'1_/Arthur E . Traxler, et al., Introduction to Testing and the Use of 
Test Results in Public Schools, Harper and Brothers, New York, 1953, 
pp. 13-19 . 

':±/Roger T. Lennon, Planning & Testing Program, Test Service Bulletin 
No. 55, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York. 
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3. School systems enrolling 1,000-2,999 pupils 

4. School systems enrolling 3,000-4,999 pupils 

5. School systems enrolling 5,000-9,999 pup i ls 

6 . School systems enrolling more than 10,000 pupils. 

Delimitation of the study.-- The study is primarily concerned 

with investigating major aspects of the local system-wide testing and 

evaluation program and is not concerned with evaluative practices 

carried on by individual teachers in the classroom. No attempt is 

made to investigate the technical aspects or complexities of test con-

struction or nontesting devices. 

Although it is recognized that a comprehensive pupil appraisal 

program must be concerned with evaluating all aspects of pupil be-

havior, a review of the literature reveals that a profile of the 

pupil ' s behavior in aptitudes, interests, achievement, and adjustment 

provides most of the evidence needed for an adequate guidance and in-
]) 

structional program. 

This study is thus delimited to the following areas of the ap-

praisal of the pupil: 

1 . intelligence 

2. special aptitudes 

3. academic achievement 

4. interests 

5. personality . 

.!/Joseph E. King, "Using Tests in the Modern Secondary School," The 
Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School Principals 
(December, 1948), 32:51. 
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The traditional test approach ' continues to be the most widely 

used method for pupil appraisal. Other means of appraisal are con­

sidered in this study, but this method receives major emphas is in this 

investigation. The research is limited also in the following ways: 

1. No attempt was made to construct an instrument which would 

include every possible practice in the testing and evaluation 

program. Only major items under the four main areas of the 

program were included . 

2. The inquiry form used to collect data was not prepared as an 

instrument to evaluate the program under investigation. It was 

considered solely as an instrument to ascertain practices in 

the areas under investigation. 

3. The inquiry form exemplifies the limitation of all inquiry 

forms in that it depends for its validity on the truthfulness 

of the person responding. 

2. Justif i cat i on and Need for the Study 

Lack of research in the field.-- A review of the literature re­

veals that no scientific attempts have been made in the past to obtain 

a clear picture of the testing and evaluation practices in the New 

England area. A few studies have been made in other areas of the 

country investigating l i mited aspects of the program. There is no 

ob jective evidence to indicate what the schools in New England are 

actually doing and to what extent they have incorporated theories and 
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ll 
ideas advanced by measurement authoritie&. Lindquist, Ross and 

2:_1 
Stanley, and others note that there is a great need for a critical 

appraisal of the program as a basis for guiding both theory and prac-

tice. 

Need for valid data.-- Data obtained from this study will provide 

valuable i nformation which will aid the administrator in obtaining a 

realistic picture of practices in his system in relation to other 

public schools throughout the area. This may thus serve as a means of 

comparison and as an aid in program justification and upgrading. It 

will also aid State Departments of Education, colleges serving the 

area, consultative services, and test publishers in further program 

planning and development at the local level. 

Basis for comparison and future evaluation.-- More emphasis is 
ll 

being placed upon testing and evaluation. Traxler notes that during 

1958 over 122 million standardized tests were administered in the 
~I 

United States public schools. The Fifth Mental Measurements Yearbook 

lists 957 commercially available tests during the 1952-58 period. It 

also indexes 485 books on measurement and related fields as well as 

535 excerpts from book reviews in 81 journals during the same period. 

1/E. F. Lindquist (Editor), Educational Measurement , American Council 
on Education, Washington, D. C., 1951, p . v. 

2:_/ Ross and Stanley, op. c it ., p. vii . 

'}_/Arthur E. Traxler, "Standardized Tests," National Education Associ­
ation Journal (November, 1959), 48:18-20. 

~/Oscar K. Buras (Editor), The Fifth Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
Gryphon Press, Highland Park, New Jersey, 1959. 
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The National De fense Education Act of 1958 and expanding large-scale 

national testing programs are having far-reaching effects upon programs 

at the local level. This study may be used as a point of reference in 

assessing progress since the operation of this Act and point the way 

for needed improvements in program expansions. 

Further research and study.-- The study may serve as a framework 

for more detailed research in specific areas of the program and for 

improved educational measurement practices in general. A follow-up 

study would clearly indicate the impact of the National Defense Educa ­

tion Act on testing and evaluation practices in the schools. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

1 . Introduction 

The literature of testing and evaluation is scattered and dif-

fused, encompassing a wide range of books, reports , monographs, 
ll 

bulletins, and periodicals. Buros lists 435 books on measurement 

and closely related fie lds and 535 excerpts from book reviews in 81 

journals for the period 1952 - 58 . A glance through the two most recent 
]j' ll 

issues of the Review of Educatiqnal Research on the topic, "Edu-

cational and Psychological Testing," reveals 805 references cited in 
!!_I 

the 1959 issue and 657 references in the 1956 edition. Wrightstone 

and his committee noted 187 contributions of research in tests and 

measurements during the past 25 years. Research in testing and meas-

urement is vast and specialized in such speci fic topics as aptitude, 

intelligence, achievement, pe~sonality, interests and attitudes, child 

1./ 0scar K. Buros (Editor), The Fifth Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
Gryphon Press, Highland Park, New Jersey, 1959. 

]j Amer i can Educational Research Association, "Educational and Psycho­
logical Testing," Review of Educational Research (February, 1956), 
26:1. 

]_/American Educational Research Assoc iation, "Educational and Psycho­
logical Testing," Review of Educational Research (February, 1959), 
29:1. 

!!_/J. Wayne Wr ights tone, "Educational Measurements," Review of Educa­
tiona l Research (June, 1956), 26 : 268-292. 

-10-
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study and techniques, and statistical methods related to test construc­

tion. 

Books and articles dealing with testing and evaluation programs 

were reviewed. These were valuable sources in providing a background 

for the study and in developing the inquiry form. The literature, 

relying heavily upon opinions of competent educators, was primarily 

concerned with principles, procedures, and scope of the testing and 

evaluation program. Great emphasis was noted upon the multitude of 

problems relating to use and interpretation of tests. Most of the 

writings were concerned with setting forth certain suggestions regard­

ing various aspects of the program. Although these writings and 

studies may not satisfy the criteria of rigorous research, they do 

reflect the developments and state of the field. 

No studies related in purpose and method to the present study 

were found. A limited number of surveys were reported, none pertain­

ing to the New England states. These studies were restricted to spe­

cific geographical areas and were not concerned with the degree of com­

prehensiveness of the present study. 

This chapter reviews previous studies of practices in programs of 

evaluation and reports current studies and selected writings which, 

though they may not represent pure research, nevertheless reflect the 

best thinking and state in testing and evaluation practices. 

2. Current Evaluation Practices 

The literature contained several surveys of evaluation programs 

in action. These studies are considered under the following categories: 
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(1) system-wide practices involving k indergarten through grade 12, 

(2) secondary school practices, (3) elementary school practices, (4) 

measurement practices of teachers, and (5) other testing and evalua-

tion practices. Since the first three categories are most pertinent 

to this study, major emphasis is directed to these investigations. 
!I 

System-wide practices.- - Michaelis and Howard reported on cur-

rent evaluation practices in 38 unified school districts in California. 

From data obtained by individual interviews and analysis of guidebooks 

on evaluation and measurement, they reported that 30 of the districts 

had a full-time director of the testing program. These persons were 

given a wide variety of titles. Thirty-two per cent of the districts 

provided teachers' manuals to explain the program and guide the staff 

in its operation. A wide variety of topics were noted in these guide-

books. Cumulative pupil record forms were also provided for each 

pupil in 35 of the districts. Although a variety of evaluative devices 

were used, the major emphasis was upon tests . Tests of mental ability, 

reading, and general achievement were used extensively and administered 

at regular intervals by all districts. Tests of interest, special 

aptitudes, and personality were used only for special needs or purposes 

at the secondary level in the majority of districts. Mental tests were 

administered at grades 1, 2, and 3 , or at grades 2, 3, 5, or 6. Achieve-

ment tests were administered at grades 4, 5, and 6 or 8. 

Of particular interest was the use of various evaluative devices. 

! /John W. Michaelis and Charles Howard, "Current Practices in City 
School Systems in California," Journal of Educational Research 
(December, 1949), 43:250-260. 
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Listed in order of decreasing frequency, they were: tests, interviews, 

case studies, case conferences, group discussions, anecdotal records, 

observations, files of materials, questionnaires, rating scales, check 

lists, inventories, logs, diaries, and sociograms. The area of personal-

social development evidenced the greatest need for improvement. Very 

little was being done in this area. Problems of ma'jor importance to 

administrators were: (1) selection of evaluative instrument, (2) inter-

pretation and use of test data, and (3) organization and administration 

of the program. 
!/ 

Michaelis also conducted a similar investigation in 68 city 

school districts throughout the country. Fifty-two of the districts 

reported that they had directors o f evaluation. As in the case of 

Cal ifornia, many varying titles were given to these positions. Twenty 

per cent o f the districts developed handbooks on testing and evaluation 

covering a wide variety of topics. A variety of evaluative devices, 

similar to those reported in the California study, were employed in the 

program. Individual pupil cumulative records were maintained in 54 

districts. Major problems of administrative concern were the same as 

those reported in the California study. 
2:.1 

Traxler investigated the testing practices in 40 cities of more 

!/John W. Michaelis, "Current Practices in Evaluation in City School 
Systems," Educat i onal and Psychological Measurement (Spring, 1950), 
9:15-22. 

£/Arthur E. Traxler, "The Status of Measurement and Appraisal Programs 
of Large City School Systems, " 1953 Achievement Testing Program in 
Independent Schools and Supplementary Studies, Educational Records 
Bureau, Bulletin No. 61, Educational Records Bureau, New York, 1953, 
pp. 75-86. 
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than 250,000 population in the United States by means of a question-

naire. He reported that 38 systems had unified testing programs under 

the supervision of a director. Again, a variety of titles was noted 

for these positions. All cities reported extensive and widespread use 

of intelligence and standardized achievement tests. Although the 

over-all test of intelligence continued to be widely used, a trend 

toward academic aptitude tests which provide differentiated measures 

of aptitudes was noted. Interest tests were used to some extent in 

most cities. Very limited use was made of personality measures. Ap-

proximately 53 per cent of the cities administered locally constructed 

achievement tests as part of the program. A variety of appraisal de-

vices was utilized in all cities. Results of tests were made readily 

available to counselors in 98 per cent of the cases. Three fourths of 

the cities indicated wide use of tests for guidance purposes, and three 

fifths reported wide use for instructional purposes. Test results were 

used extensively for administrative and supervisory purposes, but very 

little as a public relations medium. Seventy-five per cent of the 

cities reported an in-service training program in measurement for 

teachers. In the majority of case s , the administration of the evalua-

tion program centered in the Bureau of Research. 

Testing practices were investigated in 161 public school districts 
ll 

of Connect icut. One hundred fifty-four districts tested both mental 

!/Connecticut State Depar tment of Education, Testing Programs in the 
Public Elementary and Secondary Schools of Connecticut, Bureau of 
Research and Statistics, Connecticut St ate Department of Education, 
Hartford, 1955. 
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ability and achievement in the elementary grades. Of the remaining 

seven districts, four tested achievement only and three limited test-

ing to intelligence. The typical testing program at the elementary 

grades included a test of mental ability and an achievement test bat-

tery--reading, arithmetic, spelling, and language--below grade 4, with 

social studies and science added for the upper grades. All secondary 

schools administered mental ability and standardized subject achieve-

ment tests. Interest and special aptitude tests were included for 

guidance purposes in 85 per cent of the schools. Testing patterns, 

specific tests used, and typical testing programs for towns in various 

population groups were also investigated in this study. 
1/ 

North surveyed the testing programs of 48 member public schools 

o f the Educational Records Bureau. Twelve states were represented in 

this survey. All 48 schools had a systematic testing program in opera-

tion. A wide variety of tests was used. Ninety-four per cent of the 

schools based their testing programs upon stated educational objectives 

and 90 per cent recorded test results on a uniform pupil cumulative 

record form. Forty-seven members made testing results available to 

counselors, 83 per cent interpreted achievement test results to the 

Board of Education, and 67 per cent made results available to parents 

and students. In the majority of cases, members indicated that they 

used special appraisal devices and he ld in-ser vice training programs 

1/Robert D. No rth, "Testing Programs of Public School Members of the 
Educational Records Bureau--Report o f a Questionnaire Survey," 
1956 Achievement Testing Program in Independent Schools and Supple­
mentary Studies, Bulletin No. 68, Educational Records Bureau, New York, 
1956, pp. 76-90. 
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to aid the staff members in the use and interpretation of tests. Mem-

ber schools reported an improvement in the instructional program as a 

result of testing and· a desire for additional consultative services. 

In 21 systems, teachers helped to score tests. Only four systems de-

veloped locally-made achievement ·tests for school-wide use. A wide 

variety of titles was mentioned for the persons charged with the re-

sponsibility of directing the evaluation programs. 
1/ 

Rosinski reported a status survey, done by means of a question-

naire, of 49 member schools of the Western New York Study Counc il. 

This investigation revealed that 81 different standardized tests were 

being used in the schools, some schools using only four tests and 

others using as many as eighteen different tests. Tests generally were 

administered and scored by teachers. Tests were administered by 70 per 

cent of the schools during September, October, and/or May. Reading, 

achievement, and academic aptitude were the major types of tests ad-

ministered in the schools. Infrequent use was made of other types of 

tests. Considerable variation exists among schools in the use of cer-

tain specific tests. Two concerns published the majority of all tests 

used in the schools reporting. 
11 

The Kent Area Guidance Council conducted a survey of testing 

1/Edwin F. Rosinski, "A Status Survey of Existing Testing Programs in 
Member Schools of the Western New York School Study Council," in The 
Fourteenth Yearbook of the National Council on Measurements Used in 
Education, Edith M. Huddleston (Editor), Educational Testing Service, 
Princeton, New Jersey, 1957, pp. 37-42. 

1/Kent Area Study Council, A Proposed Twelve-Year Testing Program, 
Ohio Scholarship Tests, State Department of Education, Columbus, Ohio, 
1959, pp. 31-39. 



17 

practices in 43 school systems in Ohio. This study investigated (1) 

the extent of testing, and (2) evaluation of tests in actual use. 

Findings revealed that academic aptitude and standardized achievement 

tests were used regularly in all schools. Academic aptitude tests 

were given most frequently in grades 1, 3, 6, 9, and 12, and standard-

i zed achievement tests in grades 3, 4, 6, and 8. General achievement 

tests were used more extensively at the elementary level than at the 

high school level. Special aptitude tests frequently were used in 

grades 8 and 12, and interest inventories were used primarily in grades 

10 and 12. No s ignificant findings were presented relative to the 

evaluation of tests in actual use, since the data appeared to be in-

conclusive with respect to the relative merits o f particular tests. 

Secondary school pract i ces.-- Two significant studies were con-

ducted in the 1930's to investigate testing practices in the secondary 
ll 

schools. Leonard and Tucker surveyed 870 high schools as part of the 
11 

1938 biennial study of the United States Office of Education. Lee 

investigated the testing practices of 500 secondary schools and 1,600 

secondary school teachers covering 48 states. These studies revealed 

that intelligence and standardized achievement tests were used by a 

large majority of the schools. Very limited use was made of aptitude 

l/Eugenie A. Leonard and Anthony C . . Tucker, The Individual Inventory 
in Guidance Programs in Secondary Schools, United States Off i ce of Ed­
ucation Vocational Division, Bulletin No . 215, Occupational Information 
and Guidance Series No. 7, United States Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D. C., 1941. 

1/J. Murray Lee, Testing Programs for Secondary Schools, Teachers Col­
lege Contr ibutions to Education, Teachers College, Columb ia University, 
New York, 1934. 
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tests, interest inventor ies , and personality measures. Fewer than one 

fourth o f the schools had a professionally trained staff member in the 

field of tests and measurements. Large cities, in many cases, reported 

that research and guidance departments were responsible for directing 

the testing program. In almost all other cases the main testing de-

cisions were made by administrative officials. 

Surveys were conducted in the ·high schools of New York City by 
]) ']) 1_1 

Alpern, Fox, and Lass and Wrightstone to determine the kind and 

scope of evaluative practices in the secondary schools of the city. 

Widespread diversity in practices was noted, ranging from comprehen-

sive programs geared to evaluate the "whole" pupil, to traditional 

programs hopelessly mired in the past. Varied tests and records were 

used by individual schools with little city-wide uniformity. The 

traditional test approach dominated the scene, with newer evaluative 

techniques neglected for the most part. All investigations revealed 

that additional consultative services and increased specialized per-

sonnel were necessary to provide comprehensive evaluation programs 

vital to the schools. 
!±I 

Belanger investigated, by means of a questionnaire, the testing 

l/Hyman Alpern, "Evaluation in the Academic Hi gh Schools of New York 
City, " High Points (March, 1946), 28:13-26. 

£/Benjamin Fox, "Evaluation in the Vocational High Schools," High 
Points (March, 1946), 28:26-31. 

1_/A. N. Lass and J. Wayne Wrightstone, ' 'Evaluation in the Secondary 
Schools of New York City," High Po ints (March, 1946), 28:11-13. 

!±/Laurence I. Belanger, "Testing in California Secondary Schools," 
California Journal of Secondary Education (February, 1947), 22:108-111. 
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practices and problems of 187 secondary schools in California. The 

findings of this investigation revealed that scholastic aptitude, aca-

demic achievement, reading, aptitude, interest, and personality were, 

in the order noted, the areas of appraisal receiving attention. Of 

particular concern was the fact that more than one half of the schools 

received no test data from sending elementary schools. Tests were ad-

ministered about evenly by specialists and teachers . In the majority 

of cases, tests were scored by teachers, and the results were recorded 

on individual pupil folders or cards. In decreasing order of frequency, 

norms and scores receiving most use were: grade equivalent, age equiv-

alent, percentile, and raw scores. Major uses of test data were for 

sectioning and placement, individual counseling, appraisal of the in-

dividual, diagnosis, and individualization of instruction . Major 

emphasis was directed toward individual appraisal, while some note was 

made of test usage for checking teaching efficiency and curr i culum 

adequacy. Major administrative problems mentioned were: effect i ve use 

of test results by teachers, scoring, time factor in recording the re-

sults , lack o f specially trained personnel, finding tests to parallel 

the curriculum, maintaining uniform test conditions, and adequate 

budgetary allowance. 

A study of testing practices in 510 California public secondary 

schools was conducted by the California Association of Secondary School 
]) 

Administrators and the State Department of Education to determine 

1/Carl A. Larson and William H. McCreary, "Testing Programs and Prac­
tices in Cal ifornia Public Secondary Schools," Ca lifornia Journal of 
Secondary Education (November, 1956), 31:389-402. 
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current programs and the use made of test results. Findings revealed 

widely diversified practices and comprehensiveness of programs. Exten-

sive testing in the areas of achievement and academi c aptitude w~s2 re-

ported, with interest, special aptitudes, and personality following in 

that order. Peak testing activity occurred at the ninth grade level, 

with the twelfth grade having the second heaviest amount . Interest 

testing at grades 9 and 12 showed the greatest concentration. Specific 

tests were also reported. 

Of particular concern was the use made of test results. The chief 
)) 

uses were reported as follows: 

"(1) diagnosing learning difficulties; tl) placing students 
in appropriate classes or courses, and (3) evaluating instruc­
tional programs. 

The main uses o f academic aptitude tests consisted of: (1) 
identifying students with either low or high learning ability, 
(2) placing students in appropriate high school courses, and (3) 
helping students make educational and vocational p~ans. 

The major uses of aptitude tests other than academic apti­
tude were listed as: (1) he~ping students make sounder cur­
ricular and vocational choices, and (2) identifying students 
with special abilities and talents. 

Interest inventories were used in most instances for: (1) 
helping students gain insight into their interests, (2) identi­
fying student interests in broad fields such as scientific and 
social, and (3) motivating students to see relationships of 
classroom subjects to various vocational fields. 

Personality inventories received their greatest use in: 
(1) helping to structure interviews with students, and (2) 
identifying students with possible emotional problems for 
further study." 

Elementary school practices.-- A limited number of studies con-
]j 

cerned with testing practices at the elementary level were found. Brown 

l/Larson and McCreary, op. cit., p. 397. 

£/Woodrow A. Brown, Testing i n Pennsylvania's Public Kindergartens, 
Test Service Bulletin No. 67, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, 
New York. 



21 

investigated measurement and evaluative practices in kindergartens in 

142 public school districts in Pennsylvania. He found that the major-

ity of districts determine the level of attainment of pupils by direct 

observation and teacher op inion. Formal, as well as informal, testing 

was used by many schools. Intelligence tests used alone and in com-

bination with reading readiness tests were the chief types of formal 

measures reported. In almost all cases, testing was done during the 

month of May. 
1.1 

Shane investigated evaluative instruments developed during the 

last several years to determine current interpretations of the term 

"evaluation" as used in the elementary schools. A study of the eval-

uative instruments revealed that the term "evaluation" had at least 

five interpretations, as follows: (1) as a synonym for testing program, 

(2) as appraisal of instructional competence, (3) as concerned with 

improving curriculum practice, 04) as the development of a statement 

of objectives, and (5) as concerned with studying and guiding behavior. 

The National Association of Guidance Supervisors and Counselor 
2:.1 

Trainers reported wide use was being made of different tests in the 

elementary schools. 

Practices of teachers.-- Severa l investigations were conducted to 

1./Harold G. Shane, "Recent Development s in Elementary School Evalua­
tion," Journal of Educational Research (March, 1951), 44.;491-500. 

];_/Nat i onal Association of Guidance Supervisors and Counselor Trainers, 
A National Study of Ex isting and Recommended Practices for Assisting 
Youth Adjustment in Selected Elementary Schools of the United States, 
Ann Arbor Publ ishers, Ann Ar bor, Michigan, 1953. 
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)) 
determine measurement practices o f teachers. Lee and Segel made a 

detailed analys is of testing practices of secondary school teachers. 
11 

Noll and Durost followed up this study in 1955 and reported the 

kinds of measuring instruments made by high school teachers for their 

own purposes and the kinds of standardized tests teachers like to use 

or would use if such were available, Other surveys noted in the lit-

erature which were concerned with various aspects o f testing practices 
ll) f±/ 2..1 

of teachers were investigations made by Crook and Tarbet. 

Other testing and evaluation practices.-- The literature also re-

vealed several studies concerned with practices in other aspects of 
&.I 

the measurement program. Allen surveyed measurement courses and 

opinions relative thereto in 288 teacher-train ing institutions. Stuit , 

1/J. Murray Lee and Dav id Segel, Testing Practices o f High School 
Teachers, United States Office of Education Bulletin No. 9, United 
States Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C., 1936. 

1:./Victor H. Noll and Walter N. Durost, Measurement Practices and 
Preferences of High School Teachers, Test Service Notebook Number 8, 
World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York. 

'1./Frances E. Crook, "The Classroom Teacher and Standardized Tests," 
Teachers College Record (December, 1956), 58:159-168. 

~/Frances E. Crook, "Elementary School Testing Programs, Problems, and 
Practices," Teachers College Record (November, 1959), 61:76-85 . 

.2,/David P. Tarbet, "The Attitude of a Select Group of Colorado Second­
ary School Teachers Toward Informal Teacher-made Tests as Measured by 
a Pro jective Interview," Journal of Educational Research (May, 1957), 
50:691-700. 

&_/Margaret E . . Allen, "S tatus of Measurement Courses for Undergraduates 
in Teacher-Training Institutions," Thirteenth Yearbook, National Coun­
cil on Measurements Used in Education, The Council (Robert D. North 
[Secretary], 21 Audubon Avenue, New York) , 1956, pp. 69-73. 



23 

ll 
Helmstadter, and Frederiksen investigated the problems of college 

ll 
evaluation. Noll studied the requirements for measurement courses 

for certification in various states and the course work offered in 
ll 

measurement in 80 selected teacher-training institutions. Harvey 

investigated testing usage and practices in 296 institutions partici-

pating in the Graduate Record Examination Institutional Testing Pro-

gram for 1955-56. 

Summary .-- The literature reveals that very few investigations 

have been made during the past decade to determine current testing and 

evaluation practices. There is a dearth of data to indicate what the 

schools are actually doing in this field. From the data reported in 

this study, it is evident that there is widespread diversity in prac-

tices, ranging from the traditional approach mired in the past to the 

comprehensive program using a wide range of techniques and methods to 

evaluate the growth and development of pupils. 

An evaluation program patterned on the data obtained from surveys 

reviewed in this study has the features noted below. The majority of 

surveys reported in this study were concerned with practices in Cal-

ifornia and the larger school districts. Features presented do not 

l/Dewey B. Stuit, Gerald C. Helmstadter, and Norman Frederiksen, Survey 
of College Evaluat i on Methods and Needs, A Report to the Cargegie Cor­
poration, December, 1956, Educational Testing Service, Pr inceton, New 
Jersey, 1957. 

l/Victor H. Noll, "Requirements in Educational Measurement for Pro­
spective Teachers," School and Soc iety (September 17, 1955), 82:88-90. 

1/Philip R. Harvey, The Use of the Graduate Record Examinations by Col­
leges and Universities, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New 
Jersey, 1957. (Mimeographed.) 



thus necessarily represent practices in the typical school district 

throughout the country. 
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1. The program is under the direction of a full-time director who 

has a variety of titles. In the large city system the admin­

istration is centered in the Bureau of Research. 

2. A wide variety of measuring devices is used in the program. 

The major emphasis is upon tests. 

3. Academic aptitude and standardized achievement tests are used 

extensively in all schools. Although the over-all intelligence 

test is widely used, the trend is toward the test which pro­

vides differential measurement of aptitudes. 

4. Measures of interest, special aptitude, and personality are 

limited to special needs and purposes. 

5. Mental ability is most often tested at grades 1, 3, 6, 8, and 

12. Reading measures are administered at grades 1, 3, ~. and 

9. General achievement tests are given in grades 3, 5, and 6 

or 8. Special aptitude and interest measures are used in 

grades 9 and 12. 

6. Most tests are administered in September, October, and/or May. 

7. Little use is made of locally-constructed achievement tests. 

8. Limited use is made of the following evaluative devices: 

interviews, case studies, case conferences, group discussions, 

anecdotal records, observations, rating scales, and check lists. 

9. Test results are recorded on an individual pupil cumulative 

record. 



10. An in-service training program is conducted to aid teachers 

in using and interpreting tests and measuring devices. 
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11. Tests are used for improvement of instruction, grouping and 

sectioning of pupils, diagnostic teaching, ·individualization 

of instruction, counseling, and administrative and supervisory 

purposes. 

12. Major administrative problems are selecting evaluative in­

struments, interpr eting and using test data, organizin.g and 

administering the program, making effective use o f test re­

sults, lack of skilled personnel, providing teacher time for 

scoring, and .securing adequate budgetary provisions. 

13. Greatest need for improvement is in the area of personal­

social development. There is also need for increased use of 

informal devices and research on improved methods of measure­

ment. 



CHAPTER III 

ESSENTIAL FEATURES OF A TESTING AND EVALUATION PROGRAM 

1. Introduction 

Aspects of the testing and evaluation program have been treated 

by many writers. Source material pertaining to a general overview of 

the program is presented in recent issues of the Review of Educational 
1/, 1/, ll i l 

Research. Several textbooks on testing and evaluation 

treat the over-all program, including aspects of organization and ad-

ministration. Excellent resources are also to be found in periodicals 

and journals. 

Many phases of the over-all program are the concern of bulletins 

published by test bureaus and major test publishers. Typical of these 
21 !2_1 

are bulletins by Durost, Clark, and the Educational Testing Ser-

1/Frederick B. Davis , "Testing and the Use of Test Results," Review of 
Educational Research (February, 1953), 23:5-10. 

1/Max D. Engelhart, "Testing and Use of Test Results," Review of Edu:. 
cational Research (February, 1956), 26;5-13. 

l/Samuel T. Mayo, "Testing and the Use of Test Results," Review of 
Educational Research (February, 1959), 29:5-14. 

~/See Appendix F for bibliography of textbooks treating aspect of 
testing and evaluation programs. 

2_/Walter N. Durost, What Constitutes a Minimal Testing Program for Ele­
mentary and Junior High School, Test Service Notebook No. 1, Revised, 
World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, 1956 . 

.§./Willis W. Clark, Articulated and Integrated Measuring Instruments 
for Prac tical Evaluation Programs , Educational Bulletin No . 20, Cal­
ifornia Test Bureau, Los Angeles, Cal ifornia, 1954. 

-26-
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ll 
vice. Publications by the State Departments of Education, the 

United States Offic e of Education, and professional organizations con-

tribute valuable information on testing and evaluation programs. The 
ll 

School Testing Program and The Fourteenth Yearbook of the National 
ll 

Council on Measurements Used in Education are examples of the latter 

type of bulletins and reports. 

The literature relies heavily upon opinions of competent educators 

and is primarily concerned with principles, procedures, and scope of 

testing and evaluation programs. Cons iderable emphasis is placed upon 

enumerating and suggesting practices in selected areas of measurement 

and evaluation. Much of the literature is directed to descriptions of 

measuring instruments, procedures for performing measurement and eval-

uation tasks, and the use and interpretation o f measurement tools by 

classroom teachers and school administrators. The literature, gener-

ally speaking, does not meet the criteria of research. It does, how-

ever, reflect developments and the state of the field. It is thus the 

concern of this study. 

This chapter reviews the literature pertaining to the testing and 

evaluation program and presents the essential features of this program 

1/Educational Testing Service, Essential Characteristics of a Testing 
Program, Educational and Advisory Service Series No. 2, Educational 
Testing ·Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1956. 

l/New York State Education Department , The School Testing Program, 
University of the State of New York Bulletin No. 1415, State Education 
Department, Albany, New York, 1953. 

l/Edith M. Huddleston (Editor), The Fourteenth Yearbook of the National 
Council on Measurements Used in Education, Educational Testing Service, 
Princeton, New Jersey, 1957. 
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as reflected in current writings. Technical considerations involved 

in various phases of testing, i . e . , inter-item correlation, test seal-

ing, test validity, etc. are not reported. Statistical and measure-

ment theories are not treated. Selected writings are reviewed, syn-

thesized, and treated under the following aspects of the pupil-centered 

testing and evaluation program: 

1. Basic considerations 

2. Organizing and administering the program 

3. Appraising various aspects o·f student behavior 

4. Organizing and recording test results 

5 . Utilizing test results. 

The literature reveals that a comprehensive appraisal program 

must consider all aspects of the pupils' growth and development. 

Physical, biological, and biographical data must be included in this 

total picture. A review of the literature concerning all aspects of 

the pupil's behavior and learning pattern is beyond the scope of this 

study. Major emphasis in this review is thus directed to the follow-
l/ 

ing areas of the pupil-centered testing and evaluation program: 

(1) intelligence or academic aptitude, (2) special aptitude, (3) 

achievement, (4) interest , and (5) social -emotional development. 

Many opinions and ideas of writers concerning var ious aspects of 

the testing and evaluation program are noted throughout the liteEature. 

Statements of opinions and ideas in this review represent views ex-

l/See De limitation of the study, supra, p . 6. 
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pressed by these writers which reflect developments and the s tate of 

the field of testing and evaluation, 

2. Basic Cons i derations 

A concept of testing and evaluation.-- Education today i s regarded 

as a process of growth and development of the "whole" child, and not 
ll 

merely an act of acqui ring speci fic sk ills and factual information. 

The modern school i s not only concerned with subject matter achieve-

ment, but also with the development of attitudes, i nterests, ways o f 

thinking, personal and social development, work habits, and l ike 

processes. 

This broader concept of the funct i on of the school has made i ts 

i mprint on the l i terature pertaining to testing and evaluation programs. 

As the school's objectives have been clarified and defined in instruc-

tional practices, appropriate methods of assessment--formal and in-

formal---have been devised to gauge the adequacy of the school's pro-

gram. The emphasis has thus changed from that of testing single 

aspects of subject matter achievement to that of gathering all kinds 

of evidence which indicate the degree of attainment of i mportant out-
']) 

comes of the educational proces s. The liter atur e indicates that 

tests still greatly exceed i n number and var i ety all other types of 

evaluative instruments and play a most important and vital role in the 

1/Pedro T. Orata, "Evaluat i ng Evaluat i on ," Jour nal of Educational 
Research (May, 1940), 33:641-661. 

']jJ. Wayne Wrightstone, "Evaluation, 11 i n Encyclopedi a of Educational 
Research, The Macmillan Company, New York, 1950, p. 404. 
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evaluative process. They represent the best means of measuring pupil 

attainment in subject-matter areas and tangible aspects of educative 

growth; but they no longer alone meet the needs for appraising the 

total aims of a comprehensive educational program. 

In recent years the thinking has changed from the narrow aspect 
1.1 

of testing to the broad philosophy of evaluation. Monroe indicates 

that this has had a far-reaching influence on all phases of the meas-

urement movement and represents a significant development in education. 

!:./ 
In function evaluation involves the following: 

" (1) the identification and formulation of a comprehen-
sive range of major objectives for a curriculum, (2) their 
definition in terms of pupil behavior to be realized, and 
(3) the selection or construction of valid, reliable, and 
practical instruments for appraising major objectives of the 
educative process or characteristics of personal growth and 
development." 

Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins further define evaluation in 

the following terms: 

"Broadly defined , educational evaluation is the estima­
tion of the growth and progress of pupils toward objectives 
or values in the curriculum. The purposes of evaluation are 
to provide for the collection of evidence which will show 
the degree to which pupils are progressing toward curricular 
goals, and to permit teachers and supervisors to evaluate the 
effectiveness of curricular experiences, activities, and in­
structional methods. The functions of evaluation are to make 
provisions f or guiding the growth o f individual pupils, to 
diagnose their weaknesses and strengths, to point out areas 

])Walter S. Monroe, "Educational Measurement in 1920 and in 1945," 
Journal of Educational Research (January, 1945), 38:334-340. 

£/J. Wayne Wrightstone, Joseph Justman, and Irving Robbins, Evaluation 
in Modern Education, American Book Company, New York, 1956, p. 4. 



where remedial measures may be desirable, and to provide a 
basis for the modification of the curr iculum or for the in­
troduction of experiences to meet the needs of individuals 
or groups of pupils. 11 

J) 
Segel and Gerberich report certain premises which are widely 

accepted and are consistent with the point of view expressed in the 

literature: 

"Certain premises seem to be widely accepted today. 
One is that the modern teacher must be concerned with the 
basically important ·and functional learning outcomes, usu­
ally far less tangible and less easily measurable than knowl­
edges and skills, which were largely disregarded some years 
ago both by teacher and tester. Another is that the whole 
child must be evaluated in the dynamic social situation in 
which he inevitably finds himself. The demand, therefore, 
seems to be for an approach to evaluation which is founded 
upon a sound understanding of child growth and development, 
the nature of learning, and individual group, and trait dif­
ferences. The measurement specialist may well be faced with 
the necessity of meeting this type of demand. It seems 
likely to entail a broader equipment of testing techniques 
and a greater use of the principles of expanding social and 
educational psychology than were demanded during the first 
fifty years of development in educational and psychological 
testing." 
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The development of orderly procedures and techniques for evalua£-

ing the "total" pupil involves many basic considerations. These are 
]j 

stated succinctly by Burton in discussing the source of the factors 

which complicate the problem: 

11 1. The outcomes to be evaluated are complex integrations 
of many items. 

l/David Segel and Raymond J. Gerber ich, "Overview of Educational and 
Psychological Testing 1946 to 1943, 11 Review of Educational Research 
(February, 1950), 20:13. 

_g.JWilliam H. Burton, "Implications for Organization of Instruction and 
Instructional Organization," Learning and Instruction, Part I, Forty­
ninth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, 
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1950, pp. 247-248. 



2. The outcomes to be evaluated are difficult to state 
in unequivocal language. 

3. The scope of evaluation has been greatly expanded. 
Early emphasis upon testing fact and skill outcomes 
have been supplemented by attention to evaluating such 
outcomes as understandings, attitudes, appreciations, 
values, and other personal-social-moral traits which 
control conduct. 

4. Directional progress goals must be related eventually 
to relatively fixed standards. Standards of achieve­
ment and growth must of necessity be adapted to levels 
of maturity and to individual differences; hence there 
must be flexibility in the appraisal of pupil growth. 
The learner is to progress along lines indicated by 
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the aims and objectives in the general situation. The 
standards move constantly upward with the maturing 
learner. Eventually current social standards enter as 
mature levels of the goals which pupils have been pro­
gressively achieving. Efforts to evaluate in terms of 
arbitrary standards, the growth of immature children 
with differences in abil ities, interests, and rates of 
growth result in serious disturbances of mental hygiene. 
Children allowed to progress through a series of direc­
tional progress goals and standards will come to see 
quite naturally the necessity for achieving socially 
desirable levels. Evaluation must be carried on with 
these facts in mind. 

5. The outcomes to be evaluated are often stated in gen­
eral and abstract terms, but pupil behavior is specific 
and concrete. This calls for the gathering o f specific 
data from observations of behavior and then making a 
judgment, i.e., evaluating the behavior as indicative 
or not indicative of growth in given values. 

6. Modern evaluation within the everyday on-going class­
room situation is continuous and adjusted to the nature 
of the learner. The close of a unit or series of assign­
ments will include an appraisal of the degree to which 
the objectives and purposes of the unit or assignments 
have been achieved. 

7. Modern evaluation is participatory; everyone from test 
technician to the pupils themselves takes part. It is 
of basic importance to have pupils learn to evaluate 
objectively their own ach ievement. Evaluations should 
be included in which pupils do not participate, but for 



which, on the basis of their experience, they can 
clearly see the why and the how. 
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8. The techniques of modern evaluation are such that the 
teachers should be given definite training in the 
development and use of the processes. Children should 
be given continuous opportunity to evaluate materials, 
classroom procedures, their own achievements and growth. 

9. Objective measurement and subjective evaluation are 
both essential. The current scene is marked by con­
siderable development in the area of subjective eval­
uation. New instruments and procedures are constantly 
being developed. 11 

Writers agree that an adequate program o f testing and evaluation 

must, in design, be comprehens ive and include tangible as well as in-

tangible objectives of instruction and learning. Changes in the be-

havior of the individual must be the basis for evaluating his growth 

and development. The program must be continuo-us and well articulated 

from kindergarten through high school. The program must be functional 

and practical, and the results must be organized into a meaningful in-

terpretation of the individual's growth and development. 
- ll 

Wrights tone sets forth six criteria that may well serve as a 

guide in developing a concept of testing and evaluation: 

11 The 1st criteria is that the major purposes of testing 
and evaluation should be to appraise the outcomes of educa­
tional experience and that the desig~ of such evaluation 
should be comprehensive. It should not be limited to a few 
objectives or outcomes, but should include the major objec­
tives of the modern school curriculum. 

The 2nd criteria is that the outcomes of learning ex­
periences are the changes which take place in the behavior 
of students. This behavior should be interpreted to mean 

1/ J ._ Wayne Wrights tone, 11 Design for Evaluation for High Schools, 11 

High Points (February, 1944), 26:32. 



not only observable skills but also interest, attitude, ways 
of thinking, and the like . 

The 3rd criteria is that for some of the major objectives 
of instruction no adequate methods or instruments for collect­
ing reliable evidence are available. Until valid and reliable 
technics are evolved, such outcomes should be appraised by as 
careful subjective means as possible. 

The 4th criteria is that reliable and valid instruments 
of measure are by their very nature restricted to an appraisal 
of limited aspects of behavior. It is impossible to measure 
the whole result of the educative experience by any one test 
or battery of tests. The hope remains, however, that by meas­
uring the major, important, and vital objectives of educative 
experience some valid appraisals can be obtained of the rel­
ative merits of diverse educational practice. 

The 5th criteria is that the test results should be sum­
marized into a meaningful pattern of scores either statistical, 
graphic, or verbal, and that these results should be organized 
and integrated into helpful patterns of interpretations. In 
this interpretation an effort should be made to see the rela­
tion between and among the indexes and scores obtained and to 
interpret the results in terms of probable contributing causes. 

The 6th criteria is that a dynamic evaluation program is 
one that is continuous and interrelated with the curriculum. 
The curriculum objectives determine the outcomes which should 
be evaluated . The test, questionnaire, and other instruments 
by means of which evidence is gathered provide evidence of 
development towards these objectives. The evidence gathered 
by techniques of appraisal, in turn, affects, first, by indi­
cating those desirable, and second, by throwing light on the 
meaning and clarification of objectives and outcomes." 
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Place of testing and evaluation in the total education program.--

The literature states that evaluation is a major activity of the school 

and represents an important phase of good teaching. Education in terms 

of individual needs must be based upon a knowledge of the "whole" child. 

To appraise pupil progress and meet individual needs, adequate data 

must be secured concerning each child. A comprehensive testing and 
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]j 
evaluation program is needed to accomplish this. Cromwell notes the 

necessity of such a program if the school is to secure an adequate 

assessment of its product. 

"A study of any group reveals dif\Eerences among the in­
dividuals composing it, These differences may be in terms of 
intelligence, command of fundamental tools of learning, phys ­
i cal and emotional maturity, social abilit ies , specific apti­
tudes, interests and other characteristics. Furthermore, not 
only are there infinite variations among individuals, but each 
differs from himself from time to time . So vitally do these 
variations affect mental and emotional growth, that their 
existence must never be ignored by anyone who works with youth. 

To understand others and to work effectively with them, 
one must understand the nature and extent of their differences. 
It is not enough for the school to know that a ' boy is a poor 
reader; how great his deficiency is and what specific diffi­
culties he encounters must be understood if real help is to be 
given, This information should be a part of the school record, 
available to all the school officials and teachers who have 

. contact with the pupil concerned. Mere access to records will 
not suffice, however. Each teacher should grow in his ability 
to interpret and use them; and the best measure of his success 
in doing so will be his ability and willingness to interpret 
unpromising data in an object ive manner. 

An analysis of individual differences should lead to the 
discovery of individual needs, and the extent to which a school 
discovers and provides for individual needs determines the ade­
quacy of its program." 

Testing and evaluation are integral parts of the total educational 

program and function in facilitating learning in the following areas: 

over-all educational planning, educational placement, guidance and 

1/Floyd R. Cromwell, A Basic Program of Guidance, Maryland School 
Bulletin, Vol. XXV, No. 1, State Department of Education, Baltimore, 
Maryland, 1943. 

']j 

1,/Walter W. Cook, "The Functions of Measurement in the Facilitation of 
Learning," Chapter I in Educational Measurement, E. F. Lindquist 
(Editor), American Council on Education, Washington, D. C., 1951. 
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counseling, improvement of instruction, and improvement of the learn-
1:/ 

ing situation. Segel notes that testing and evaluation should as-

sume a position of administrative importance for the following reasons: 

"1. To enable teachers, administrators, and counselors 
to keep themselves more intimately and reliably 
acquainted with the continuing educational develop­
ment of each individual pupil, in order that the 
instruction and guidance may be better adapted to 
his peculiar and changing interests, needs, and 
abilities. 

2. To provide the school administrator with a more de­
pendable and objective basis for the over-al l eval­
uation of the total education offering of the school, 
in order that any need for curricular revision may 
more surely be brought to his attention, and that 
his supervisory efforts may be more wisely distributed." 

Writings cite that the problems of evaluation and the problems of 

instruction are intricately interwoven. What is to be evaluated and 

the methods of evaluat.ion depend on what the schools te'lch or should 

teach. Der iving its direction from the major objectives of the schools, 

the testing and evaluation program clarifies these objectives into 

goals and purposes which are effective guides to instruction. The 

controlling purpose of the appraisal program is to facilitate learning 

experiences aimed to meet the needs of the pupil. To accomplish this 
]) 

aim, the program must meet the following conditions: 

"1. The objectives set up to guide instruction should 
specify unambiguously and realistically the behaviors 

])David Segel, "Survey and Trend Studies," Review of Educational 
Research (December, 1942), 22:494. 

£/American Association of Schoo l Administrators, American School 
Curriculum, Thirty-first Yearbook, 1953, Washington, D. C., p. 313. 



Lee, 

for the development of which the schools accept re­
sponsibility. These are the ultimate objectives. 

2. The selection, organizat ion, and sequential arrange­
ment of learning experiences (for example: immediate 
object ives , units of instruction, and course content) 
should be clearly relevant to the attainment of these 
ultimate objectives. Appraisals, in turn, should be 
relevant to the immediate objectives so determined. 

3. Evaluation, as an integral part of the instructional 
program, should be as comprehensive as that program. 
It must embrace all important behaviors and must show 
periodically the degree to which these behaviors have 
been achieved. It will utilize all technics which 
perform important services. 

4. The data obtained from evaluation should be fully 
utilized for the improvement of instruction. 

5. The staff responsible for instruction should have the 
primary responsibility for the program of evaluation; 
that i s, for determining what should be tested, what 
forms of evaluation are appropriate, and how the re­
sults are to be interpreted and used. It should, how­
ever, include persons with special competence in the 
technics of evaluation. 

6. Classroom teachers should participate in the program 
of evaluat i on to the fullest practicable extent, not 
only because of the contributions they can make to it 
but also because of the beneficial e ffect on their 
teaching. 

7. Pupils should share in the appraisal of their achieve­
ments." 

ll 
in discussing the elementary school program, notes the 

place of tests in the instructional program: 

"No elementary school can have an effective instruc­
tional program without knowing what it is accompl ishing. 
Tests are a means of finding out what is happening to pupils 
in order that further progress may be made. The emphasis on 
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];_/J. Murray Lee, "Essential Elements of an Adequate Testing Program," 
in "Appraising the Elementary School Program," Sixteenth Yearbook, The 
National Elementary Principal (July, 1937), 16:465-470. 



the individual requires not only a general knowledge of what 
is happening to the group, but also specific knowledge for 
each individual. 11 

The foregoing clearly indicates that testing and evaluation are 
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vital and integral elements of a comprehensive educational program and 

are essential parts of the process of teaching, curriculum making, and 

guidance. 

Kinds of i nformation needed about pupils.-- Writings reveal that 

a basic function of the school is to provide for the common and indi-

vidual needs of the pupil in terms of his abilities and interests in 

relation to the environment. If this function i s to be carried out on 

any rational basis, it is necessary for the schools to obtain data on 

all factors which influence the pupil's behavior and learning. Schwartz 
l.l 

and Tiedman classify these factors in the following categories: (1) 

physical, (2) health, (3) psychological, (4) educational, (5) and emo-

tional. These authors state that a true picture of the pupil requires 

evidence concerning each of these factors and the influence each has 

upon the pupil's progress. They further list specific factors which 

affect the pupil's progressmd development under each category in the 

following summary: 

11 1. Physical factors 
A. Speech 
B. Hearing 
C. Vision 
D. General physical (bodily) condition 

1. Motor coordination 
2. Vigor 

1/Alfred Schwartz and Stuart C. Tiedman, Evaluating Student Progress 
in the Secondary School, Longmans, Green and Company, New York, 1957, 
pp. 19-20. 



3. Vitality 
4. Growth 

II. Health Factors 
A. Eating habits 
B. Sleeping habits 
C. Personal hygiene 
D. Complex i on 

III. Psychological factors 
A. Personality adjustment 

1. Social competence 
2. Aggressive or submissive tendencies 
3.· Attitudes 
4. Group (peer) relationships 

B. Aptitudes 
1. Scholastic 
2. Specific 

C. Interests 
D. Reading skill 
E. Mental health 

IV. Educational factors 
A. Past achievement--areas of superiority and weakness 
B. Suitability of curriculum 
C. Cocurricular participation 

1. Special successes or failures 
2. Areas of activity chosen 

D. Suitability of instructional materials and methods 
E. Study and work habits 
F. Teacher-student relationship 
G. Student-school relationship 

V. Environmental factors 
A. Family background 
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1. Cultural and social characteristics and influences 
2. Attitudes toward child, school, society 
3. Economic and social status 
4. Marital status of parents 
5. Home duties and responsibilities 

B. Neighborhood factors 
1. Geographical location and characteristics 
2. Companions 
3. Recreation facilities 
4. Employment (full- and/or part-time) opportunities." 

The importance of obtaining evidence of understandings is discussed 
1/ 

by Douglas and Spitzer. It is noted that although understandings are 

1/Harl R. Douglass and Herbert F. Spitzer, "The Importance of Teaching 
for Understanding," Chapter II in The Measurement of Understanding, 
Part I, The Forty-fifth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study 
of Education, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1946, p. 25. 
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basic to rich and effective living, they are often neglected in favor 

of other learning outcomes such as verbalism, barren factual informa-

tion, and mechanical skills. In analyzing curriculum objectives, the 
!I 

Eight-Year Study set forth the following specific aspects of pupil 

growth that should be measured: thinking, social sensitivity, signif-

icant interests, civic and social beliefs, appreciation in literature 

and art, and personal and social development. 
11 

Remmer and Gage indicate that the mutual needs of both society 

and the individual should determine the kinds of information and data 

with which pupil evaluation must be concerned. They further suggest 

that the following aspects of the pupil need to be evaluated: (1) 

achievement of instructional objectives, (2) physical aspects, (3) 

mental abilities, (4) emotional and social adjustment, (5) attitudes, 
ll 

(6) environment and background. Traxler states that there are ten 

areas of the history and development of the individual within which 

information is needed for guidance and instructional purposes. They 

are as follows: (1) home background, (2) school history and home ad-

justment, (3) mental ability or academic aptitude, (4) achievement and 

growth in different fields of study, (5) health of the individual, (6) 

out-of-school experience, (7) educational and vocational interests of 

!/Eugene R. Smith, Ralph W. Tyler, and others, Appraising and Record­
ing Student Progress, Harper and Brothers, New York, 1942, p. 18. 

1 / H. H. Remmer and N. L. Gage, Educational Measurement and Evaluation, 
Harper and Brothers, New York, 1943, pp. 19-117. 

l/Arthur E. Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, Harper and Brothers, 
New York, 1957, pp . 20-25. 



individual pupils, (8) special aptitudes, (9) personality, and (10) 
l l 
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plans for the future. Dunlap states that if the school is to carry 

on a well-founded educational program, it must secure the following 

information about each pupil: (1) measures of achievement, (2) esti-

mates of intellectual ability, (3) a profile of the individual's in-

terests, (4) estimates of artistic capacity, (5) a measure of socio-

economic status, (6) ratings of adjustments to home, (7) ratings of 

health, (8) ratings of adjustments to social environment, (9) measures 

of personality traits, (10) some measure of delinquency, and (11) meas-

ures of attitude toward society and the state. 
~I 

Thorpe states that measures of achievements, potentialities, 

and state of personal and social adjustment are a prerequisite to 

effective instruction. To plan a constructive program and forestall 

failures with their attendant nervous symptoms or delinquent behavior, 

he notes that the teacher must secure objective measurements of the 

status of each pupil regarding: (1) physical health, (2) intelligence 

or mental maturity, (3) competence in basic academic skills, (4) gen-

eral and occupational interests, (5) personality adjustment, (6) mental 

health, (7) special abilities and aptitudes, and ( 8) social relation-

ships with other pupils. 

Considerable duplication and overlapping are noted in the liter-

1 / Jack W. Dunlap, To Test or Not to Test, Test Service Bulletin, No. 
37, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, p. 3 . 

~/Louis P . Thorpe , Guiding Child and Adolescent Development in the 
Modern School, Educational Bulletin No. 16, California Test Bureau, 
Los Angeles, California, 1951, p. 7. 
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ature. It is evident, however, that the school should be concerned 

with gathering data on all aspects of pupil behavior and achievement. 

It is not enough to be concerned simply with academic achievement. To 

have a developing picture of the individual pupil and be cognizant of 

the factors which affect the pupil's school adjustment and progress, 

all areas must be tapped for information. If decisions are to be made 

regarding the educational program and the pupil's pattern of develop-

ment, a continuous appraisal and recording of the progress of each 

pupil in each important area of his growth over a long period of time 

are necessary . 

Means and techniques used in the program.-- The fie l d of evalua-

tion includes testing, both educational and mental. It also includes 

the much wider area of pupil behavior study by observation and rating 

in every conceivable situation. A broad testing and evaluation program 

requires a great variety of measures or samples of an individual's 

behavior used interrelatedly in the process of understanding and help-

ing the individual. Two basic principles underlie evaluative measures 
ll 

and techniques: (1) the instrument or technique should be chosen 

fit the objective to be measured or evaluated; and (2) no technique 

worth using unless the results it y4elds can be depended upon. 
11 

Wrightstone , Justman, and Robbins point to the necessity of 

using a variety o f techniques in the following comments: 

l/Victor H. Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, Houghton 
Mifflin Company, Boston, 1957, p. 13. 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 16. 

to 

is 



"Techniques of evaluation range from such informal 
measures as teacher ratings on oral recitations and teacher­
made tests to more refined and standardized measures or ap­
titudes, abi lities, skills, interests, and attitudes. 
Formerly, the major emphasis in measurement was on appraisal 
of pupil mastery o f information and the skills. The changing 
concepts of the curriculum have required the evaluation of 
pupil growth in other areas as well, such as physical and 
mental health, social relationships, critical thinking, ap­
preciations and creative expression, interests, and attitudes. 
In other words, new curricular emphases have required the 
development of new techniques of measurement and evaluation." 

]) 
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Schwartz and Tiedman give the following list of available tech-

niques for measuring various aspects of the pupil's behavior: 

"I. Tests 
A. Achievement 

1. Informal teacher-made 
2. Standardized 

B. Mental Ability 
C. Personality 
D. Aptitude 
E. Interest 

II. Rating scales 
III. Checklists, surveys, inventories, and questionnaires 

IV. Observation 
V. Interviews 

VI. Records and reports 
A. Cumulative folders 
B. Anecdotal records 
C. Diar i es and logs 

VII. Sociometry 
VIII. Role-playing 

A. Sociodrama 
B. Psychodrama 

IX, Situational tests 
X. Student projects 

A. Papers 
B. Notebooks 
C. Reports 
D. Autobiographies 
E. Personal data sheets 

XI. Case studies 
XII. Case conferences" 

l/Schwartz and Tiedman, op. cit., pp. 11-12. 
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]) 
This list is essentially the same as that developed by Burton in 

2:.1 
1950. The Eight-Year Study describes a variety of measuring devices 

for determining the degree to which students are attaini ng major cur-

riculum objectives. They are noted below: 

"1. For aspects of thinking: tests of interpretation 
of data, application of principles, logical reason­
ing, and nature of proof. 

2. For social sensitivity: tests of application to 
social problems of social values, social facts, and 
generalization. 

3. For civic and social beliefs: scales of social, 
political, and economic beliefs. 

4. For aspects of appreciation in literature an d art: 
a variety of techniques. 

5. For interests: an inventory of personal, social, and 
school interests. 

6. For personal and social development: various self­
reporting scales and anecdotal records." 

ll 
Orata also notes the necess i t y of using a var i ety of techniques 

in a comprehensive appraisal program: 

"Aside from tests· and scales, there are other instru­
ments of evaluation that are not ordinarily regarded as such, 
as, for example, anecdotal records, data from questionnaires, 
records of attendance, records of physical examinations, 
diaries kept by the teacher, pupils, parents, case study rec­
ords and other kinds of records that show or give evidence of 
significant changes in t he behavior and development of the 
boys and girls i n school. They may befurmal or informal rec­
ords, complete or incomplete records, just as long as they 
give lists of significant and valid evidence of changes in 

1/Burton, op. cit., pp. 248-249. 

2:/Smith, Tyler, and others, op. cit., pp. 3-34. 

1_/0rata, op. cit., pp. 645-646. 



the pupils they are properly regarded as evaluation instru­
ments. What seems important is not that each instrument is 
complete in itself, but that it contributes, along with 
ouher instruments, some evidence, slight though it may be, 
toward a comprehensive and dependable evaluation of the total 
school program." 

ll 
Traxler contends that the greater part of information may be 
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obtained from tests and other objective techniques. The use of these 

techniques are recommended wherever possible, since the data obtained 

in this manner will tend to be reliable and impersonal. He points out, 

however, that certain kinds of information, including home background, 

social history, certain aspects of health history, extracurricular ac-

tivities, work and summer experience, interests, school subjects pre-

ferred and those disliked, voluntary reading, and educational and voca-

tional plans, cannot be obtained by objective measures. This type of 

information must be gathered directly from the pupil or parent by such 

means as the interview and questionnaire. 
~j 

Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich state that although the test 

constitutes the major type of evaluation instrument, other means such 

as the anecdotal record, the interview, and the rating scale have sig-

nificant places in the evaluation of pupil behavior and achievement. 

They also point out that although certain aspects of pupil behavior 

lend themselves to objective measurement, there are many elements in 

the total understanding of the child which are represented by the 

1/Traxler, op. cit., p. 25. 

1/Harry A. Greene, Albert N. Jorgensen, and Raymond J. Gerberich, 
Measurement and Evaluation in the Elementary School (Second Edition), 
Longmans, Green and Company, New York, 1953, p. 7. 
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1.1 
intangibles. These elements lie beyond the objective measurement 

field and must be appraised on the basis of keen observat ion . Smith 
11 

and Tyler suggest that any device which provides valid evidence re-

garding the progress of students toward the educational objective is 

appropriate and should be included in the program. Schwartz and 
ll 

Tiedman note the place of various devices in the evaluative process 

by the following comment: 

"There is no one method or technique of evaluation that 
is best for measuring the wide variety of objectives found 
in the usual school program, and the choice of technique de­
pends almost entirely on the kind of objective to be measured. 
Measurement is not limited to the administration of objective 
tests, nor is it limited to the use of essay examinations, nor 
to the use o f observat i onal techniques. Each of these has its 
place in a total program of evaluation, and each can be uniquely 
useful when properly used." 

A wide variety of devices is available in measuring pupil progress 

and adjustment. Writers agree that it is the task of the school to 

know the appropriate techniques, their uses and limitations, and how 

they may be employed to indicate the degree to which the pupil has 

attained the important outcomes o f the educational process. 

Summary.-- The ultimate success of a testing and evaluation pro-

gram is dependent upon basic considerations which act as guideposts for 

the · entire program. The operation of the program will hinge on the 

concept developed by the school. The type of program that emerges will 

be directly related to the philosophy of testing and evaluation, an 

];_/Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich, op. cit., p. 633. 

2:_/Smith, Tyler, and others , op. cit., p. 13. 

2_/Schwartz and Tiedman, op. cit., p. 12. 
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understanding of the place of the evaluative process in the total edu­

cational program, an awareness of the aspects of pupil behavior with 

which evaluation must be concerned, and cognizance of various tech­

niques that may be used in the pupil appraisal program. 

A review of the literature reveals the following general prin­

ciples: 

1. It is only through being well informed regarding all aspects 

of growth and development of the individual pupils that the 

school staff can plan an effective educational program to meet 

the needs of the pupils. 

2. The evaluation program is an integral phase of the educational 

process and should be considered one of the majo r tasks of the 

school. 

3. Evaluation should not be regarded as an end process, but the 

means to an end- -aiding the individual pupil in his growth and 

development. 

4. A comprehensive program of evaluation should include the 

gathering of evidence on most or, if possible, all of the major 

objectives of the school program. It should not be limited to 

collecting data for a few instructional objectives of the con­

ventional subject curriculum. 

5. Adequate objective methods and instruments are not available 

for collecting evidence of the attainment of many objectives 

of the school. Appraisal in these areas must be accomplished 

by subjective methods. 
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6. A variety of techniques and measuring devices must be used for 

collecting data. These will range from simple pencil-and-

paper tests to observation and sociometric techniques . 

7. Major evaluation techniques available are: (1) objective tests 

including mental ability, aptitude, academic achievement, at-
1/ l/ ll 

titudes, interests, personality; (2) anecdotal records; 

(3) observat i onal techniques; (4) oral and essay examinations; 

(5) quest i onnaires, inventories, and interviews; (6) checklists 

and rating scales; (7) projective techniques; (8) case studies; 

(9) sociometric techniques; and (10) cumulative records. 

8. The cho ice of the evaluative devi ce is dependent upon the 

specific object i ve to be measured. No technique is worth using 

unless the results it yields can be depended upon. 

3. Organizing the Program 

Basic operat i onal considerations.-- The administrative organiza-

tion for carrying on a testing and evaluation program will differ con-

siderably from community to communi ty, depending on the size, type, 

and problem of the particular school system. Wrightstone, Justman, and 
11 

Robbins state that the type of c urriculum, pupil personnel, and the 

like will, in large measure, determine its scope and natur e. The com-

petence with which the staff can use the results will also affect the 

l/These are sometimes classified as scales or inventories. 

1/Wrightstone, J ustman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 61. 



49 

ll 
program. Smith and Tyler contend that the evaluation program should 

serve the l ocal needs and purpo ses of each school and that the partie -

ular emphasis, as well as the extent of the program, should be deter-
]) 

mined largely by the needs of each school for data. King points out 

that the extent and comprehensiveness of the program and organization 

will be directly proportional to the facilities available and to the 

training of those who are commissioned to operate it. The literature 

corroborates these points of view and further emphasizes the fact that 

there is no one set organizational pattern that must be adopted by all 

s chools . Each school system shoul d develop a plan in keeping with its 

particular needs and facilities. 

The organizational plan may also vary considerably in a particular 

school system, depending on various local situations which may develop. 
l l 

Kirby emphasizes this axiom by stating that it is not a good policy 

to set up a formal testing program to be followed without deviation 

year in and year out, since problems change, new objectives develop, 

and different areas need varying degrees o f emphasis. He further sug-

gests that the over-all program should not be crystalized, but rather 

flexible and adaptable. Any plan must be subject to adjustment to the 

individual school situation and be organized so that it may expand, 
!±I 

contract, or shift emphasis as the needs require. Fullmer contends 

1/Smith and Tyler, op. cit., p. 443. 

'!:./Joseph E. King, "Using Tests in the Modern Secondary School," The 
Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School Principals 
(December, 1948), 32:46. 

}_/B. C. Kirby, "Minimum Testing Programs," Journal of Education 
Oanuary, 1948), 131:24. 

!±_/Daniel W. Fullmer, ''The Testing Pr ogram: What Constitutes Minimum 
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that the important consideration is a test pattern to meet the indi-

vidual's needs and not a stereotyped set of test results. 

Despite the uniqueness of the organization for each school situa-

tion, the literature reveals that there are certain accepted general 

principles and procedures common to all testing and evaluation programs. 

This study presents these principles and procedures as set forth in the 

literature. 

General principles.-- The testing and evaluation program must be 

set up as definitely as any other part of the educational structure. 

It should not be a hit-or-miss affair, but represent a well-ordered 
ll 11 

program worthy of the name. Spence suggests that the program 

should be "supplementary not duplicative, usable not con fusing, 

economical not burdensome, comprehensive not sporadic, suggestive not 

dogmatic, progressive not static." He further suggests that this may 

serve as a good rule of thumb in planning the program. 
ll 

Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins set forth four characteristics 

of an adequate evaluation program which may be used to appraise the 

adequacy of a program in a modern school and serve as a guide for pro-

gram organization and development: 

"1. Is the design of the evaluation program comprehensive, 

Essentials," The Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary 
School Principals (May, 1958), 42:87. 

l/C. c. Ross and Julian Stanley, Measurement in Today's Schools, 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1954, pp. 175-178. 

1/Ralph B. Spence, "A Comprehensive Testing Program for Elementary 
Schools," Teachers College Record (January, 1953), 34:281. 

}/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 27. 



so that it includes not only abilities, skil ls, and 
understandings, but also the less tangible ob jectives 
of learning and instruction? 

2. Are changes in the behavior of the individual the 
basis for evaluating his growth and development, since 
the total behavior of the individual--mental, physical, 
emotional, and social--should be the concern of the 
teacher and supervisor in every situation? 

3. Are the results o f the evaluation organized into a 
meaningful interpretation so that a portrait of the 
individual's growth and development and the inter­
relationships of such growth become evident? 

4. Is the evaluation program continuous and interrelated 
with the curriculum development? 11 
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Several writers suggest general principles pertaining to testing 

programs. These are equally applicable to the over-all evaluative pro-
1/ 

gram. The Kent State study notes that the program should be three-

dimensional~ having (1) length--the program must be cont inuous, test-

ing certain basic factors on two or more occasions over a period of 

time; (2) breadth--the program must include measurement of various 

traits or characteristics so that interpretations of one test may be 

made in the light of other test data as well as nontest information; 

and (3) depth--including provisions for individual or clinical testing. 
]j 

This study indicates that (1) tests provide only part of the informa-

tion needed to aid pupils; (2) the adequacy and effect i veness of a 

testing program can be measured only by the use made of the results; 

(3) the testing program should be closely related to the needs of the 

l/Kent Area Study Council, A Proposed Twelve-Year Testing Program, Ohio 
Scholarship Tests, State Department of Education, Columbus, Ohi o, 1959, 
p. v. 

~/Ibid., p. 2. 
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local school; and (4) testing should be planned as an integral part of 
1) 

the total school program. Lennon lists the following four general 

principles of a sound high school testing program: (1) the program 

should be continuous; ( 2) the program should be comprehensive; (3) 

testing should be jointly planned; and (4) the testing programs should 

be integrated with the total educational program. 

2:.1 
Erickson sets f orth the f o llowing criteria that may be used as 

guiding principles in program planning and organization: 

"1. A program that is planned, administered, and utilized 
co-operatively by teachers, supervisors, curriculum 
workers, counselors, and administrators. 

2 . A program which is devoted to the improvement of the 
effectiveness of teaching and guidance in the school. 

3. A program which will help pupils appraise and under­
stand their relative strengths and weaknesses in 
achievement, aptitude, adjustment, personality, and 
interests. 

4 . A program that will build favorable public relations 
with school patrons and the connnunity at large." 

The literature reveals that the testing and evaluation program 

should be purposive, long-ranged, cooperatively planned, practical, 

and professionally administered. These represent organizational as-

pects of the program and are considered further in this study. 

Purposive.-- For any program to be justified, it must be purposive. 

1 / Roger T . Lennon, Testing in the Secondary School, Test Service Note­
book No. 20, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, 1957, 
p. 4 . 

1 / Elmer J. Erickson, "What Kind of Testing Program for Today's Schools?" 
The Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School Principals 
(April, 1952), 36:160. 
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Before any attempt is made to collect data about pupils, the purposes 

for which they are to be used must be determined and thoroughly under-
l/ ]j 

stood by all members of the staff. Wertz indicates that the pur-

poses must be determined by the instruction and guidance staff members 

who are going to use the program and must reflect the needs felt by the 
l l 

staff. Ross notes that the purposes should be stated specifically in 

terms of both the scope and purpose. 
!±I 

Noll lists the most common purposes for which educational meas-

urements are used: 

"A. Classification of pupils 
B. Homogeneous grouping 
C. Diagnosis and remedial work 
D. Counseling and guidance 
E. Marking 
F. Motivation 
G. Identification and study of exceptional children 
H. Interpreting schools to the community 
I. Improvement of school staff 
J. Educational research." 

~j 
Torgenson suggests that the purpose of the program is to collect 

information which may be used to solve important educational problems 

of vital concern to the school staff. He further notes that these 

l / J. Murray Lee and Doris May Lee, The Child and His Curriculum, 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., New York, 1950, p. 674. 

~/Henry Wertz, "Minimum Essentials for a Testing Program," American 
School Board Journal (September, 1957), 135:42. 

1_/Ross, op. cit., pp. 175-178. 

!:!_/Noll, op. cit., p. 321 . 

2 / Theodore L. Torgerson and Georgia s. Adams, Measurement and Evalua­
tion for the Secondary School Teacher, Dryden Press, New York, 1956. 
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problems should be concerned with factors that condition the growth 

and development of pupils in harmony with the ob jectives of education. 
ll 

Durost states that tests may be used for many purposes in that they 
]) 

may serve the administrator, supervisor, and teacher. Traxler states 

that most tests have multiple uses and that the specific purposes will, 

in large measure, determine the nature of the program and the kind of 
ll 

measures used, Wertz further points out the necessity of having the 

community understand and accept the purposes of the program. 

Writings reveal that the testing and evaluation program may be 

multipurposive in that it may serve the varying needs of all staff 

members by supplying a great variety of information about each pupil. 

The program wi ll be successful to the ext~nt that it meets the purposes 
f±/ 

for which it is designed. The program must therefore be planned in 

accordance with the stated purposes. Adequate follow-up work must be 

carried on to determine the degree to which the purposes have been 

achieved, 

Long-range and continuous program. -- The program which looks 

toward . completeness must be instituted gradually over a period of 
2..1 

years. Ross and Stanley state that the total program should be 

1/Durost, op. cit., p. 1. 

]) Arthur E. Traxler, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," 
Education (February, 1959), 79:358. 

1/Wertz, op. cit., p. 42. 

f±/Noll, op. c i t., p. 320. 

2/Ross and Stanley , op. cit., p. 210 . 
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planned for an extended period rather than being adopted piecemeal. 

In this way a varied program, omitting gaps and avoiding needless 

duplication, may result. They further advocate systematically recur-
1/ 

ring schedules as opposed to sporadic testing. Lennon holds this 

view and further notes that it is only through a continuing program 

that measurement of growth and progress, and evaluation of changes 

from year to year, may be accomplished. 

The literature discloses that the chief value of testing and eval-

uation lies in its regularity. Instructional planning is most effective 

when it is based upon regular appraisal of the growth and development 

of the pupil. Sporadic appraisal may help solve immediate problems, 

but it does not provide sufficient information for effective guidance 

and instructional planning. The literature points to the value of 

planning a systematic, sequential program covering a period of years, 

with a degree of flexibility which will allow the gradual introduction 

of new measuring devices when they prove to be better than the older 

ones. 

Beer recommends that the program be introduced and proceed at a 

reasonable rate of development so that all staff members may recognize 

its needs, sense its values, and learn how to analyze and use its data. 

He further suggests that additions to the program be instituted grad-

1/Lennon, op. cit., p. 4. 

1/Carl R. Beer, A County Program of Standardized Testing, Test Service 
Bulletin No. 60, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, 
p. 5. 
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ually, so that teachers will have time to determine values of the new 

information and see the relationship between the new information and 
ll 

that already known. Ross and Stanley feel that the scope of the 

program should be rather limited at first, but that plans be established 

to broaden it as the teachers become aware of the needs for additional 

information and trained in interpreting and using such data. They be-

lieve that it is the best plan to run the risk of undertaking too lim-

ited a program rather than one too broad. 

Cooperative enterprise.-- The testing and evaluation program rep-

resents a cooperative enterprise on the part of parents, pupils, 

teachers, counselors, and administrators. The entire staff must have 

a vo i ce in determining the purpose and in formulating the plans for the 
£/ 11 

program. Traxler recommends that the program be undertaken coop-

erat i vely by the faculty and that planning and operation be made as 
~I 

democratic as possible. Ross and Stanley believe that the program 

will fail without the cooperation of all staff members. All the liter-

ature reveals that the program of evaluation cannot be separated from 

the total educational program and thus must en l ist the cooperative en-

deavors of all personnel in administrat ion, guidance, and instruction. 

l/Ross and Stanley, op. c i t., pp. 180-182. 

£/Smith and Ty ler, op. c it ., p. 441. 

1/Arthur E. Traxler, Robert Jacobs, Margaret Selover, and Agatha 
Townsend, Introduction to Testing and the Use of Test Results in Public 
Schools, Harper and Brothers, New York, 1953, p. 13. 

~/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p. 179. 
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ll 
King states that it is important that every phase of the testing 

program be planned cooperatively with all staff members participating 

actively. He further emphasizes the importance of teacher participa-

tion by the following comment: 

"Testing and learning are first cousins. The classroom 
teacher is responsible for the learning progress of her pupils, 
within reasonable limits, so she is surely entitled to the 
privilege of full participation in the program of evaluation 
designed to measure the learning progress of pupils. If test 
results are to facilitate effective teacher appraisal of cur­
riculum and teaching methods, she must be a full partner in 
the school's co-operative testing enterprise." 
ll 

Boyer emphasizes this point and states that the cooperation of the 

teacher must be obtained, since the failure or success of the program 

is largely determined by what the teacher does as the result of his 

thinking. 
ll 

The Commission on the American School Curriculum strongly 

recommends that teachers share the responsibility for evaluation as 

well as for curriculum construction, and cite the following specific 

reasons for teacher participation in the evaluation program: 

"1. Classroom teachers can make valuable contributions, 
often indispensable, in determining what behaviors 
should be evaluated, the degree of accomplishment 
which it is reasonable to expect at the various grade 
levels, the appr opriateness of proposed evaluation 

l/King, op. cit., p. 57. 

£/Philip A. Boyer, "The Administration of Learning Groups in Elementary 
Schools," The Grouping of Pupils, Part I, Thirty-fifth Yearbook of the 
National Society for the Study of Education, Public School Publishing 
Company, Bloomington, Illinois, 1936 , p. 213. 

l/American Association of School Administrators, op. cit., p. 339. 



instruments as measures of the curriculum objectives, 
and particularly t he relevance of proposed measures 
to the objectives that guide instruction in their own 
classes. 

2. They can aid in the experimental tryout of standard­
ized tests and of other technics of appraisal. In 
many cit ies such tests are not chosen for system-wide 
use until they have been tried out in a number of 
classrooms in order to secure the judgment of teachers 
as to their appropriateness in terms of the school ob­
jectives, difficulties of administration and scoring, 
and the interpretation and use made of results. Such 
preliminary tryouts are equally valuable for any form 
of appraisal intended for city-wide use. 

3. Committees of teachers, with the aid of the central 
staff, may undertake to devise methods of evaluating 
special units and to assist in planning for the eval­
uation of areas not now adequately measured by stand­
ardized tests. 

4. Participat i on in the evaluation program is one of the 
best methods of helping classroom teachers clarify 
their own objectives as well as their understanding 
of the ultimate ob jectives set up for the entire cur­
riculum. 

5. Participat i on also helps classroom teachers grow in 
their understanding of the purpose of evaluation and 
to improve their own evaluation procedures. It goes 
a long way toward removing the distrust and uneasiness 
which teachers have when the evaluation program is 
planned solely in the central office. 

6. The most compelling argument for the participation of 
classroom teachers is that the effective utilization 
of the results o f any type of evaluation largely de­
pends upon them. Moreover, the teacher's att itude 
toward evaluation is certain to be reflected in the 
attitudes of the students." 

1./ 
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Froehlich and Benson feel that the entire program must be based 

on the results of a cooperative study by all members of the school 

1/Clifford P. Froehlich and Arthur S. Benson, Guidance Testing, 
Science Research Associates, Chicago, Illinois, 1948, p. 6. 
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ll 
staff having need of the data in dealing with pupils. Lennon states 

that the program should be jointly planned. The writings imply that 

the testing and evaluation program should be an outgrowth of important 

educational problems of vital concern to teachers. Only in this way 

can all staff members develop common understandings of the purposes of 

the program and a realization of its benefits and vital role in the 

educational process. 

Pract ical. -- To be justified, the program must be practical. 
ll 

Froehlich and Benson state that what is practical for one school may 

be out of the question for another. They further note that a practical 

program is one that is adapted to the local needs and conditions. Ross 
~I 

and Stanley recommend that the program be planned to obtain data 
i/ 

helpful in solving some practical school problem or issue. Spence 

notes that the program should be economical from the standpoint of 

time and money, and subject to adjustment to the individual school com-

munity, depending on the facilities and personnel. Lass and Wright-
£/ 

stone recommend that the program not exceed the practical school uses 

1/Lennon, op. cit., p. 4. 

1/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p. 179. 

l/Froehl ich and Benson, op. cit., p. 6. 

~/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., pp. 182-183. 

2/Spence, op. cit., pp. 283-284. 

£/A. N. Lass and J. Wayne Wrightstone, "Evaluation in the Secondary 
Schools of New York City," High Points (March, 1946), 28:26. 
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that can be made of data that are obtained. He further notes that the 

program should be initiated gradually so that the staff will not be 
1/ 

overburdened with too many tests and techniques. The findings reveal 

that the school should obtain only as much information as it is staffed 

to utilize effectively and assimilate efficiently. 
2:.1 

Froehlich and Benson suggest that routine clerical work in scar-

ing, tabulating, and recording data be kept at a minimum. They note 

that the program loses much of its value if teachers become overloaded 

in carrying out the details and thus become "fed up" with the entire 

operation. The loss in time in the regular school schedule should not 

be out of proportion to the expected instructional and guidance gains. 

Professional.-- The program should possess a high degree of pro-
'll 

fessionalism. The measures of the program must be properly admin-

istered and the results interpreted and used to improve the instruc-
fi/ 

tion, distribution, and adjustment of individual boys and girls. To 
2/ 

insure this, King recommends that a well-trained person be given the 

responsibility of organizing the program. This person s.hould be re-

sponsible for training teachers in interpreting and using evaluative 

results in a professional manner, and should make certain that the 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 61. 

1/Froehlich and Benson, op. cit., p . 6. 

1_/Ibid. 

~/Arthur E. Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, Harper and Brothers, 
New York, 1957, p. 266. 

2/King, op. cit., p. 58. 
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ll 
program operates on a professional basis. Lass and Wrightstone hold 

the same opinion as King and note that the program aims not only at 

measuring and inducing pupil growth, but also provides an opportunity 
11 

for continuous teacher education and professional growth. Noll ex-

presses concern for the professional aspect of the program and lists 

the following qualities needed by the person administering standard-

ized group tests: (1) ability to understand and follow directions, 

(2) ability to maintain the attention,and cooperation of a group, (3) 

ability to read directions aloud clearly and distinctly, and (4) ab i l-

ity to be objective. 
I ll 

The study by Leonard reveals that fewer than one fourth of the 

school districts surveyed had a professionally trained person in test-
~/ 

i ng and evaluation. Michaelis found that the majority of city school 

districts had a director of evaluation. These studies reveal that, al-

though improvements have been made, the schools have some distance to 

go in reaching the goals recommended in current writings. 

l/Lass and Wrightstone, op. cit., p. 26. 

l/Noll, op. cit., pp. 331-334. 

1/Eugenie A. Leonard and Anthony C. Tucker, The Individual Inventory 
in Guidance Programs in Secondary Schools, United States Office of 
Education Vocational Division, Bulletin No. 215, Occupational Informa­
tion and Guidance Series No. 7, United States Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D. C., 1941. 

~/John W. Michaelis, "Current Practices in Evaluation in City School 
Systems," Educational and Psycholog i cal Measurement (Spring, 1950), 
9:15-22. 
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4. Administering the Program 

Stages in administering the program.-- The extent to which test-

ing and evaluation fulfills its purpose is dependent upon the adminis-

tration of the program and the utilization of the results. Certain 

administrative and planning aspects have been the concern of several 

writers. 
l l 

Traxler listed ten essential steps in a testing program, setting 

forth procedures involved in planning and carrying on a program of ob-

jective testing. These steps are aimed at assisting schools in making 

certain that tests are administered correctly, interpreted wisely, and 

used effectively. They set forth, in outline form, important procedural 

aspects o f the program as follows : 

"1. Decide 
2. Decide 

used. 
3. Decide 
4. Decide 
5. Decide 

used, 

what is to be measured. 
for what purposes the measuring devices are to be 

when the tests are to be given . 
the grade levels at which the tests are to be given . 
how the test should be chosen, administered, and 

6. Choose the test to be used in each testing program. 
7. Make certain that the tests are carefully administered, 

with meticulous attention to the directions. 
8. Provide for rapid and accurate scoring of the tests 

and statistical treatment of the results. 
9 . Organize the test results for use by teachers, coun­

selors, principals, and other school functionaries who 
have access to the scores. 

10. Inform and train the faculty in the nature and purposes 
of tests and testing and the use of test results." 

Several checklists in the form of planning guides were also noted . 

These are aimed at assisting the school staff in working out details 

];_/Arthur E. Traxler, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," 
Education (February, 1959), 79 : 357-362. 
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and acquainting the staff with the specific factors involved in estab-

lishing and administering the program. Typical o f these guides is 
ll 

Planning the Testing Program, which covers the following aspects: 

"1. Determining the purposes 
2. Selecting grades to test 
3. Choosing the tests 
4. Select ing the testing days 
5. Rearranging the daily schedule during testing 
6. Administering tests 
7. Scoring tests 
8. Planning teacher conferences 
9. Making test scores meaningful 

10. Using test results." 

Steps in administering an evaluation program were the concern of 
11 ll ~/ 2) 

Jordan, Ross and Stanley, Noll, Tr.axler et al., and several 
&.I 

others. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins list five steps in the 

evaluation program: 

"1. Formulation of the major objectives of the curriculum 
2. De finition and clarification of these major objectives 
3. Selection of available tests and measures for each ob­

jective 
4. Construction of needed test scales and techniques 
5. Application of the various formal and informal tests 

and techniques to the appraisal of individual growth 
and development." 

1/World Book Company, Planning the Testing Program--Testing Program 
Organizational Chart, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York. 

1/A. M. Jordan, Measurement in Education, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
New York, 1953, pp. 67-73. 

l/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., Chap. XIII. 

~/Noll, op. cit. 

2 / Traxler, and others, Introduction to Testing and the Use of Test Re­
sults in Public Schools, Harper and Brothers, New York, 1953, pp. 13-19. 

f!../Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., pp. 17-21. 
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The writings reveal at least eight steps in a comprehensive and 

complete testing program. Regardless of the scope, these steps repre-

sent common procedural aspects for administering any program of test-

ing and evaluation. The following represent various administrative 

stages in the program: 

1. Establishing the purposes of testing and evaluation 

2. Selecting appropriate instruments to be used in the program 

3. Scheduling the program 

4. Administering the evaluative devices 

5. Scoring the tests 

6. Recording and reporting test results 

7. Analyzing and interpreting results 

8. Using and applying test results. 

The place of objec.tives in the evaluation program.-- Smith and 
]) 

Tyler state that the first step in the development of an appraisal 

program is for the staff to cooperatively decide what to evaluate, 

what kind of evidence to secure, and how to go about securing and using 

it. This involves securing a statement of the objectives which are 

representative of the work done by the school and the phase of growth 
']) 

represented by the pupil. Traxler notes that the objectives repre-

sent the clues as to what should be measured in any school and must 
ll 

receive primary attention in any evaluative procedure. Taba makes 

1/Smith and Tyler, op. cit., pp. 439-459. 

£/Traxler, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," op. cit., p. 357. 

1/Hilda Taba, "The Function of Evaluation," Childhood Education 
(February, 1939), 15:249. 



the following statement in regard to the place of objectives in the 

pupil appraisal program: 

"A program of appraisal should start with a careful 
formulation and listing of objectives by individual teachers, 
or by groups of teachers within one school or by groups of 
schools. This formulation and listing is important for the 
purpose of developing instruments of appraisal which give 
the kinds of evidence that are signi ficant to teachers and 
which bring results which they can appreciate and use. 
This formulation is also important for the purpose of as­
suring that the total program of appraisal covers all the 
significant types of child development and is in that sense 
comprehensive enough. This process also points out to all 
participating teachers the values important to the develop­
ment of the whole personality and thus promotes a cooperative 
attack for their development." 

1/ 
Smith and Tyler recommend that the whole staff part i cipate in 

forming the basic platform, each teacher or department submitting a 
2) 

list of objectives of their particular concern. Ahman and Glock 
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stress the importance of teacher participat i on in thi s important phase 

by the following comment: 

"The teacher is the most prominent single person in­
volved in the process of identifying educational objectives 
for the classroom. It is he who must amalgamate the general 
and specific objectives of the kind mentioned with a galaxy 
of pertinent local factors in order to arrive at the proper 
educational objectives for his class and to afford each ob­
jective its proper emphasis." 

They further note that teacher-derived educational objectives serve the 

following two functions: (1) the basis on which the curriculum is de-

veloped and the teaching process i s organized, and (2) th~ basis on 

l /Smith and Tyler, op. cit., p1 18 . 

2/J. Stanley Ahman and Marvin D. Glock, Evaluating Pup i l Growth, 
Allyn and Bacon, Boston, 1958, p. 41. 
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which the evaluation procedures are planned. 

Objectives are value judgments and represent choices by educators 
ll 

and other individuals. Accordingly, they are determined from a 
11 

variety of sources. The Commission on the American School Curriculum 

lists the following three sources as examples: (1) accumulated knowl-

edge of the scholars, (2) analysis of society, and (3) the nature of 

learner. It further notes that the objectives provide the foundation 

for all curriculum planning and the basis for the evaluative process. 
ll 

Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins note that although the pattern of 

objectives may vary from school to school, a comprehensive range of 

major objectives would be concerned with physical and mental health, 

social relationships, skills and knowledges, appreciations and creative 

expression, critical thinking, interests, and attitudes. 
~I 

Smith and Tyler offer the following classification of objectives 

in order to focus attention on areas requiring evaluative measures: 

"1. The development of effective methods of thinking 
2. The cultivation of useful work habits and study skills 
3. The inculcation of social attitudes 
4. The acquisition of a wide range of significant interests 
5. The development of increased appreciation of music, art, 

literature, and other aesthetic experiences 
6. The development of social sensitivity 
7. The development of better personal-social adjustment 
8. The development of important information 
9. The development of physical health 

10. The development of a consistent philosophy of life." 

l/American Association of School Administrators, op. cit., p. 55. 

1/Ibid., p. 56. 

l/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 17. 

~/Smith and Tyler, op. cit., p. 18. 
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ll 
The Taxonomy of Educational Objectives represents an excellent source 

for the classification o f educational objectives that deal with the 

recall of knowledge and the development of intellectual abilities and 

skills. It further provides an excellent basis for building evaluative 

instruments in these areas. An excellent listing of specific objectives 

of the general education program in the secondary school is provided by 
y v 

French. Kearney provides a companion list f or the elementary school 

years, as recommended by the Mi d-Century Committee on Outcome s in Ele-

mentary Education. 
~I 

Burton states that all schomls should define what is being ap-

praised. He further notes that if the program is purposive, the first 

step in the evaluative process is a clear statement of what is being 

evaluated. 
21 

In his survey, North found that 94 per cent of the schools 

l/Benjamin Bloom (Editor), Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, 
Longmans, Green and Company, New York, 1956. 

1/Will French and associates, Behavioral Goals of General Education 
in High School, Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1957. 

1/Nolan C. Kearney, Elementary School Object ive~, Parts II and III, 
Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1953. 

~/William H. Burton, "Implications for Organization of Instruction 
and Instructional Organization," op. cit., p. 249. 

2/Robert D. North, "Testing Programs of Public School Members of the 
Educational Records Bureau--Report of a Quest ionnaire Survey," 1956 
Achievement Testing Program in Independent Schools and Supplementary 
Studies, Bulletin No. 68, Educational Records Bureau, New York, 1956, 
pp. 76-90. 
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claimed that their testing programs were based on defined educational 

objectives . This claim needs investigation. 

The literature pertaining to object i ves is voluminous. A compre-

hensive review is entirely beyond the scope of this study. Ob j ectives 

represent an essential element of any testing and evaluation program 

and should not be neglected in any treatment of the program. 

Selecting measuring devices and instruments . -- Once the staff has 

determined the general scope of the program, what is to be measured, 

the method for securing the needed evidence of the degree of attainment 
l l 

of the objectives must be considered. This will involve selecting 

tests or measures. Although a variety of measuring and evaluative de-

vices is necessary in a comprehensive program, most of the literature 

is directed toward test selection, since test selection is a compli-

cated procedure and there are many tests available from which to make 
1.1 

a choice. Traxler notes that there are over 108,000,000 tests ad-

ministered annually in the schools of the Uni ted States. He further 

notes that there are about 20 test publishers with numerous test 

offerings. More than 5,000 different objective tests have been pub-

lished. At least 1,000 of these are on the active list of publishers. 
ll 

The Fifth Mental Measurements Yearbook reviews 957 commercially 

available tests during the 1952-58 period. With more emphasis being 

1 /Smith and Tyler, op . cit., p. 444. 

1,/Traxler, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," op. cit., p. 358. 

l / Oscar H. Buros (Editor), The Fifth Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
Gryphon Press, Highland Park, New Jersey, 1959. 
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placed upon tests, the writings give more import to this phase of the 

over-all program. This study considers important aspects of test se-

lection. Principles presented by the literature apply to a consider-

able extent to measuring instruments and devices of all types. 

The literature points to several basic issues that are involved 

in test selection, namely: (1) who shall select the test, (2) what are 

the sources of information about available measuring instruments, (3) 

what types of measuring instruments shall be used, (4) what procedure 

shall be followed in making the selection. The first, second, and 

fourth issues are the immediate concern of this review. The third as-

pect is treated in a later section dealing with measures used in the 

program and specific testing patterns. 

Great care must be exercised to secure tests most appropriate for 
ll 

the intended purpose. Wertz states that the responsibility for se-

lection rests with the school faculty and administration. Ross and 
11 

Stanley note that the best qual i fied person, or persons, available 

should make the selection. In large cities this will be the Research 

I 

Director or Testing Coordinator. In the small district it will un-

doubtedly be the principal. He further recommends that a staff com-
1/ 

mittee be set up to aid in this task. The Kent Area Study recommends 

that, although the test coordinator will ordinarily have the responsibil-

1/Wertz, op. cit. 

£/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p. 214. 

1/Kent Area Study Council, op. cit., p. 11. 
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ity for test recommendation, other appropriate staff members should be 

involved in the selection process. A test selection committee composed 

of measurement specialists, curriculum specialists, and classroom 
ll 

teachers is advocated. Traxler states that the decision regarding 

test selection should not be made by one person. He recommends that 

the selection should be made by a testing committee representing all 

departments of the school. The use of outside consultative serVice is 
]j 

recommended by Jorda~. The literature supports the views presented, 

and holds that test selection is a coordinated group enterprise with 

each of several groups making a definite contribution. Writers in the 

field appear to agree that it is a sound principle to rely on the com-

bined judgments of a group of competent people rather than upon the 
ll 

judgment of one individual. The study of Belanger reveals that this 

principle is common practice in California schools where counselors, 

teachers, and principals participate in this process. 

Writings cite that test selection involves a systematic procedure 

aimed at procuring the instrument best suited to measure the stated ob-
!!_/ 

jectives. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins advocate that the school 
2/ 

maintain an extensive and up-to-date file of standardized tests: Noll 

1/Traxler, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," op. cit., p. 359. 

1/Jordan, op. cit., p. 68. 

1/Laurence L. Belanger, "Testing in California Secondary Schools," 
California Journal of Secondary Education (February, 1947), 22;108-111. 

!i_/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 62. 

2_/Noll, op. cit. 
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recommends the use of catalogs and other advertising material distrib-

uted by test publishers. Test manuals and the Mental Measurements 

1/ 
Yearbook are recommended in the writings as primary sources. Testing 

service publications by the World Book Company, California Test Bureau, 

and the Psychological Corporation are referred to rather extensively. 

Textbooks such as the following represent valuable sources of test se-
]j '}_/ 

lection: Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich, Ross and Stanley, 
fi/ 2) &_! 

Traxler, Noll, and Remmer and Gage. Publications by the American 
ll 

Psychological Association represent additional sources. 

In selecting a standardized test, various qualities which charac-

terize the instrument must be considered. Wrightstone, Justman, and 
§j 

Robbins recommend preparing a checklist of qualities desired and then 

using a rating device to quantify the judgment. Several rating scales 

1/Buros, op. cit . 

.f./Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich, op. cit._ 

'}_/Ross and Stanley, op. cit. 

fi./Arthur E. Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, Harper and Brothers, 
New York, 1957. 

2/Noll, op. cit. 

&_/Remmer and Gage, op. cit. 

l/American Psychological As sociation, "Technical Recommendations for 
Psychological Tests and Diagnostic Techniques," Supplement to the 
Psychological Bulletin (March, 1954), Vol. 51, No. 2, Part 2, American 
Psychological Association, Washington, D. C. 

~/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 63. 
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]) ]j 
are mentioned prominently, among which are Otis, Rinsland, and 

ll 
Cole and von Borgersrode. 

Several criteria by which selection of tests may be guided are 
!±I 

noted in the literature. Lennon sums up these criteria under the 

following five headings: (1) validity, (2) reliability, (3) appropri-

ate difficulty level, (4) norms, and (5) admi nistrative considerations. 
21 

Noll lists nine characteristics of a good measuring instrument as 

follows: (1) reliability, (2) validity, (3) objectivity, (4) ease of 

administration, (5) ease of scoring, (6) ease of interpretat i on, (7) 

adequate norms, (8) equivalent forms, and (9) economy. 
fl./ 

Brownell emphasizes the close relationship between teaching and 

testing in setting forth the following criteria: 

"1. Does the test blicit from pupils the desired types of 
mental processes? 

2. Does the test enable the teacher to observe and analyze 
the thought processes which lie back of the pupil's 
answers? 

l/Arthur S. Otis, Otis Scale for Rating Standardized Tests, World Book 
Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York . 

.f./H. D. Rinsland, "A Form for Briefing and Evaluating Standardized 
Tests," Journal of Educational Research (January, 1949), 42:371-375. 

1_/Robert D. Cole and Fred von Borgersrode, "A Scale for Rating Stand­
ardized Tests," School of Education Record of the University of North 
Dakota (October, 1928), 14:11-15. 

(±/Roger T. Lennon, Planning a Testing Program, Test Service Bulletin 
No. 55, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, pp. 4-7. 

2/Noll, op. cit., pp. 66-87. 

fl./William A. Brownell, "Some Neglected Criteria for Evaluating Class­
room Tests," National Elementary Principal (July, 193 7), 16:485-492. 



3. Does the test encourage the development of desirable 
study habits? 

4. Does the test lead to improved instructional practice? 
5. Does the test foster wholesome relationships between 

teacher and pupils?" 
]) 

The Kent Area Guidance Council lists the following considera-

tions in choosing a test: 

"1. Test should give usable information. 
2. Test should fit the range of capacities of the pupils 

being tested. 
3. The length should be appropriate to the use. 
4. The test should possess a degree of ease of administer-

ing and scoring. 
5. Cost and service factors should be reasonable. 
6. Equivalent forms should be available. 
7. The test should have high reliability. 
8. The test should have high validity. 
9. The test should have adequate published information." 
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Test selection depends primarily on the type of program planned. 
]j 

According to Zehrer selection and use are governed by the extent to 

which the findings contribute to the better understanding of the indi-

vidual. He further notes that each instrument is chosen for a def-
}_/ 

inite purpose. Sister Afra holds these views and adds that the 

amount of time available for interpreting the results is also a deter-

mining factor. Test selection involves many factors. Dec isions must 

be based on criteria established to meet the particular needs of the 

school. The criteria reviewed in the literature may be summed up under 

l/Kent Area Study Council, op. cit., p. 11. 

~/Frederick A. Zehrer, A Basic Testing Program for the High School, 
Test Service Bulletin No. 47, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, 
New York, p. 4. 

1/Sister M. Afra, S.C.L., Standardized Tests: Their Uses and Abuses, 
Test Service Bulletin No. 58, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, 
New York, 1945, pp. 5-8. 
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the following headings: 

1. Validity 

2. Reliability 

3. Administrability 

4. Interpretability 

5. Practicab ility 

6. Economy 

Schedul ing the program.- - Scheduling the testing program is an 

administrative problem of major import. When to give tests, how much 

time to devote to testing, and so forth, require decisions prior to 
1/ 

administering the tests. Frequency and grade levels of testing rep-
~/ 

resent aspects of this problem. These are considered in a later sec-

tion of this study . 
ll 

Smith and Tyler recommend that the total amount of time devoted 

to testing be such that the faculty not feel overburdened with tests. 

They state that an adequate amount of time must be devoted to the pro-

gram, but note that the purpose of the program may be defeated if too 

much time is spent in testing. Undue concentration of formal testing 

toward the end of the school year is frowned upon. It is further 

recommended that the schedule call for a fair distribution among sub-

ject fields so that no undue amount of time is taken from any one class. 

1 /Ro ss and Stanley, op. cit., pp. 225-226. 

~/Noll, op. cit., p. 321. 

1/Smith and Tyler, op. cit., pp. 447-449. 
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Writings reveal that there are t wo seasons of the year i n which 

I 
testing is usually done--fall and spr ing. The liter at ure po i nts out 

advantages and disadvantages in each of these periods. 
1/ 

Ahman and Glock recommend f all admin i stration, gi ving the fol-

lowing reasons: 

11 1. With today's itinerant population, fall administration 
assures the teacher a record for each pupil. Transfer 
pupils may not bring adequate records with them from 
other schools. If tests are administered in the spring, 
the teacher is more likely to have inadequate data for 
some pupils. This prevents him from focusing his at­
tention on pupil needs rather than on what is supposed 
to be taught in a certain class. If pupils have spe­
cific weaknesses, he can plan remedial work. I f they 
rank high in achievement, he won't make the serious 
mistake of having them repeat what they already know 
just because it appears in the syllabus. The informa­
tion enables him to meet the needs of individuals 
through grouping or through any other practical approach. 

2. Fall testing provides a more realistic measure of pupil's 
achievement. During the summer vacation, certain skills 
may improve; others may deteriorate. If the child knows 
arithmetic, he may not be as proficient in September as 
he was in June. On the other hand, he may have done 
considerable reading during the summer, thereby i mproving 
his skill in this area. 

3. Testing can be helpful to pppils in self-evaluation. 
If the results are used wisely, they can provide aid 
in formulating goals. Knowledge of the results of 
learning is a very important factor in motivation. The 
objective data from standardized tests can give the 
pupil direction and purpose for the new school year. 

4. Too often it appears that tests are administered to de­
termine the effectiveness of the teacher rather than 
the status of the pupils. Th i s may result in coaching 
pupils for tests or invalid administration such as 
lengthening time limits. Fall testing lessens this pos­
sibility. 

1/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., pp. 490-491. 



5. Testing i n the spring is generally done under pressure 
of time. As the school year draws to a close teachers 
are busy filling out reports and completing final de­
tails. It tends to more of a chore than an aid to good 
teaching. The teacher does not become enthusiastically 
involved in testing." 

]) 
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leans toward fall testing since results obtained at this 

time y be used for planning programs of improvement, for grouping of 

pupil within the class for purposes of instruction, and for deciding 
']) 

upon ifferential procedures for slow and fast learners. Beer states 

that beginning of the term is best for testing since (1) teachers 

can m e the most effective use of test information gathered at the 

openi of the term, and (2) early administration makes tests a start-

ing po'nt rather than goals in themselves and thus gives impetus away 
ll 

ther than toward themselves. Morrison points out that fall 

serves many functions which the end-of-the-year testing cannot 

serve, since the results of the latter will be of use pr.imarily to 
~I 

ent teachers. Traxler prefers fall testing for scholastic 

aptitu e tests, tests of basic skills, and tests of broad field so that 

result may be used during the year by the instructors, counselors, and 

remedi 1 teachers. Writers also indicate that fall testing does not 

encour ge teachers to teach for the test. 

!/Jord n, op. cit., p. 69. 

~./Beer 

l,/Harr 
Bullet 
1948, 

op. cit., pp. 5-6. 

et Barthelmess Morrison, The Fall Testing Program, Test Service 
n No. 62, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, 
p. 3-7. 

~/Trax er, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," op. cit., p. 358. 
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]) 
notes that spring testing is advisable when tests of 

achie ement in specific courses such as algebra, biology, or world 

history are employed. He further points out that results of spring 

testidg should be reported to the teachers before the school year ends . 
]j 

Ross nd Stanley favor giving tests at the end of the school year 

when he pupils' status is more normal. They argue that a comparison 

between the records made by pupils at the end of each of two successive 

years is usually more trustworthy than that between tests at the be-

ginning of one year. It is stated that an analysis of errors revealed 

can serve equally well as the basis of remedial teaching in the succeed-

ing grade as if the new teacher had given the test at the beginning of 

the ye r . 

The Division of Research and Test Service of the World Book 
11 

Company recommends that the scheduling of tests depends on the type 

of test to be used . The following outline is offered as an aid in 

arriving at scheduling decisions : 

"Diagnostic Tests 
I 
I 

When any pupil gives evidence of diffi­
culty in learning a subject or any part 
of it. 

nstructional Tests Upon the completion of each unit of sub­
ject matter at fairly frequent intervals 
throughout the year . 

Prognosis Tests Before the students undertake the study 
I of a subject. 

,l/ Traxi er, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," op . cit., p. 358. 

1/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p . 226. 

} /Worl Book Company, Types of School Tests, Test Service Bulletin No. 
19, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, pp. 4-5. 



Aptitude Tests 

Survey Tests 

Intelligence Tests 

Achievement Tests 

Subject Tests 

Analytical Subject 
Tests 

Before pupils enter a cour se in which 
special training is to be given, as in 
mechanical types of work. 

At any time during the year . 
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Preferably at the beginning of the school 
~erm or year, but may be given any time 
during the school year. When there is a 
marked discrepancy between the intelli­
gence test record and achievement, another 
intelligence test should be given. 

Preferably at the end of the school year 
or term, but may be given any time during 
the school year. 

Pre ferably at the end of each school term 
or year, but may be given any time during 
the school year. 

Pre ferably at the beginning of the school 
term, but may be given any time during the 
year. " 

The literature indicates that the decision of timing is largely 

dependent upon the purpose for which the tests are intended. Gener-

ally speaking, tests administered in the spring have greater value for 

administrative uses, while those administered in the fall have greater 

instructional utility. The applicability of test norms is another fac-

tor affecting timing. Most of the writings lean toward autumn testing. 

Studies of current practices reveal that 70 per cent of the schools 

in the Western New York area administer tests during September, October, 
1.1 ]) 

and/or May. Lee found that 11 per cent of the schools administer 

.!./ Edwin F. Rosinski, "A Status Survey o f Ex isting Testing Programs in 
Member Schools of the Western New York School Study Council," in The 
Fourteenth Yearbook of the National Counc il on Measurements Used in 
Education, Edith M. Huddleston (Editor), Educational Testing Service, 
Princeton, New Jersey, 1957, p. 40. 

1/J . Murray Lee, Testing Programs for Secondary Schools, Teachers Col -
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tests at.the end of the year and 42 per cent administer tests at the 

beginning of the year. 

Administering evaluative instruments.-- The literature indicates 

that tests and other evaluative devices must be carefully administered 
]) 

with meticulous attention to the directions. Traxler states that 

staff members who are to participate in this task should be carefully 

chosen and thoroughly briefed in advance. 

Writers generally agree that individual tests and tests for special 

purposes should be given by the school psychologist or specially trained 

personnel. In the general group testing program it is recommended that 
2) 

the classroom teacher administer the tests. Ross and Stanley make 

the following comment regarding this procedure: 

"When tests are used for the purposes of research, or 
when they are used to compare one grade, class, or school 
with others, they should usually be given by one person, or 
a small group of specially trained examiners. But in the 
ordinary testing program, employing group intelligence tests, 
the regular classroom teachers should usually administer the 
tests." 

Many writers point to the advantage of having the teacher admin-
. ll 

ister tests. Ahman and Glock make the following comment pertaining 

to this practice: 

"It aids in identifying the teacher with the testing 
program since he must familiarize himself with the tests. 
Because the teacher knows his pupils, he can more effectively 

lege Contribut ions to Education, Teachers College, Columbia University, 
New York, 1934 . 

.. !/Traxler, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," op. cit., p. 359. 

l/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p. 227. 

}/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., p. 488. 



motivate them. He can interpret their reactions and estab­
lish the rapport necessary for adequate performance." 

}j 
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Noll advocates that the administration be handled by only a few 

people if a considerable amount of testing is to be done. By follow-

ing this procedure, he points out that these individuals may be given 

intensive training in administration. This plan tends to increase ac-

curacy, uniformity, and efficiency. 

The literature points to the necessity of test administration 

being done as well as possible. It stresses accuracy of timing and of 

adhering to instructions. With proper training, it indicates that 

teachers can obtain practically the same results with group tests as 

can be obtained by special examiners. 
]) 

Rosinski, in surveying practices in Western New York State, 

found that tests are generally administered by the classroom teachers. 
ll 

Belanger found that in California secondary schools, tests were ad-

ministered by specialists and teachers evenly. 

Scoring tests.-- The literature points to the necessity of rapid 

and accurate scoring of the tests and statistical treatment of the re-

sults. Several writers consider the pros and cons of manual and machine 

scoring and present debatable points relative to scoring procedures. 
~_! 

The entire subject of scoring is treated extensively by Traxler. All 

1/Noll, op. cit., p. 331. 

1/Rosinski, op. cit. 

l/Belanger, op. cit. 

~/Arthur E. Traxler, "Administering and Scoring the Objective Test," 
Chapter X in Educational Measurement, E. F. Lindquist (Editor), Ameri­
can Council on Education, Washington, D. C., 1951. 
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writers emphasize the importance of exercising great care to insure 

the accuracy of the scores. 

Several basic principles applying to the problem of test scoring 
ll 

are enumerated by the Kent Area Guidance Council as follows: 

"1. In the primary grades, consumable hand-scored book­
lets should normally be used. 

2. At other levels, machine-scored self-marking answer 
sheets reduce scoring time and can be handled by 
clerical staff. 

3 . In some cases, the tester should be aware of there­
sponse to individual test items. In such situations, 
a consumable booklet should be hand-scored. 

4 . Test scorers often include teachers, counselors, 
psychologists, clerical staff, and sometimes students 
under supervision. 

5. A system of spot checking should be established whether 
the tests are machine or hand-scored. Frequently every 
tenth or fifteenth paper is rechecked. Spot checking 
should include scoring, conversion or computation of 
score, and posting. 

6. Students in group guidance programs may gain add i -
tional insight by scoring and profiling their own tests." 

Except in large cities where there are scoring facilities avail-
1/ ll 

able, hand-scoring is still the common procedure. Ross and Stanley 

indicate that a variety of personnel is used in this task and that 

hand-scoring is probably best done by the classroom teacher. Wright-
~/ 

stone, Justman, and Robbins advocate this practice and note the ad-

l/Kent Area Study Counc il , op. cit., pp. 4-5. 

1/Noll, op. cit., p. 337. 

}/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p. 320. 

~/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 68. 



vantages of teacher-scoring by the following comment: 

11 In most instances there ar e decided advantages in having 
the teacher score the test paper of pupils in his own class. 
Not only will the results be available at an early date, but 
the teacher will gain valuable i nformation concerning errors 
and gain a better understanding o f the meaning of the test 
scores. 11 

]) 
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Traxler states that scoring should not be turned over to teacher s 

without proper training or supervision. Ideally, teachers should not be 

required to score standardized tests at all. He feels that e f ficient 

objective scoring is a rapid clerical task and that local scor i ng can 

be carried on more effectively and at less actual cost by a specially 

trained cler i cal staff. The fo l lowi ng comment is made by Traxler: 

11 The most common but least satisfactory use of per sonnel 
for thi s purpose is to have the teachers or counselors do the 
scoring. Staff members who have full teaching or counseling 
loads and who are given the work of scoring as an added duty 
can hardly be expected to be as efficient or accurate as a 
group of trained clerks. Moreover, the routine drudgery of 
scoring takes valuable time and energy which should be used 
in planning and carrying on instruction and guidance. It i s 
sometimes assumed by administrators and schoo l boards that 

']) 

the comparing of a pupil's objective responses with an answer 
key will, by means of some mysterious process, give a teacher 
or a counselor a diagnostic insight into the pupil ' ·s strengths 
and weaknesses. This could be a valid assumption only i f a 
scorer of objective tests were obliged to read each quest i on 
in order to evaluate each answer, but efficient scoring i s 
not done in that way. 11 

ll 
Wellman advocates the use of separate answer sheets and machine 

.!/Traxler, 11Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program, 11 op. cit., p. 360. 

£ / Traxler, 11Administering and Scor i ng the Objective Test, 11 op . cit., 
pp. 396 - 398. 

1 / Frank E. Wellman, 11Admi nistration o f the Testing Program, 11 in Under ­
standing Testing, United States Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Office of Education, United States Government Printing Off i ce, 
Washington, D. C., 1960, p. 20. 
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scoring for the fourth grade and up. Many other writers advocate this 

procedure and point to economy both in time and money, and a higher 

degree of confidence regarding the accuracy of results. Ahman and 
ll 

Glock note the following advantages of machine-scoring: 

11 1. Accuracy is greater; machine scoring results in 
fewer errors. 

2. It saves time for the busy teacher who can spend his 
time more profitably than doing clerical work. 

3. Item-analysis data can be quickly prepared when needed. 11 

The literature contains several varying views regarding the scor-

ing procedure. In the interest of eificiency, it appears advisable to 

machine-score tests for the fourth grade and above. If the tests are 

hand-scored, accuracy in scoring cannot be taken for granted. The 

scorers must be taught how to score the papers and carefully be super-

vised in this process. Papers should be spot-checked for accuracy . 

The writings also favor the use of clerks rather than teachers for 

this task when feasible. 
ll ll 

Survey studies conducted by North and Rosinski reveal that 
~I 

the majority of tests are scored by teachers. Belanger reported 
21 

that only 24 per cent of the schools used machine-scoring. Leonard 

reported only one per cent of the systems making extensive use of 

l/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., p. 491. 

1/North, op. cit. 

}/Rosinski, op. cit. 

~/Belanger, op. cit. 

2/Leonard, op .. cit. 



84 

machine-scoring. Current practices thus indicate that the schools have 

considerable distance to go to reach the procedures advocated in the 

literature. 

Financing the program.-- To a large extent, the comprehensiveness 

of a testing and evaluation program is dependent upon financial pro-

visions made for its operation. This aspect of the program needs in-

vestigation and has received practically no attention from writyrs. 

The liter~ture contains a dearth of references concerning this impor-

tant element. 
1.1 

Lennon states that "as nearly as the publishing industry figures 

reveal, the average expenditure per elementary and secondary school 

pupil for testing materials is in the neighborhood of twenty cents--
']) 

certainly not more than twenty-five cents." Boag reports that only 

seven cents per pupil per year was being spent for standardized tests. 

From available figures, the per pupil expenditure for testing is 

exceedingly low when viewed in terms of the total per pupil educational 

expenditure. 

5. Responsibility for Program Direction 

Program organization.-- The administrative organization for carry-

ing on a testing and evaluation program will differ considerably depend-

.!/Roger T. Lennon, "Discussion of the School Administrators' Problems," 
in Invitational Conference on Testing Problems, 1957 Proceedings, 
Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1958, p. 97. 

£/Audrey K. Boag, "Standardized Tests: How, When, Why , ':' Instructor 
(October, 1935), 65:24. 
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ing on the type and size o f the school system. Certain basic principles 

of organization prevail in all situations. The following principles 
l/ 

of organization are applicable to all schools: 

"1. The program should be centrally coordinated with 
appropriate functions decentralized among the school 
staff. 

2. Specific assignments and lines of responsibility 
should be defined as clearly as possible. Although 
individual staff members may have various respon­
sibilities, it should be kept in mind that the teacher 
in the classroom is the focal point of the testing 
program. 

3. The person assigned responsibility for the testing pro­
gram should have appropriate training, adequate time, 
and designated authority to coordinate the development 
and operation o f the program. His duties should be 
defined." 

Program director.-- The problem of planning and organizing the 

details of any testing and evaluation program is a technical job re-
11 ll 

quiring special skills and knowledge. Jordan, King, and Lass and 
!±_I 

Wrights tone advocate that a responsible leader, specially trained in 

the measurement field, be charged with the responsibility of the total 

program. Other writers strongly advocate this procedure and further 

note that this individual be given free time in order· to carry out this 

function. In the large system this person will undoubtedly devote full 

time to these responsibilities. In their studies of current practices, 

.!/Kent Area Study Council, op. cit .. , p. 3. 

1:_/Jordan, op. cit., p. 68. 

J/King, op. cit., p. 58. 

!±_/Lass and Wrightstone, op. cit., p. 26. 
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1.1 ']) 
Michaelis and Michaelis and Howard found that almost all the large 

school districts reported a full-time director of the program. Many 

varying titles were noted for this individual. In the small system, 
ll 

where it may not be feasible to employ full-time specialists, Durost 

advocates that a teacher be given special training in the measurement 

field and then be allowed some released time to function as the 

specialist for the program. 
!!.I 

The Kent Area Study Council recommends that, regardless of title, 

the person charged with the direction of the program perform the fol-

lowing functions: 

"a. He should constantly evaluate new tests and should be 
prepared to recommend any changes in the program. It 
is desirable for him to work with a representative ad­
visory committee to select and to evaluate tests peri­
odically. 

b. He should assume responsibility for the mechanical and 
the administrative aspects of the group testing pro­
gram: i.e., planning for, ordering, and distributing 
test materials; issuing test bulletins and announce­
ments; scheduling test dates; checking receipt of test 
materials; and performing other details. 

c. He should be responsible for the statistical summaries 
of test results that are needed for teacher and admin­
istrative use. 

d. He should be responsible for test interpretations to 
the school staff and to the public. 

!/Michaelis, op. cit., ·pp. 15-22. 

1_/ John W. Michaelis and Charles Howard, 11Current Practices in City 
School Systems in California, 11 Journal of Educational Research 
(December, 1949), 43:250-260. 

l/Durost, op. cit., p. 5. 

~/Kent Area Study Council, op. cit . 



e. He should, in cooperation with principals and super­
visory personnel, make provision for the encouragement 
of planned teacher use of test results." 

Coordinated endeavor.-- The literature advocates that a school-

wide committee, representing the whole staff, be set up to plan and 
ll 1) 
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develop the program. Remmer and Gage and Womer stress the impor -

tance of this type of organization working closely wit~ and under the 

leadership and guidance ofi the program director . 

Writings clearly indicate that the testing and evaluation program 

will be received by the teachers to the extent to which each one knows 
1/ 

his specific responsibility and function in the program. This in-

valves a clear delineation of duties and an understanding of the part 

that each member of the staff plays in the total program. The liter-

ature also discloses that the most successful program is one in which 

teachers participate in carrying out many of the functions. Detailed 

directions and procedures must therefore be made available to all par-
!±/ 

ticipants. This, together with other adminis.trative aspects, is the 

responsibility of the director working with the staff committee. In 

the interest of efficiency and economy all organizational and ~dminis-

trative aspects of the program must be carefully organized. Good ad-

ministrative procedure demands utmost staff cooperation and close co-

ordination of all staff functionaires. 

1:_/ Remmer and Gage, op. cit., p. 78. 

£/Frank B. Womer, "Initiating a Testing Program," Elementary School 
Journal (January, 1957), 57:195. 

1/Durost, op~ cit., p. 5. 

!±/Ross and Stanley, op. cit , , pp. 227-228. 
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6. Personnel Orientation 

Necessary measurement understandings for staff.-- Wr iters agree 

that the value and usefulness of a testing and evaluation program are 

strengthened if the problems being investigated are thoroughly under-

stood by all participants. Since the efficacy of a test depends 

largely upon the skill with which the results are interpreted and used, 

all personnel using and interpreting these data must be adequately 
1/ !:.I 

orientated. Cook reported certain knowledges that teachers should 

possess regarding tests. The following items selected from his list 

are pertinent to this problem: 

"1. Be able to analyze standardized tests in the subject 
and the grade level of teaching. 

2. Know proper procedure and ethics of test administra­
tion, reporting results, and using teacher-made and 
standardized tests. 

3. Know how to compute percentile ranks, grade placement 
scores, and various scores and interpretations. 

4. Know how to compute and interpret coefficients of 
reliability and validity. 

5. Interpret test scores with reference to standard error 
of measures. 

6. Construct and interpret individual and class educa­
tional profiles. 

7. Interview parents in analyzing pupil results. 

8. Know the relative value of various measures of predict­
ing achievement in school subjects." 

1/King, op. cit., p. 59. 

J:./Walter W. Cook, "What Teachers Should Kfiow About Measurement," in 
Fifteenth Yearbook of the National Council on Measurements Used in Edu­
cation, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1958, pp. 
16-19. 
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]) 
Wilkinson states that, "beyond the understanding of school policy 

concerning measurement and evaluation, the teacher should be guided 

toward an understanding of the purpose of educational tests and see 

them in relation to other facts involved in the teaching process." 
]) 

Smith and Tyler point out that all teachers must develop the ability 

to put into effect the evidence gained about the student through the 

appraisal program. Unless the teacher is able to interpret and use 

these data effectively in improving the instruction and adjustment of 

individual boys and girls, the program will not accomplish its purpose. 

Preservice preparation in measurements.-- The literature evidences 

some concern regarding the inadequate preparation and competence of 
ll 

teachers in measurement. Noll surveyed the measurement courses in 

eighty colleges and concluded that teachers were not receiving adequate 
fl./ 

training in this field. This view is held by Coleman and other 

writers. A recent analysis of requirements for teacher certification 
21 

showed that only five states require a course in measurements. The 

1/D. H. Wilkinson, "Measurement and Evaluation: A Significant Area in 
Planning Programs of In-Service Education," The Bulletin of the National 
Association of Secondary School Principals (February, 1957), 41:90. 

1/Smith and Tyler, op. cit., pp. 454-455. 

'}_/Victor H. Noll, "Requirements in Educational Measurement for Prospec­
tive Teachers," School and Society (September 17, 1955), 82:88-90. 

4/William Coleman, "Assisting Teachers in Using Test Results," Per­
~onnel and Guidance Journal (September, 1950), 36:12. 

:2_/Victor H. Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, op. cit., 
p. ix. 
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lack of preparation or "educational lag" is not only the concern of 
1) 

writers but also of teachers. Wilkinson contends that there is 

evidence to support the statement that testing and evaluation are con-

cerns of teachers with classroom experience and are ranked high by them 
]) 

when listing their problems. Mayo concludes that although there is 

a widespread interest and effort to educate test users in a better 

understanding of tests, not nearly enough is being done to educate 

prospective teachers in measurements. 

Means for in-service training.-- The foregoing points to the need 

of a continuous in-service educational program for faculty members in 

the , interpretation and use of test results. Wrightstone, Justman, and 
ll 

Robbins make the following comment concerning this fact: 

"The formulation of an evaluation program must provide 
opportunity for discussion and in-service education of 
teachers on newer trends in evaluation and measurement, es­
pecially the application of results of measurement to the 
instructional program. This is part of the responsibility 
of the principal or supervisor who is leading the program." 

!if 
Traxler recommends that this program should center around the actual 

measurement and evaluation techniques used in the system. 

Many means of conducting the in-service program are noted in the 
:2/ 

literature. Durost recommends short courses, the workshop on dis-

1/Wilkinson, op. cit., p. 94. 

1/Mayo, op. cit., pp. 5-6. 

~/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 61. 

fi/Arthur E. Traxler, "Evaluation of Aptitude and Achievement in a 
Guidance Program," Educational and Psychological Measurements (Spring, 
1946) ' 6 : 14 . 

2/Durost, op. cit., p. 5. 
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missed school time, regularly scheduled staff and faculty meeting, and 
]j 

the like. King suggests short conferences with small groups dealing 

with the theory on special problems of the particular school system. 
']) 

Kvaraceus advocates extension courses given in the school system under 

the direction of a University specialist in measurement and evaluation. 

These courses should be geared to meet aspects of measurement faced 

daily by the teacher and keyed to the investigation and solution of 
ll 

problems of local concern. Traxler lists the following ways of edu-

eating the faculty in fundamentals of measurement: 

"1. Have the testing program undertaken by the school ex­
plained fully and frankly by the school head. 

2. Invite a test specialist who is not too technical to 
speak to the faculty and answer their questions. 

3. Carry on a series of 'workshop ' meetings centered 
around examination of specific tests and study of 
the practical problems of testing. 

4. Send faculty members who are to have main responsi ­
bility for the testing program to do summer study in 
measurement and statistics-. 

5. Carry on case conferences with faculty members about 
individual students and to use test scores as one of 
the main kinds of data about the individual . 

6. Make available and use as bases of discussion books 
and arti-cles written especially to help schools do 
a better measurement job." 

1/King, op. cit., p. 59. 

'])W. C. Kvaraceus, In-Service Tra-ining in Educational Measurement, 
Test Service Bulletin No. 64, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, 
New York. 

1/Traxler, ''Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," op. cit., 
p. 361. 
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.Y 
Smallenberg recommends grade level meetings and the maintenance of a 

central file or library of measuring devices and techniques. 
11 

In studies of current practices, Traxler reported that 75 per 

cent of the large city systems have in-service programs in measurement, 
ll 

while North reported 58 per cent of the systems have such programs in 

operation. 

7. The Testing Program 

Basic considerations. -- Instruction and guidance must be based upon 

a thorough pupil appraisal program extending from kindergarten through 

high school. The total appraisal program, while leaning heavily on 

testing, must make full use of cumulative records, teacher observat ions, 

school marks, conferences, and other nontest ing devices. To be truly 

comprehensive, the program must appraise achievement in all areas, in-

elude all the pupils in the school system, and make use o f the tech-
~/ 

niques which perform the most useful service. It must provide the 
21 

school with the following accurate information: (1) careful measure-

l/Harry Smallenburg, "Developing a Program for Evaluation of Pupil 
Growth in the Burbank Schools," Educational Administration and Super­
vision (October, 1942), 28:552. 

1/Arthur E. Traxler, "The Status of Measurement and Appraisal Programs 
of Large City School Systems," 1953 Achievement Testing Program in In­
dependent Schools and Supplementary Studies, Educational Records Bureau, 
Bulletin No. 61, Educational Records Bureau, New York, 1953, p. 86. 

1/North, op. cit., p. 90. 

~/American Association of School Administrators, op. cit., p. 323. 

2 /California Test Bureau, How Tests Can Improve Your Schools, Educa­
tional Bulletin No. 1 , California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, California, 
1945. 
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ments of each pupil's learning abilities and disabilities, (2) semester 

or quarterly evaluation of each pupil's mastery of the basic learning 

skills, (3) measurement and analysis of each pupil's personality char-

acteristics and adjustment, and (4) an inventory of interests, hobbies, 

and recreations of each pupil. 

The literature reveals that the test approach continues to be the 

most widely used method for pupil appraisal, and represents the most 

practical means of obtaining valid and reliable information about the 

pupil. There are many indications noted in the literature that more 

and more emphases are being placed upon this approach. Among them are 

the provisions for guidance, counseling, and testing in the National 

Defense Act of 1958; the increased use and influence of the College 

Entrance Examination Board tests and the National Merit Scholarship 

Qualifying Test; and the widespread expansions of state, regional, and 

national testing programs. Writings reveal that testing is usually the 

beginning phase of any developing appraisal program and can be broadened 

later to include other techniques of appraisal. The testing program 

thus is given prime consideration in this review. 

The literature cites that the testing program is an integral and 

continuing part of the instructional program itself and includes the 

ordinary informal tests and examinations made by the teacher, locally 

constructed tests by staff for district -wide use, and standardized 

tests. All writings reveal that there is a legitimate place for all 
1/ 

kinds of tests, but no one test is equally good for all purposes. 

1/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p. 217. 
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ll 
Ross and Stanley note that the particular combination of measuring 

techniques required in any given situation will depend upon the spe-

cific purpose to be served. The literature reveals that local school 

conditions will dictate the extent of testing. Since the schools aim 

to educate the child at his normal learning rate, it is necessary to 

obtain complete data about the individual pupil and his school progress. 

Writers agree that the most effective way of accomplishing this is by 

means of an integrated and comprehensive testing program utilizing a 

variety of tests. 

This review is concerned with major aspects of the system-wide 

testing program and excludes practices carried on by individual class-

room teachers. The reader should recognize, however, that standard-

ized tests merely supplement rather than supplant the ordinary tests 
y y 

made by the classroom teacher. Lennon emphasizes this axiom in 

discussing achievement tests when he states, "Standardized achievement 

testing should by no means be thought of as a substitute for the use 

of teacher - made examinations, but as complementary to their use." He 

notes that standardized achievement tests provide the teacher with an 

independent yardstick that is less likely to reflect his own special 

bias in course coverage and provides an additional frame of reference 

for evaluating the performance of the class. He further states that 

the optimum approach for comprehensive evaluation is a combination of 

l/Ross and Stanley, op. cit. , p. 216. 

1/Ibid., p. 210. 

l/Lennon, Testing in the Secondary School, op. cit., p. 1. 
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teacher-made tests and carefully selected standardized tests as well 

as other methods of appraisal. Although standardized tests represent 

the major concern of this study, the means of evaluating the results 

of instruction are not limited solely to these tests. The literature 

clearly indicates that no one type of test by itself represents the 

means of obtaining a comprehensive appraisal of student achievement. 

The objective of the testing program is to furnish accurate and 

dependable information about important characteristics of pupils and 

the success being realized in learning. In order to attain this, the 
)) 

testing program should provide the following: 

"1. Provide teachers and administrators with a measure of 
the effectiveness of the instructional program. 

2. Provide teachers and parents with the machinery for 
measuring the educational progress and mental growth 
of the pupils. 

3. Provide information that will increase the effective­
ness of educational and vocational counseling. 

4. And most important--provide a yardstick for comparing 
a child 1 s achievement with his aptitudes and abilities." 

The tests employed in the program should describe collectively all 

important aspects of the pupil's educational development. The informa-

tion thus collected may be put to many uses. These are reviewed in a 

later section of this study. Recent writings urge the schools to in-

crease their efforts toward identifying, as early as possible, the 

gifted individual, with the aim of developing his talents to the max-

.!/H. F. Grimes, "A Testing Program's Excuse for Being," Clearing House 
(September, 1954), 1:33 - 34. 



96 

]j 
imum. Full utilization of a comprehensive testing program can aid 

]j 
in accomplishing this task. 

Writers cite that the testing pr ogram provides the basic means of 

securing information for curriculum evaluation and pupil guidance. It 

must be recognized that tests are means to an end- - purposeful use- - and 

not an end in themselves. The obvious limitations of tests must also 
1_1 

be recognized in providing data. To attain maximum effectiveness, 
!±I 

t he program should possess the following features : 

"(1) Comprehensive and well - balanced in terms of both the 
learner and the curriculum 

(2) Continuous and well-articulated from kindergarten 
through college 

(3) Functional and practical 

(4) Use integrated and scienti f ic measuring instru­
ments." 

Scope.-- The literature reveals a large number and variety of 
/ 

tests available for various purposes. The Fourth Mental Measurements 
2/ 

Yearbook lists 64 classifications of tests under the following 13 

headings : (1 ) Achievement Batteries, (2) Character and Personal i ty, 

! / John L. Holmes , Guidance Testing and the Identification of Pup i l 
Characteristics, Educational Bulletin No. 21, California Test Bureau, 
Los Angeles, California, 1958, p. 15. 

1 / Roger T. Lennon and Harold F. Bligh , Finding Mathematics and Science 
Talent in the Junior High Schools, Tes t Service Bulletin No. 91, World 
Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, p. 1. 

1_/American Association of School Administrators, op. cit., p. 330. 

!±/Clark, op. c i t. , p. 1. 

2/0scar K. Buras (Editor), The Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
Gryphon Press, Highland Park, New Jersey, 1953, p. vii. 
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(3) English, (4) Fine Arts, (5) Foreign Languages, (6) Intelligence, 

(7) Mathematics, (8) Miscellaneous - -including business education , hand• 

writing, health, industrial arts, etc., (9) Reading, (10) Science, 
ll 

(11) Sensory-Motor, (12) Social Studies, and (13) Vocations. Traxler, 

in giving a practical discussion of the planning and administration of 

the testing program, divides tests into two broad categories: (1) group 

tests of intelligence, and achievement tests in the major subject-matter 

areas; and (2) individual intelligence tests, special aptitude tests, 

personality tests, and tests of vocational interest. The Kent Area 
]) 

Study Council lists tests in the following categories: School Abil-

ity Tests, Achievement Tests, Aptitude Tests , Interest Inventories, 

Scholarship Tests, Personal and Social Maturity Inventories, Readiness 
ll 

and Maturation, Physical Health, and Other Tests. Holmes states 

that a basic standardized testing program should consist of tests in 

the following areas: (1) intelligence or mental maturity, (2) achieve-

ment in basic skills, (3) interests, (4) special abilities or aptitudes, 

(5) personal and social adjustment, and (6) attitudes and study skills. 

Any classification of the wide variety of standardized tests is 

purely arbitrary and made, in many instances, merely for convenience. 

Writers state that the most useful and practical classification of 

tests is based upon the purpose of the test. Using this procedure, 

l/Arthur E. Traxler, "Planning and Administering a Testing Program," 
School Review (April, 1940), 48:253-267. 

1/Kent Area Study Council, op. cit,, pp. 7-10. 

1_/Holmes, op. cit., pp. 2-3. 
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this study co.nsiders the following four main types of standardized 

measures: 

1. Aptitudes 

a. General, including mental ability and scholastic aptitude 

b. Special, including mechanical aptitude, clerical aptitude, 

musical aptitude, differential aptitude batteries, etc. 

c. Readiness 

2. Achievement in subject fields 

a. Survey 

b. Diagnostic 

3. Interests 

a. General 

b. Educational 

c. Vocational 

4. Personal qualities or personal-social adjustment. 

The literature reveals that aptitude and achievement are the hard 

core of the testing program, with measurement of interest and person­

ality somewhat less dependable. This review considers all four areas. 

A detailed review and presentat i on of specific tests involving a com­

prehensive enumeration of test titles and other information is beyond 

the scope of this study. This review presents essential features and 

considerations in these four main areas of the testing program. 

8. Appraising Aptitudes 

Measuring academic aptitude or intelligence.- - The appraisal of 

academic aptitude or intelligence is a necessary part of any testing 
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program. A test of mental maturity is the best general predictor of 
1.1 

the educational level at which each pupil is able to achieve. The 

two main patterns of academic aptitude tests are group tests and indi -
]) 

vidual tests. In discussing these tests, Thorndike and Hagen note 

that group tests are much more economical to use and are satisfactory 

for many purposes with normal groups. They also state that individual 

tests have a number of advantages and are particularly useful with (1) 

young children, (2) emotionally disturbed pupils, and (3) pupils with 

special educational disabilities. 

·current practices reveal t hat most schools administer one or more 

group tests to pupils during their school career. Many schools obtain 

the results of several such tests for each individual pupil. These 

tests differ greatly in content, presenting a variety of problem sit-

uations, including verbal, nonverbal, and performance items. Some 

tests give single scores, while other tests of the factor-type variety 
ll 

give multiple scores. In discussing test varieties, Durost 

this comment pertaining to these variances : 

"Some group intelligence tests are of the self­
administering type, while others maintain the pattern of 
separate sub-tests yielding separate measures which are 

makes 

. combined into some kind of average. Some tests emphasize 
the speed faetor, while others have generous time limi ts." 

];_/Holmes, op. cit., p. 2. 

l/Robert L. Thorndike and Elizabeth Hagen, Measurement and Evaluation 
in Psychology and Education, John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New York, 
1955, pp. 240-241. 

1_/Durost, op. cit., p. 2. 
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The variety of available intelligence tests d i ctates the necessity of 

the test administrator being cognizant of the various types of instru-

ments and their use in a specific school situation. The literature 

treats these problems. 
ll 

Durost states that for general school use the single score group 

test of verbal mental ability is the most useful instrument and should 

be considered basic to the minimal pupil-centered testing program, He 

feels that this measure may be considered a scholastic aptitude test 

rather than a measure of the ability of individuals to apply their in-

telligence to the solution of all t ypes of life situations. Thorndike 
11 

and Hagen corroborate this view by indicating that in the usual school 

situation, aptitude for learning can be tested more efficiently by tasks 
ll 

that involve language than by those that do not. Durost recommends 

that the nonlanguage test or the individual test be considered as sup-

plementary and not as a measure to be applied generally to all pupils. 

In discussing the use of these tests, he makes the following comment : . 

"The non- language test of mental ability may be used to 
supplement the verbal test, to spot pupils whose language 
abilities have pot been developed to the point where they can 
make a fair showing on a verbal test of intelligence. Chil­
dren with specific disability in reading or who are hard of 
hearing (whose verbal environment has, therefore, been limited) 
are illustrations. 

The non-language test or the individual test may be con­
sidered for the purposes of our minimal pupil - centered program 

1/Durost, op. cit., p. 2. 

1/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 215. 

1/Durost, op. cit., p. 2. 



as supplementary tests to be used only as indicated and not 
as instruments to be applied generally to all pupils." 

)j 
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King states that a minimum program for testing intelligence will 

probably include one test which affords one score, a composite of three 

intelligences--verbal, reasoning, and numerical. Interpreting this 

test offers several difficulties since the contributions of these com-

ponents are unknown. He notes this difficulty: 

"If the test program is confined to a single measure, 
the test of general intelligence is undoubtedly the answer. 
However, the educator must consider this as only a begin­
ning, realizing the restriction that a single-score intel­
ligence test places on an adequate program of guidance and 
supplementing this score by other information in planning 
the education of a student." 

The literature discloses the existence of a number of relatively 

independent factors in intelligence such as memory, spacial relations, 
]j 

logical reasoning, numerical reasoning, and verbal abilities. It 

notes that this discovery has resulted in group-factor tests, lying 

perhaps midway between general intelligence and special aptitude tests 

in specificity, which attempt to measure the more specific mental abil -

ities or factors. Typical of these types of tests are the Chicago Test 
'}j 

of Primary Mental Abilities and the California Test of Mental Matur-

1/King, op. cit., p. 34. 

£ / Ernest W. Tiegs, The Proper Use of Intelligence ·Tests, Educational 
Bulletin No. 4, California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, California, 1951, 
p. 2. 

l/Chicago Test of rPrimary Mental Abilities, by L. L. Thurston and 
Thelma Gwinn Thurston, Science Research Associates, Chicago , Illinois, 
1947. 
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]j 
These tests give from two to six subtests in addition to the 

11 
total score. Durost notes that these tests do not vary greatly in 

type of item from the pattern established over the past 30 years, but 

do recognize each ability as a more or less independent mental attri-

bute susceptible to independent measurement. Greene, Jorgensen, and 
11 

Gerberich caution that scores from their use should be interpreted 

with care until such time as their validities for various purposes 

have become well established. In spite of these cautions, writings 

indicate that these instruments present a more comprehensive picture 

of the individual than the one-score test. 

Writers cite that schools interested chiefly in an over-all esti-

mate of general intelligence will find the single - score test satis-

factory. Such tests are also cheaper and require less time to admin-

ister. The factor-type test, yielding a profile rather than a global 

score will offer a fuller understanding of the pupil's special capaci-

ties and potentialities and will be more meaningful and useful for ed-
!±/ 

ucation and guidance. Strang corroborates this point of view and 

states that language and nonlanguage scores represent significant types 

l /Cal ifornia Test of Mental Maturity, by Elizabeth T. Sullivan, Willis 
W. Clark, and Ernest W. Tiegs, California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, 
California , 1936 - 1951. 

J:./Durost, op. cit., p. 2. 

]_/Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich, op. cit., p. 273. 

!:±_/Ruth Strang , "Relationships Between Certain Aspects of Intelligence 
and Certain Aspects of Reading," Educational and Psychological Measure­
~ (Winter, 1943), 3:355-360. 
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1/ 
of abilities. Traxler concludes that, other things being equal, a 

test yielding, in addition to a gross score, separate scores for at 

least linguistic aptitude and quantitative aptitude is preferred to a 
~I 

single score. The Kent Area Study Council states that the determin-

ing factor pertaining to the use of the global or factor-type test is 

the manner in which the results are to be used. They present the fol-

lowing usage guide for these tests: 

"The single - score or global test might be used: 

1. Where simpli city of administration, scoring, etc., 
is of unusual importance. 

2. When it is important that the testing time be short. 

3. When the highest possible correlation between a single 
test score and some index of academic achievement is 
desired. 

The factor-type would be needed : 

1. When it has been demonstrated that certain of the 
subtest scores have an exceptional relation with 
success in certain courses and can therefore be used 
for course selection. 

2. When skilled teachers can use subtest patterns to 
suggest ways in which instruction can be modified to 
fit varying types of learning needs. 

3. When a test which minimizes the influence of reading 
skill is desired. 

4. When the tests are to be interpreted by a clinically 
trained person who can draw more inferences from them 
than from the global test. 

5. Under any conditions in which a more highly specific 

1/Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, op. cit. , p. 21. 

~/Kent Area Study Council, op. cit., pp. 7-8. 



picture of pupils' mental strengths and weaknesses 
is desired than can be obtained from the global test ." 

]) 
Bacon makes the following comment and sounds a warning about 

certain practices in interpreting intelligence test scores! 

"In thinking of distortions it should be indicated too, 
that an imbalance can be created by too large an emphasis upon 
testing for general intelligence. Far too much attention, for 
example, has been placed on the single I.Q. score. The I.Q. 
is not constant for all pupils. Pupils themselves change ; and 
a single test score may be more. than inaccurate. It may be 
harmfully misleading. It is now well established that an in­
terpretation of mental or academic ability based on less than 
three I.Q. scores offers too much uncertainty. Moreover, a 
series of scores do not constitute, in themselves, sufficient 
evidence, as general intelligence is made up of a number of 
component abilities which are basic to the learning process 
although they are more or less independent of one another." 

1) 
Durost emphasizes the unreliability of a single test score, 

stating that variations will occur in results from one testing to 
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another due to the operation of chance factors. It is thus strongly 

recommended that intelligence tests be given with reasonable frequency 

in order that the pupil will not be overrated or underrated by one 
ll 

testing. Stoddard concurs with this view, stating, "Intelligence is 

analogous to health; any estimate of it should be rechecked close to 
!!:_I 

the making of an important decision." Ross and Stanley indicate that 

although it is not necessary to give pupils intelligence tests every 

1/Francis L. Bacon, "Using Tests in the Secondary Schools," The Bulletin 
of the National Association of Secondary Schoo l Principals (April, 1943), 
33:45. 

1/Durost, op. cit., p. 2 . 

1/George D. Stoddard, The Meaning of Intelligence, The Macmillan 
Company, New York, 1943, p. 94. 

~/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p. 225. 
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year, fluctuations on group tests warrant giving such tests more than 

once. They further reveal that these fluctuations are most serious in 

the primary grades. Writers generally agree that intelligence tests 

should be administered at transitional points in the pupil's school 
]) 

history. The New York State Department of Education reconnnends ad-

ministering a test in the primary grades and then repeating at least 

once at each of the intermediate, junior high school, and senior high 
']j 

school levels. Jordan strongly urges that an accura·te appraisal of 

the pupil's intelligence be made in the first grade. He feels that 

this measure, together with reading readiness test results, is neces-

sary for predicting subsequent success in reading. The advantage of 

giving intelligence tests about the same time as achievement tests in 

order to increase the comparability of the intel ligence and achievement 
11 

test results is also advocated by Durost. 

As a result of a study of the literature, it is concluded that in-

telligence tests should be administered at least four or five times 

during the pupil's school career in grades 1, 3, 6, 8, and 10 or 11. 

It is further desirable to have retested, in some cases by individual 

tests, the following students: those who test below 80, those who test 

above 130, and those whose scores are out of line with the judgment of 

teacher. 

l/New York State Education Department, op. cit., p. 15. 

1_/Jordan·, op . cit., p. 391. 

]_/Durost, op. cit., p. 2. 
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The limitation of intelligence tests should be recognized and 

caution attached to the careless and indiscriminate use of the results. 
ll 

Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich warn about the danger that may arise 

through giving publicity to the results and through careless use of 

such tests. The literature also reveals that physical illness and 

emotional blocks may seriously affect the results. The words and con-

cepts used in some tests may also act as a barrier to clear communica-

tion. All these factors must be considered when using and interpreting 

intelligence tests. 
11 

Surveys reviewed in this study reveal that practically all 

school districts administer group intelligence tests at regular inter-
1/ 

vals. Michaelis and Howard reported that the majority of schools 

give tests at five different levels (grades , l, 3, 5, 7 or 8, and 10). 
~I 

Traxler observed that the over-all intelligence test continued to be 

widely used in the regular program, but noted a trend toward the tests 
21 

providing differential measures. Connecticut reported that the large 

majority of districts administered three or more tests annually. 
£/ 

Leonard and Tucker reported 87 per cent of the schools used intelli-

1/Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich, op. cit., p. 271. 

1/The reader is referred to Chapter II, supra. 

1/Michaelis and Howard, op. cit., pp. 250-260. 

~/Traxler, "The Status of Measurement and Appraisal Programs of Large 
City School Systems,'' op. cit., pp. 75-86. 

2/Connecticut State Department of Education, Testing Programs in the 
Public Elementary and Secondary Schools of Connecticut, Bureau of Re­
search and Statistics, Connecticut State Department of Education, 
Hartford, 1955. 

£/Leonard and Tucker, op. cit. 



107 

gence tests, with 20 per cent administering three or more annually. 

Measuring special aptitudes.-- Many pupils manifest special abil-

ities and talents. Test authors have attempted to group together 

basic intelligence related to these abilit i es and talents into special 

aptitude tests and, more recently, aptitude batteries. Typical of the 

former are clerical tests which draw their content from the perceptual, 

numerical, and verbal areas, and the mechanical tests which sample 

visualization, coordination, perceptual and mechanical information. 

Typical of the latter type is the differential aptitude battery whiGh 

is designed chiefly for use at the secondary level. Many other bat -

teries which sample aspects of basic intelligence and measure skill 

and specific aspects of basic abilities have been devised for prognosis 

in such fields as teaching, music, art, scientific, social intelligence, 
ll 

medical, nursing, engineering, and physical science. 

Although aptitude tests represent a major method of evaluation and 

diagnosis of aptitudes, they are only one means of obtaining data re-
1/ 

quired for guiding the pupil. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins note 

that such methods as the interview, rating scale, anecdotal record, and 

cumulative record should also be used in arriving at the total picture. 
ll 

Ahman and Glock support this view with the following comment: 

"It should be emphasized that testing is only one means 
of determining the aptitudes of pupils. The results of any 
one test should never be the sole basis for judging ability. 

l/Donald E. Super, Appraising Vocational Fitness, Harper and Brothers, 
New York, 1949, pp. 60-65. 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 315. 

l/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., p. 421. 
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Observation of the pupil's behavior, analysis of his learn-
ing procedures and products, and the direction of his interests 
and attitudes must also be considered in any evaluation. How­
ever, aptitude tests will often reveal abilities that have been 
overlooked by the classroom teacher. They provide evidence 
that should be carefully considered in the total evaluation 
picture." 

Writings reveal that aptitude tests are needed as a supplement to other 

not too effective methods of analyzing human abilities, interests, and 
ll 

achievements. Traxler states that these measures are less satisfac -

tory for their purpose than general academic aptitude tests and recom-

mends that subjective criteria be considered in making a valued judg-

ment pertaining to a pupil. He further suggests that aptitude tests 

have a place i n the guidance program if used with limitations. Greene, 
2:.1 

Jorgensen, and Gerberich indicate that major uses for such measures 

appear to be in the areas of individual diagnosis and vocational and 

educational guidance. 
ll 

Super states that aptitude tests are dependent upon the follow-

ing assumptions: (1) individuals differ in the extent to which they 

possess any given aptitude; (2) there are a number of special apti-

tudes; and (3) there are important differences in the amounts of these 

various aptitudes possessed by given individuals. Knowledge of these 

abilities can aid in educational and vocational guidance and supplement 

general intelligence measures which provide only a limited amount of 

l/Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, op. cit., p. 49. 

£/Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich, op. cit., p. 274. 

l/Donald E. Super, The Place of Aptitude Testing in the Public Schools, 
Test Service Bulletin No. 49 , World Book Company, Tarrytown- on-Hudson, 
New York, 1943, p. 2. 
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information about an individual. In attempting to assess and diagnose 

aptitudes, it should be recognized that most tests are limited to meas-

urement of the intellectual and manipulative abilities which correspond 
1.1 

with achievement in a study or work situation. In discussing this 
2:.1 

point, Bingham makes the following comment: 

"Aptitude tests do not directly measure future accomplish­
ment. They make no such pretense. They measure present per­
formance. Then, in so far as oehavior, past or present, is 
known to be symptomatic of future potentialities, the estimate 
is necessarily in terms of probabilities only." 

The writings note that successful achievement in a total situation 

involves many factors including attitudes, interest, and general adapt -

ability. These are not measured in most tests and must be considered 
'}_/ 

in test inteppretation. Ahman and Glock discuss these factors in 

singling out mechanical aptitude tests: 

"Single tests used to measure mechanical aptitude do not 
sample all of these factors. Also, jobs requiring mechanical 
skill differ in their demands of these specific aptitudes. 
Although certain tasks require a great deal of manual dexterity, 
others demand perceptual and spatial abilities. This explains 
in some degree why in general the existing tests of mechanical 
aptitude cannot claim high predictive validity. The factors 
included in the test as well as on the job must both be known. 
It is important that other means of evaluation, such as observa­
tion of performance in shops and a careful study of the record 
of experience, be utilized in counseling pupils on matters per­
taining to mechanical flptitude." 

This is equally true in other special aptitude tests. Caution must 

l/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 316. 

1/Walter Van Dyke Bingham, Aptitude and Aptitude Testing, Harper and 
Brothers, New York, 1937, p. 22. 

'}_/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., p. 406. 

I 
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thus be used in test interpretation. Super succinctly emphasizes 

this point in the following comment: 

"Such uses of tests imply the existence of two basic 
conditions: tests which are thoroughly standardized, and 
test users who know their tools. To administer and to 
score most tests is relatively easy. To interpret them 
wisely requires great skill, considerably specialized 
knowledge , and profound wisdom r :thpened by experience." 
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The literature reveals that special aptitude tests pose some dif-

ficulty in use since the standardization population is different for 

each test and the units of measurement are not comparable. This will 

not allow the construction ~f a meaningful profile for each examinee. 

Authors have solved this problem in recent years by constructing bat -

teries of tests all standardized on the same population. Such a bat -
']) 

tery is the Differential Aptitude Tests. These batteries afford a 

comparable measure of the pupil's important cognitive, perceptual, and 

sensorimotor aptitudes, and can result in a profile for each student 
ll 

facilitating both counseling and instruction. Writings indicate 

that a differentiation must be made between aptitude tests designed to 

predict success in single occupations and those made up of batteries 

intended to be valid for a variety of occupations and standardized on 

the same population. 
!!I 

North reports that counselors are making increased use of multi-

1 / Super, The Place of Aptitude Testing in the Public Schools, op. cit., 
p. 10. 

~/G. K. Bennett, H. G. Seashore, and A. G. Wesman, Differential Apti­
tude Tests, The Psychological Corporation, New York, 1947. 

~/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., p. 411. 

f!/Robert D. North, "The Use of Multi - Factor Aptitude Tests in School 
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factor tests for differential predictions of academic and vocational 
]:_/ 

success. Stanley notes that the traditional gr oup int elligence 

measures are being threatened by different i al aptitude batteries. The 

general intelligence test, however, is still useful in counseling at 

the elementary and high school levels, where it can predict scholastic 
]j 

achievement with a fair degree of success. Traxler states that the 

multiscore academic aptitude test may be used to predict success in 

many areas and makes the following comment regarding its use: 

"For the purpose of predicting success in the academic 
subjects, a test which provides verbal and numerical scores 
is a happy compromise between the need for valid measurement 
of aptitude and the desire to base the appraisal upon a test 
which can be given and scored within a reasonable time. Be­
yond this point the law of diminishing returns sets in and 
the increased predictive value doesn ' t justify the added cost." 

The literature indicates that the multifactor test will beaome more 

useful as the reliability, validity, no rms, and the framework of scores 

are better determined. At present, it recommends the use of multi-

factor test results only in conjunction with other data of well-

established validity. 
ll 

The staff of the Psychological Corporation recommends that an 

Counseling," Pro ceedings of the 1955 Invitational Conference on Testing 
Problems, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1956, 
pp. 11-15. 

]:_/Julian C. Stanley, Jr., "The Use of Multi - Factor Aptitude Tests in 
Schoo l Counseling, " Review of Educational Research (February, 1953), 
23 : 11-32 . 

1_/Traxler, "Evaluation of Aptitude and Achievement in a Guidance Pro­
gram," op. cit., p. 47. 

l/The Psychological Corporation, Human Resources and the Aptitude In­
ventory, Test Service Bulletin No. 4, The Psychological Corporation, 
New York, May, 1951, p. 9. 
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aptitude inventory be given annually to all eighth and ninth grade 

pupils to assist in curriculum planning, in identification of individ-

ual pupil patterns of ability, and in a positive program of personal 
J) 

counseling. The California Test Bureau recommends that aptitude 

tests be given whenever pupi~s have an option of selecting courses or 

when they encounter difficulties which appear to be due to lack of 
2:.1 

specific ability or aptitude. Super suggests that these measures 

"may well be administe 'l? ed at different ages and stages, as life's 

decisions make those data desirable." 
ll 

Froehlich and Benson recommend that special aptitude tests are 

not necessary for all pupils and that group administration is justi-
!!_/ 

fied only in the mechanical and clerical fields. Durost suggests 

that the number of aptitude tests usable is rather limited and those 

commonly used are not too highly satisfactory. He restricts the field 

to music and art and perhaps one or two other areas. It is further 

noted that tests of musical and mechanical abilities are useful mainly 

in identifying those who are markedly deficient and not those who are 

!/California Test Bureau, How to Select Tests, Educational Bulletin 
No. 2 , California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, California, 1945 , p. 2. 

£/Super, The Place of Aptitude Testing in the Public Schools, op. cit., 
p. 1. 

1_/Froehlich and Benson, op. cit., p. 77. 

~/Walter N. Durost, Tests and the Junior High School Guidance Coun­
selor, Test Service Notebook No. 2, World Book Company, Tarrytown­
on-Hudson, New York, pp. 4-5. 
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]) 
gifted. 

The literature reveals several varying opinions regarding the use 

of aptitude tests. The issue appears to be whether the general mental 

ability test provides all t he information requ i red for adequate guid-

ance, or whether additional information provided by multifactor or 

special aptitude tests is needed. Writers agree that the answer lies 

in the function to be served. A functional program should make use of 

both mental ability and aptitude tests. Aptitude tests may well be 

used to supplement mental ability measures when the pupil enters high 

school and shortly before he leaves high school to enter a college or 

vocational field. Of the various measures available, writers recommend 

the use of the multiscore battery. In addition to these measures, they 

cite that subjective methods of analyzing human abilities and achieve-

ment should be brought into play in order to obtain a complete p i cture 

of the individual. 
2:_1 

Surveys of current practices reviewed in this study reveal that, 

in the majority of cases, aptitude tests are available and used by 

schools for special needs or purposes at the secondary level. Belanger 
!2:_1 

and Larson and McCreary found that aptitude tests were used by one 

1/Educational Policies Commission of the National Education Associa­
tion, Education of the Gifted, The National Educational Association, 
Washington, D. C., 1950, Chap. III. 

2:_/The reader is referred to Chap. II, supra. 

1/Belanger, op. cit., pp. 108-111. 

4/Carl A .. Larson and William H. McCreary, "Testing Programs and Prac­
tices in California Public Secondary Schools," California Journal of 
Secondary Education (November, 1956), 31 : 389- 402. 
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half of the school districts. Findings indicate that schools are mak-
1/ 

ing greater use of differential measures. Larson and McCreary, in 

particular, reported that the Differential Aptitude Tests had far 

greater use than all other aptitude tests. Limited surveys made in 

the field show that schools make limited use of aptitude tests as a 

supplement to the regular intelligence and achievement testing program. 

9. Measuring Achievement 

Overview.-- One of the major responsibilities of the schools is 

to teach reading, mathematics, mastery of all the language arts, and 

basic skills and understandings in many subsidiary subject content 

areas. An organized and systematic achievement testing program is in-

valuable in assuring the pupil's performance or achievement in these 

areas. The literature indicates that, with the possible exception of 

mental maturity, achievement is the most important area of appraisal 

in an evaluation program. Well-constructed standardized achievement 
11 

tests serve many purposes. Lennon notes that they may be used for 

improving instruction, for diagnosis of individual achievement, and for 
11 

consideration of curriculum revision. Holmes notes the following 

purposes : (1) to provide a picture of class and individual achieve-

ment levels that is necessary to individualize instruction, (2) to aid 

in identification of class and individual weaknesses, (3) to aid in 

1/Larson and McCreary, op. cit. 

1/Lennon, Testing in the Secondary School, op. cit., p. 2. 

}/Holmes, op. cit., p. 3. 
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prognosing future success in a given subject, and (4) to aid in identi-
1:/ 

fying the more able pupil early in his schooling. Traxler makes the 

following comment in discussing the import of achievement testing: 

"Achievement is probably, with the exception of general 
scholastic aptitude, the most important type of appraisal for 
a guidance program. Scores on achievement tests are excellent 
bases for the prediction of the future educational success of 
individuals in the subjects covered by the tests, afford very 
helpful clues for purposes of vocational guidance, and are 
significantly correlated with aptitude and with interests. 
Thus, tests of achievement help to provide information con­
cerning the general academic aptitude and the functioning in­
terests of each individual, and probably should form the core 
of the systematic testing program of every school which hopes 
to do a thorough and objective job of guidance.':' 

There are many standardized achievement and diagnostic tests avail-

able. They attempt to measure a wide variety of areas including such 

skills as critical thinking, reading, arithmetic, listening, and study 

skills. There are also tests in a wide variety of subject areas. The 

choice of an appropriate test merits serious consideration. Although 
11 

the specifics of test selection were treated in Chapter III, Durost 

notes certain factors bearing on content which are somewhat unique to 

the standardized achievement test: 

"1. Were the items selected on the -basis of a careful 
examination of the typical curriculum in each 
subject-matter area? 

2. Were the retained items in the final test refined by 
adequate tryout and subsequent statistical treatment? 

3. Are several forms available and are these forms known 

1/Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, op. cit., p. 68. 

1/Durost, What Constitutes a Minimal Testing Program for Elementary 
and Junior High School, op. cit., p. 4. 



to be equal in difficulty? 

4: Are various types of norms provided and are these 
norms based upon an adequate and representative pop­
ulation? 

5. Does the publisher provide adequate manuals, keys, 
class records, etc., for utilizing the test results? 

6. Does the test suit reasonably well the content of 
instruction in the local situat ion, making it prac­
tical to compare the results of local instruction 
with the norms provided? 11 

ll 
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Jordan cites that the standardized testing program usually be-

gins with a test battery, proceeds with a more complete coverage of a 

single area, and then may include diagnostic test coverage. In dis-
1/ 

cussing the essentials of a minimal achievement testing, Durost 

the following comment: 

11Any minimal program of pupil-centered testing should 
include achievement tests in the basic skills. Most schools 
feel that their basic responsibility is the teaching of 
reading, arithmetic, spelling, and mastery of the English 
language. Tests in the information areas and tests of other 
subsidiary skills are important too, but are secondary to 
tests of basic skills. 11 

makes 

In the general area of standardized achievement testing, the Com-
1/ 

mission on American School Curriculum nqtes that 11 conspicuous progress 

has been made in securing ob jectivity and validity in measuring achieve-

ment in such basic abilities as reading, arithmetic, and correctness 

of written English and in measuring specific items o f knowledge." The 

l/Jordan, op. cit., p. 114. 

1/Durost, What Constitutes a Minimal Testing Program for Elementary 
and Junior High School, op. cit., p. 4. 

}/American Association of School Administrators, op. cit., p. 324. 
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literature reveals, however, that only limited confidence may be placed 

in standardized measures in such areas as music, social adjustment, and 

the visual arts. 

The matter of content validity also receives considerable emphasis. 
l/ 

Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins cite that standardized subject-

matter tests may not measure fairly the objectives of the curriculum 

in a specific school. The wide variation of the social studies content 

from community to community is cited as an example. Tests of general 

educational development do not present this problem since they purport 

to measure the ability of the pupil to apply facts he has learned 

rather than the specific content of the local school's curriculum. 

The literature reveals that schools are making greater use of this type 

of measure mn an attempt to assess the depth and power of functional 

learning skills in a continuous way from the elementary level through 
2:.1 

high school. The STEP series is an example of this type of measure. 

Standardized achievement tests represent only one means of eval-
l/ 

uating pupil achievement. Wrightstone succinctly points this out in 

the following comment: 

"Achievement should be evaluated not only by standard­
ized tests and techniques, but also by informal teacher-made 
tests and techniques as well as by the pupils' self-evaluation. 

l/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., pp. 269-270. 

1/Sequential Tests of Educational Progress, Cooperative Test Division, 
Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1958. 

l/J. Wayne Wrightstone, "Techniques of Appraisal," in Readings in 
General Education, WillS. Gray (Editor), American Council on Educa­
tion, Washington, D. C., 1940, p. 253. 



Standardized tests are valuable for periodic appraisal of 
the growth and progress of pupils." 
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The selection of a specific type of achievement test is dependent 

upon the purpose it is to serve. Whether the school uses separate 

subject matter tests, a standardized achievement battery, a general 

educational development test, or a combination of various measures 

will depend upon the philosophy of the school and the aim of the test-

ing program. Regardless of the type of achievement test used, the ad-

ministration should not lose sight of the major purpose of the stand-
1/ 

ardized achievement test which is stated by Lindquist : 

" ... the major purpose of a comprehensive standard­
ized achievement test is to describe reliably and in com­
parable terms how far each pupil has progressed (not how far 
he should have progressed) in his development of each of the 
skills tested. In other words, its purpose is to enable the 
teachers to construct an educational 'profile ' for the pupil 
that will indicate his true relative status in each of the 
areas measured." 

Measuring achievement in the elementary grades. -- The literature 
]j 

advocates achievement tests in the basic skills. Noll reconnnends 

the use of survey batteries when an over-all measure of achievement in 

the common branches or subjects is desired for the purpose of grade 

placement, promotion, or grouping. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins 

also cite these batteries as valuable aids in evaluation of pupil 

1/E. F. Lindquist, "Standardized Achievement Tests and Their Relation 
to Curriculum Content," in Appraising the Elementary-School Program, 
Sixteenth Yearbook, Department of Elementary School Principals, 
National Education Association, Vol. XVI , No. 6, July, 1937, Washing­
ton, D. C., p. 481. 

I 

1/Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, op. cit., p. 156. 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op . cit., p. 245. 
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growt h. Since scores are comparable from subject to subject and among 

different forms, they note that such batteries permit an analysis of 

the pupil's strength and weakness in the basic skills and provide a 

profile of the progress of the pupil. The major batteries do not lack 

comprehensiveness. A study of the commonly used batteries reveals that 

they sample most of the more formal, defined outcomes of the elementary 

school. A review of the batteries reveals the following achievement 
1/ -

areas being measured: reading comprehension, vocabulary, fundamentals 

of arithmetic, reasoning, language, literature , social studies, science, 

spe l ling, and study skills. 
11 

Durost recommends that "ideally , achievement tests should be 

given annually in every grade; in a minimal program a standardized 

battery should be given at least each time t .he curriculum changes 

noticeably." This implies at the end of the third grade, sixth grade, 
11 

and possibly grade eight. Traxler notes that achievement tests are 

usually either one of two types: (1) tests in which one battery serves 

throughout the whole range of the elementary grades; and (2) tests con-

sisting of overlapping batteries for different grade levels. He does 

not feel that the one battery type is too well suited to the lowest and 

highest grades that it is designed to serve, and also questions the 

equating of the batteries of some of the overlapping battery-type tests. 

1/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., p. 361. 

1/Durost, What Constitutes a Minimal Testing Program for Elementary 
and Junior High School, op. cit., p. 4. 

}/Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, op. cit., pp. 68 - 69. 
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Authors generally agree that appr a i sal of read i ng mus t receive 

top priority and that next to an intelligence test the reading test 
!I 

has t he most general usefulness. Traxler states that no conclusions 

regarding intell i gence, based on t he usual group test of mental matur-

ity, are valid unless the reading ability o f the pupil is known. 
]) 

Mart i n corroborates this viewpoint and recommends that the elementary 

school have a continual reading testing program, including reading 

readiness, survey-type tests, diagnostic reading tests, measurements 

of eye movements, use of the opthalmograph and the metronosc0pe, and 
ll 

instruments for the identification of reading difficulties. Ti egs 

makes the following comment pertain i ng to the reading appraisal program: 

"Tests of reading readiness, mental maturity, and read­
ing vocabulary and comprehension are essential aids in the 
development of competency in reading as diagnostic and eval ­
uative instruments. Standardized diagnostic tests in reading 
should be gi ven at least once a year, so that the teacher 
will be able to appraise the progr ess of her pupils, to deter­
mine reading difficulties , and to plan an appropriate develop ­
mental program." 

f±/ 
Hildreth discusses determinat i on of a beginning pupil's readi-

ness status and recommends the use of an intelligence test and a gen-

l/Traxler, "Planning and Administering a Testing Program," op. cit. , 
pp. 257-258. 

])C. W. Martin, "The Elementary School Test i ng Program," The National 
Elementary Principal (February, 1946), 25 : 8. 

'1_/Ernest W. Tiegs, Diagnosis in the Reading Program, Educational Bul­
letin No. 10, California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, California, 1951, 
p. 8. 

(±/Gertrude Hildreth, Using Readiness Te s t Results, Test Service Note ­
book No. 10, World Book Company, Tarrytown- on-Hudson, New York, 1950, 
p. 1.. 



121 

eral and composite readiness test to determine pupil limitations which 

instruction may overcome. 
1/ 

Clark notes that since arithmetic is one of the most essential 

basic skills, it should receive particular attention. He urges that 
I ' 

standardized diagnostic tests in arithmetic reasoning and arithmetic 

fundamentals be given to all pupils above the primary grades at reason-

able intervals, preferably at least once a year. The value of stand-

ardized achievements tests in providing a diagnosis of specific learn-

ing difficulties for the individual pupil as well as survey data is 
11 

pointed out by the California Test Bureau. 
ll 

Measuring achievement in the secondary school.-- Traxler and 
~I 

King recommend that achievement testing be continued at the secondary 

level and that broad field tests and the single achievement test in 

appr opriate subjects be administered each year. The Division of Test 
21 

Research and Service of the World Book Company recommends that test 

batteries be administered at least at two points: (1) early in the 

program prior to course decisions and when provisions are made for de-

veloping special talent and for aiding pupils with special disabilities; 

1/Willis W. Clark, Identifying Difficulties in Learning Arithmetic, 
Educational Bulletin No. 9, California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, 
California, 1951, p. 7. 

1/California Test Bureau, How to Select Tests, op. cit. ·, p. 2. 

l/Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, op. cit., pp. 21-22. 

~/King, op. cit., pp. 46-47. 

2/World Book Company, Planning the Testing Program--Testing Program 
Organizational Chart, op. cit., p. 6. 
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and (2) toward the end of the program when decisions are made for the 

college- bound pupils and those going into j obs. It is further recom-

mended that in grades 7- 9 the minimum program should include measures 

of reading, vocabulary, language , arithmet i c reasoning, and arithmetic 
1/ 

computation. In grades 10, 11, and 12 the program should include 

separate measures of achievement in mathematics, science, social studies, 
y ~ 

and language and literature. The California Test Bureau recommends 

the use of separate subject achievement tests at the secondary level 

and suggests that diagnostic tests in the basic skills be given shortly 

after the pupil's entrance into high school and each year thereafter. 

Achievement testing in the high school poses greater problems than 
~I 

those encountered in the elementary school. Noll cites the following 

limi ting factors in the development of appropriate standardized achieve-

ment tests : wide variety of individual pupil study patterns , variety 

of subject offerings, and diversity of subject content and emphases. 
21 

Ahman and Glock cite the problem of developing meaningful norms for 
£/ 

the content subjects. Lennon also discusses this problem and comments 

1/World Book Company, Planning the Testing Program--Testing Program 
Organizational Chart, op. cit. , p. 2. 

l/California Test Bureau, Conducting High School Guidance Programs , 
Educational Bulletin No. 7, California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, 
Ca l ifornia, 1945, p. 2, 

~/Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, op. cit., pp. 204-205. 

2/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., p. 365. 

£/Lennon, Testing in the Secondary School, op. cit., p. 1 . 



on this subject: 

"Care must be exercised, however, to ascertain that the 
standardized test considered for such use actually covers ade­
quately the outcomes of the particular course- - in other words, 
the user must cons i der the content validity of the test for 
his group. Not all biology courses, or general mathematics 
courses, or world history courses are identical; and a test 
appropriate for one course would not necessarily be equally 
valid for another course in the same subject." 

1.1 
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The Commission on the American School Curriculum evidences concern 

in the situation when the standardized test itself lacks reliance 

either to what is taught or should be taught in a specific situation. 

It is urged that such measures be used with caution and with full 

knowledge of their limitations. 

The importance of certain basic skills, particularly reading and 

work-study, is cited by writers. It is generally agreed that competency 
]) 

in these skills is a controlling factor in school success. Lennon 

recommends the use of reading and study skills tests for early identi-

f ication of pupils requiring special assistance in these areas and for 

measurement of their progress in r emedial work. 
'}_ / 

Noll recommends the survey battery as a useful meas re for de-

termining the pupil ' s basic orientation in the broad field and as a 

useful tool for guidance in assisting the pupil in making 

about courses and curriculum. A review of many of the new r batteries 

reveals that they now combine to some ex tent the funct i ons o f t he s urvey 

! / American Association of School Adminis trators, op. cit., p. 321. 

1/Lennon, Testing in the Secondary School, op. cit. , p. 3. 

1/Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, op. cit., pp. 206-207. 
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and diagnostic instruments by providing total scores indica ing total 

level of achievement in broad subject areas plus subscores · dicating 

specific strengths and weaknesses in various components of 

test. Many of the newer batteries aim to measure functiona knowledge 

rather than specific subject content. The Sequential Tests of Educa-
!/ 

tional Progress provide such an approach in measuring ach1evement in 

the content fields. The Bureau of Examinations and Testing of the New 
~I 

York State Department of Education makes the following comment re-

garding these measures: 

"Somewhat different orientation in achievement testing 
is measurement of understanding in a broad area rather than 
the specific content in a given subject. Since an important 
purpose of education is teaching the pupil to apply facts he 
has learned, emphasis is placed on general educational de­
velopment. The typical areas sampled by such tests are 
skill in quantitative thinking, understanding of social con­
cepts, interpretation of material in the physical sciences, 
and correctness and effectiveness of expression." 

ll 
Jordan notes that tests in music, art, and related areas are 

not as well developed as those in the basic academic areas and sug-

gests that in the arts, real achievement consists primarily of products 

which lend themselves chiefly to rating. Caution against indiscriminate 
~I 

use of these tests is thus urged. Seashore urges a comprehensive 

1/Seguential Tests of Educational Progress, op. cit. 

1/New York State Education Department, op. cit., p. 13. 

1/Jordan, op. cit., p. 329. 

~/Harold G. Seashore, "How May Tests Be Used to Obtain Better Articula­
tion of the Total Educational Program?" The Bulletin of the National 
Association of Secondary School Principals (April, 1954), 38:285. 
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achievement program which will facilitate good decision making. He 

advocates that measures be integrated longitudinally from the elementary 

grades through high school and cross sectionally so that the results 

may be simultaneously multipurposeful. 

Frequency of testing.-- The literature reveals that, ideally, 

achievement tests should be given annually in all grades. Many schools, 

however, for budgetary reasons, must be satisfied with an achievement 
)j 

program less than ideal. Ross and Stanley recommend a general test 

battery in all subjects about every three years, with intensive testing 
']j 

limited to one subject in each of the intervening years. Traxler 

notes that "when tests in only certain grades are possible, preference 

should be given to those points when major decisions are made about a 

pup i l's school placement and his educational and vocational plans." 

Most writers agree that tests should be administered regularly at the 

following critical transition periods in the pupil's school career: 

1. transition from home to school 

2. transition from primary unit to intermediate unit 

3. transition from intermediate unit to junior high unit 

4. transition from junior high unit to senior high unit 

5. transition from senior high unit to post-high unit. 

In addition, diagnostic measures and separate subject measures should 

be administered as the need arises and the local situation dictates. 

1/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p. 210. 

1/Traxler, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," op. cit., p. 
358 . 
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Summary.-- Standardized achievement tests are invaluable measures 

in determining the achievement level of groups as well as individual 

pupils, and form the core of any systematic testing program. Their 

purpose and limitations must be thoroughly understood and their indis-

criminate use discouraged. These measures should be used primarily as 

a means of evaluating achievement and not as a means of rating pupils 
l l 

and subtly judging the teacher's competence. 

The school should recognize that there are many ways of appraising 

achievement. Standardized testing should be supplemented with other 

means of appraisal. Locally constructed achievement tests represent 
~I 

an integral part of this program. Engelhart notes that these meas-

ures are more closely related to instructional objectives and their use 

can be a definite factor in the improvement of instruction and in the 

improvement of evaluation. 
' 

Current practices surveys reviewed in this study reveal that 

achievement testing is the hard core of all standardized testing. 
~I 

Michaelis and Howard report that all schools administer standardized 

tests at regular intervals, with reading measured usually at grades 1, 

l/Harry N. Rivlin, The Teacher ' s Role in Achievement Testing, Test Ser­
vice Notebook No. 9, World Book Company, Tarrytown- on-Hudson, New York, 
1950, pp. 1-2. 

~/Max D. Engelhart, "Making Testing Meaningful to Teachers Through 
Local Test Construction and Analysis of Test Data," 1953 Invitational 
Conference on Testing Problems, Educational Testing Service, Prince­
ton, New Jersey, 1954, pp. 55-60. 

1/The reader is referred to Chapter III , supra. 

~/Michaelis and Howard, op. cit. 
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2, 3 or 2, 3, and 6, and general achievement usually at grades 4, 5, 

and 8. All other studies report wide use of achievement tests. English 

and reading are most frequently tested areas. Wide usage is reported 

of the general achievement battery at the elementary level and separate 

subject testing at the secondary level. 

10. Appraising Interests 

Place of interests in school program.-- Interest is an important 

factor in the process of course selection and career planning. The 

literature indicates that interests are relatively unstable during the 

upper elementary and junior high school years, but notes that a study 

of interests at the junior high and senior high level may aid in assist -
)j 

ing students in developing clearer aims and plans. Traxler cites two 

kinds of information that the school should obtain: 

"1. It should record the individual pupil's activities as 
an indication of functioning interest. 

2. It should summarize the interest of the pupil on the 
basis of careful observation and scores on standard­
ized interest questionnaires." 

Measures of interest are useful in many ways. Wrightstone, Just-
]) 

man, and Robbins list six reasons why the school should be concerned 

with the interests of pupils: 

"1. To promote desirable interests 
2. To foster new interests 
3. To discover undesirable interests 
4. To develop teacher-pupil rapport 

1/Traxler, "Evaluation of Aptitude and Achievement in a Guidance Pro­
gram," op. cit., p. 7. 

~/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins , op. cit., pp. 296 - 297. 
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5. To enliven the curriculum 
6. To provide educational and vocational guidance. 11 

1.1 
Ho lmes notes the following use of measures of interest: (1) in 

identifying unknown or unrecognized interests, (2) in confirming stated 

interests, (3) in identifying potential or ·actual conflict between 

stated and tested interests, (4) in identifying discrepancies between 

interests and aptitudes, (5) in verifying the absence of well-defined 

interest patterns, and (6) in identifying educational or vocational 

maladjustments due to inappropriate interests. 

Means of evaluating interests.-- Clues to pupil interest come from 
2) 

many sources. Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich list many informal 

methods such as questioning pupils ab.out their interests, having pupils 

write themes about their interests, noting reading interest in books, 

interest in radio, movies, and televis~on, and interest in sc~ool sub-
1/ 

jects. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins add such means as inter-

views, student talks, class discussion, anecdotal records, and logs. 
!!_I 

Jordan notes three basic techniques in discovering interests: (1) 

direct questioning, (2) observations, and (3) objective tests of in-

formation. 

Informational tests of interest represent a more objective means. 
2.1 

Jordan cites that scores on interest tests are not clear-cut measures 

! / Holmes, op. cit., p. 8. 

1/Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich, op~ cit., p. 289 . 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 306. 

!!_/Jordan, op. cit., p. 444. 

2_/Ibid., p. 423. 
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of interest and indicates that they are not used as widely as subjec -

tive techniques. He further notes that the problem in measurement of 

interests is one of discovery for guidance and not of evaluation. 

Wide use is made of interest inventories to assess interest patterns. 
]) 

Noll indicates that inventories are useful tools in assisting the 

pupil in making educational and occupational choices. He questions 

their use below the senior high school level because of the following 

considerations: (1) inventories are not aptitude tests; (2) interests 

may change in the early years, making the results of junior high school 

pupils very tentative; and (3) few pupils have the breadth of knowledge 

and experience to make- valid choices among the wide range of activities 

presented in the inventories. 
2:_1 

Froehlich and Benson feel that interest inventories should not 
ll 

be administered to pupils under 17 years of age. Durost questions 

the real significance of the interest inventory at the junior high 

school level, but notes that the measure may have some value as a rough 

and unreliable indicator of patterns of interest. He urges caution in 

its use and interpretation, noting the danger of relating the scores to 

an achievement measure for a particular type of occupation: 

"It is quite possible that a person would have all of the 
native talent in the world for a particular occupation and 

!/Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, op. cit. , pp. 286-290. 

];_/Froehlich and Benson, op. cit., pp. 35-40. 

1_/Durost, Tests and the Junior High School Guidance Counselor, op. cit., 
p. 5. 



not reveal it on an interest inventory because he had not had 
the experience prior to the time the interest inventory was 
taken to permit him to make a valid judgment of his own in 
the area." 

]j 
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King notes that there are two types of score information given 

by current interest inventories, scores for specific occupations and 

scores for interest areas. He suggests that inventories following the 

occupational area scoring are more applicable to high school situations 

since the student is usually choosing a vocational field rather than a 

specific career. He also warns that interest inventories are rather 

difficult to score and require a trained person. Greene , Jorgensen, 

2:.1 
and Gerberich make special note of this fact. 

Conclusions.- - Writings reveal that interests play an important 

part in the pupil's school adjustment and vocational plans. The school 

should employ all means possible in determining interest patterns. 

Objective measurement of interests is best obtained by the interest 

inventory. Although test publishers recommend use at both the junior 

and senior high school levels, its use below the senior high school 

is questionable. Inventories should be used with care and caution. 

Interest should not be confused with aptitude. 

Current practices surveys reported in Chapter II of this study 

indicate that interest tests or inventories are used to some extent in 

the schools. Studies did not concern themselves to any great extent 

with this area, and in the majority of cases indicated that interest 

1/Ki ng, op. cit., p. 40. 

l/Greene, Jorgensen, and Gerberich, op. cit. , p. 290. 
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inventories were available for special needs or purposes at the second-

ary level. From findings reported in these studies, it is evident that 

interest inventories do not have extensive use in the schools. 

11. Apprais i ng Personal-Social Adjustment 

Overview.- - The literature reveals that the area of personal-social 

adjustment is complex and not susceptible to ready measurement. The 

measurement of personality offers many difficulties not encountered in 
)) 

other areas. Jordan notes that the techniques of measurement have 
]) 

not developed to the desired stage of validity . Traxler notes that 

there is no general agreement concerning a definition of personality or 
~_! 

the number and nature of the traits o f which it is composed. King 

notes that psychologi sts have not as yet isolated the basic components 

of emotional adjustment. He further adds that there appears to be 

little statistical or subjective agreement as to what the traits are 

that the various instruments of adjustment and personality are attempt-
!!_/ 

ing to measure. Krugman succinctly indicates the state of the field 

with the following comment : 

"It seems no exaggeration to state that, in spite of 
thirty years of extensive experimentation and in spite of 

1/Jordan, op. c i t., p. 467. 

1/Arthur E. Traxler, "The Use of Tests and Rating Devices in the Ap­
praisal of Personality," Educational Records Bulletin No. 23, Educa­
tional Records Bureau, New York, 1938, p. 56. 

1/King, op. cit., p. 42. 

!!_/Morris Krugman, "Changing Methods of Appraising Personality," 
1956 Invitational Conference on Testing Proglems, Educational Testing 
Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1957, pp. 55-56. 



a vast array of instruments, projective and non-projective, 
that are available today, we do not now have instruments 
for personality appraisal that are generally acceptable to 
psychologists. There seems to be a growing belief among 
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many psychologists that we have , perhaps, been on the wrong 
track in seeking such instr uments; that personality is so 
complex and personality factors, at best, so unstable, chang­
ing rapidly from situation to situation, that simple approaches 
to personality appraisal can yield little t hat is valid." 

The literature abounds with writings regarding various aspects 

and techniques of personality appraisal. Recent writings pertaining 

to structured tests are contained in the review of Coleman and Col-
!/ 11 

lett. Heimann and Rothney r eview projective techniques. An ex-

tensive review of the many specialized methods of studying personality 

in a field that appears to be somewhat chaotic and disorganized is be-

yond the scope of this review. The present study presents a brief re -

view of appraisal approaches that are most pertinent to the publ i c 

school situation. 

A variety of many types o f instruments and techniques is available 
ll 

for evaluating personal-social adjustment. Ahman and Glock note that 

"some are based on informal observations, others on individual instru-

ments designed primarily for use by clinicians, whereas still others 

are paper-pencil inventories to be administered to groups of pupils . " 

!/William Coleman and Dorothy Manley Collett, "Development and Appli­
cations of Structured Tests of Personality," Review of Educational 
Research (February , 1959), 29:57-72. 

1/Robert A. Heimann and John W. M. Rothney, "Development and Appli­
cations of Project i ve Techni ques," Review of Educational Research 
(February, 1959), 29:73 - 83. 

1/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., p. 430. 
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]) 
Wr ~ ghtstone, Justman, and Robbins list the following techniques: 

(1) self-descriptive inventories or personal reports, (2) rating scales 

of personal and social conduct, (3) observational and anecdotal records, 

(4) free association and projective method, (5) autobiographies, (6) 

interviews, (7) sociometric techniques, and (8) situational tests. 

Some of the categories of appraisal methods comprise a variety of tech-

niques and variations of the same technique. 
]) 

Noll cites two approaches to the measurement of personality: 

(1) the self-report approach, and (2) the observational approach. He 

notes that the first approach includes tests and other devices which 

yield scores and include personality inventories, projective tests, and 

attitude scales. Observational techniques, employing information sup-

plied by sources other than the pupil being studied, include rating 

scales, anecdotal records, and sociograms. Writers agree that rating 

scales, anecdotal records, sociograms, and inventories are best adapted 

to serve the classroom teacher as evaluative instruments. 

Interpretation based upon the use of these techniques must be 
'l_/ 

tentative and contingent. To apply and employ such techniques intel-

ligently, the educator needs preparation in child psychology and mental 
~I 

hygiene. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robb ins strongly urge that the 

school should rely on a combination of techniques for corroborative 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robb ins, op. cit., pp. 340-341. 

1/Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, op. cit., p. 278. 

'l_/Jordan, op. cit., pp. 467-468. 

~/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op . cit., p. 352. 
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evidence. All writers agree that proper precautions must be exercised 

in measuring personal-social adjustment. Varying amounts of special -

ized knowledge are required to interpret these data. The literature 

reveals that various techniques employed in this area depend for their 

efficacy on the interpersonal relationship established between the 

examinee and the individual administering the test. Easy and quick 

conclusions cannot be drawn in interpreting data. 

The literature is emphatic in stating that projective techniques 

are primarily clinical tools and should be confined to clinical studies. 
ll 

Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins note that they require considerable 

training and specialized skill for interpretation. In reviewing the 
2) 

research on projective techniques, Heimann and Rothney note that very 

little progress has been made during the past few years in this area 

and make the following comment regarding the last six-year period of 

research : 

"At that time it was stated that research in this field 
was needed to separate what could be demonstrated from what 
was claimed. The present reviewers agree wholeheartedly with 
this statement. It would seem that the time has come to unify 
the piecemeal research and to concentrate on a co-operative 
effort at deriving meaning from the morass of casual empiricism 
that currently typifies much of the research with projective 
techniques." 

Because of the specialized nature of projective techniques, writers 

cite that schools should not consider these measures unless there is a 

skilled psychologist on the staff. 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 339. 

1/Heimann and Rothney, op. cit., pp. 80-81. 
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Since the literature reveals that the personality inventory or 

adjustment questionnaire, observation, anecdotal records, and rating 

scales probably represent the chief means of personality appraisal 

used in the schools, they are reviewed briefly in this study. 

1/ 
Personality tests and inventory. -- Durost states that personal-

ity tests are largely in the developmental stage and should be used 

wi t h extreme caution and sound judgment. This view prevails throughout 

the literature with but few exceptions. Noticeable among these are 

views expressed in bulletins distributed by publishers of these tests. 
11 

A typical recommendation is found in Education Bulletin No. 11, which 

states that such tests "be utilized [periodically] in the primary, ele-

mentary, and secondary grades as a professional instrument for con-

trolled observation and analysis of the status of personality develop-

ment so that intelligent and constructive plans may be made for each 

pupil." 
ll 

Wrights tone makes the following comment regarding personality 

tests: 

"The tests of personality are still in an experimental 
stage. Personality tests should be used with great caution 
and by only those persons who have adequate training for in­
terpreting t he results. Unless one has had some training in 
mental hygiene, it may be unwise to use self-description tests 
such as the California Test of Personality and other person-

1/Durost, Tests and the Junior High School Guidance Counselor, 
op . cit . , p . 5 • 

1/Louis P. Thorpe, Appraising Personality and Social Adjustment, 
Educational Bulletin No. 11, California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, 
California, 1953 , p. 11. 

1_/Wrightstone, op. cit., p. 257. 



ality tests. When these personality inventories are used, it 
is wise to supplement the rating by making systematic observa­
tions and anecdotal records of his emotional and social be­
havior." 

]) 
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Traxler believes that the personality test has chiefly two uses for 

school purposes: to stimulate the pupils to evaluate critically their 

own personality characteristics, and to serve as a point of departure 

in conferences between counselors and the individual pupil. He goes 

on to make the following comment about the personality test: 

"Since it is generally conceded that the reliability of 
a test should be 0.9 if it is to be used as individual diag­
nosis, most of the personality tests and scales are not very 
satisfactory for the study of the individual. On the basis 
of reliability alone, the general conclusion may be drawn 
that scores on personality tests have at present doubtful 
value for use in cumulative office records of the different 
pupils. For the purpose of records of growth, anecdotal 
records and behavior descriptions seem preferable to exist­
ing personality tests. Likewise a few of the rating scales 
in which the categories are carefully defined and explained 
in very concrete terms probably provide more valuable records 
than most o f the personality tests." 

Because of the difficulty of securing adequate criteria of v.alidity and 

because so little can be measured directly and so much must be measured 

by inference, writings urge the educator to proceed with caution in de-

veloping a program in this area. 

The problem checklists are not tests in the usual sense and do not 

yield scores. Used individually, they provide clues which can guide 

the counselor in determining and providing individualized assistance. 

1/Traxler, The Use of Tests and Rating Devices in the Appraisal of 
Personality, op. cit., p. 56. 

1/Kent Area Study Council, op. cit.; p. 10. 
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ll 
Mooney outlines five ways in which problem checklists may be used : 

11 1. to make group surveys which include finding out what 
youth are thinking about in their personal lives and 
the location of students who want and need counseling 
or other personal aid. 

2. to provide a basis for group guidance, orientation, 
and personnel programs. 

3. to increase teacher understanding in regular classroom 
teaching. 

4. to facilitate guidance interviews. 

5. to conduct research in the problems of youth. 11 

It was also noted that such instruments may be used as a basis for 

gu i dance and orientation programs. Great care is urged in their use. 
1) 

Duro 'st feels t hat the adjustment questionnaire may be used as a diag-

nostic instrument in determining those pupils whose achievement in the 

social situation requires attention. He advises that it can be used, 

with extreme caut ion, to locate the extremely maladjusted child. Trax-

1/ 
ler believes that, although designed to measure various traits, its 

chief use should be to locate extroversion-introversion. He further 

states that the questionnaire is mainly usable at the senior high school 
!±I 

level and should not be used in the elementary grades. Ellis makes 

1/R. L. Mooney and M. A. Price, Manual to accompany Ross L. Mooney's 
Problem Check List, College Form, Bureau of Educational Research, 
Ohio State Univer sity, Columbus, Ohio, 1948. 

1/Durost, Tests and the Junior High School Guidance Counselor, ~ 
cit., p. 5. 

1/Traxler, The Use of Tests and Rating Devices in the Appraisal of 
Personality, op. cit., p. 19. 

fi/Albert Ellis, 11Personality Questionnaire , 11 Review of Educational 
Research (February, 1947), 17:59. 



the following comment regarding these instruments : 

"While experimenters continue to report satisfactory 
reliabilities for most of the tests employed, variability 
studies bring forth many unsatisfactory and highly question­
able results. Authors of tests tend to find their instru­
ments quite 'valid' but other observers do not corroborate 
these findings. 

The validity of the personality questionnaire seems to 
be much higher for some uses than for others. For purposes 
of distinguishing between good or bad students or teachers 
these tests are woefully inadequate. 

There is a continued punicious tendency on the part of 
many experimenters to employ personality questionnaires 
whose validity is still very much in doubt and, on the basis 
of scores on these tests, naively divide their subjects into 
'neurotic' and 'normal' or 'introverted' or some dichotomous 
groupings. 

There can be no doubt whatever that a great deal remains 
to be done in the construction, validation, and application 
of personality inventories. Further research designed to 
increase test validity is still the crying need in this area." 

ll 
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Noll makes the following statement in summing up the use of per-

sonality inventor ies: 

"As to the question of whether personality inventories 
should be used in schools, it may be said, first of all, that 
they should be used very conservatively. Whereas the average 
classroom teacher can handle standardized tests of achieve-
ment and intelligence with some help and guidance from the 
counselor or school psychologist, this is seldom the case with 
personality tests. The use and interpretation of these re­
quire more t raining and experience than most teachers possess. 
As a rule, the personality test should be given on an individual 
basis rather than on a school-wide basis." 

Observation. - - Techniques such as the rating scale, anecdotal rec-

ords, and sociometry involv observation. Since these, as well as other 

methods of evaluating human behavior, are dependent upon efficient pro-

J./Noll, Introduc t ion to Educational Measurement 1 op. cit., p. 282. 
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cedures for making and recording such observations, writers have given 

some consideration to the observation technique. Schwartz and Tied-
]) 

man distinguish between seeing and observing and define observation 

as "purposeful seeing directed toward the obtaining of useful facts or 

in formation about a specific person, place, event, object, situation, 
l) 

or condition." Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins define observat i onal 

techniques "as systematic methods of analyzing and recording behavior 

by directly perceiving the individual or group." They further classify 

these techniques under those involving structured or controlled obser-

vation and those involving unstructured observation. Use of this method 

by the elementary teacher is constantly stressed. All writers emphasize 

the importance of training and skill in observation by the classroom 

teacher and the evaluator recording student behavior on such forms as 

charts, checklis t s, and anecdotal records. 

The literature indicates that the types of situations which may be 

explored through observation are extensive. All writers emphasize t he 

value of observation at the kindergarten and primary grade levels. The 
ll 

necessity of recording observations is stressed. Thorndike and Hagen 

give illustrative studies using direct observation. Wrightstone, Just-
~/ 

man, and Robbins note the following devices for recording child be-

havior: anecdotal record, interview, checklist, rating scale, log, 

!/Schwartz and Tiedman, op. cit., p. 193. 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 33. 

1/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., pp. 315-320. 

~/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., pp. 363-374. 
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mo t ion picture, and recording. At the upper grade level they list 

three general approaches for observing: (1) techniques which repre-

sent direct observational reporting of actual daily behavior, (2) ap-

proaches in which a stimulus is presented to students in order to 

secure their responses, and (3) use of make-believe dramatic situa-

tions or socio-dramatic techniques. 
1/ 

Noll notes that much of the information about pupils and activ-

ities is based upon observations by teachers. Emphasizing this point 

of view, much of the literature is devoted to setting forth principles 

and procedures pertaining to reliable and accurate observation. Thorn-
]) 

dike and Hagen cover this aspect in detail and set forth the follow-

ing steps to improve observational procedures: 

"1. Select certain aspects or categories of behavior to 
be observed. 

2. Define the behaviors that fall within the category. 

3. Train observers by practice session, etc. 

4. Select and use a form of quantification, breaking the 
observation period up into short segments. 

5. Provide some technique for immediate and efficient 
recording of the events that are observed." 

Advantages and limitations of observation as a technique of eval-

uating pupil behavior are treated to some extent in the literature. 
1_1 

Thorndike and Hagen note the following significant points which con-

1/Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, op. cit., p. 304. 

1/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., pp. 312-315. 

1/ I bid., pp. 320- 321. 
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tribute to the attractiveness of direct observation as a technique for 

studying the individual : 

"1. Observation prov i des a record of actual behavior. 

2. Observational techniques can be applied to the natur­
ally occurring situations in life. 

3. Observation is poss i ble with young children and others 
for whom verbal communication is difficult." 

Observation is by no means the answer to all measurement problems 

and has serious limitations. The limitations set forth by Schwartz 
1/ 

and Tiedman summarize drawbacks noted in the writings : 

"1. Reveals only overt behavior 

2. Is cross-sectional in nature 

3. Is difficult to interpret what is observed 

4. May be difficult to record accurately what is ob­
served, thus limiting the usefulness of the informa­
tion 

5. Depends for its value upon the purpose of the observer 

6. Is influenced tremendously by the inferences, attitudes, 
biases, and prejudices of the observer." 

Writings indicate that observation as a technique is one of the 

most useful means of evaluating pupil behavior. To be of value it must 

be done purposefully and used with understanding. Too often what is 

re f erred to as observation is, in reality, only seeing. Observation 

is flexible in i t s adaptability to a wide variety of purposes and sit-

uations, requires a considerable amount of skill, and is time-consuming. 

Its use, particularly as a research tool, and its limitations must be 

J:/Schwartz and Tiedman, op. cit., p. 194. 
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thoroughly understood by the educator. If this technique becomes an 

integral part of the evaluation process, the importance of training and 

ski ll in observat ion on the part of the staff can scarcely be over-

emphasized. 

Anecdotal records.-- The literature indicates that anecdotal rec-

ords provide an informal and largely quantitative picture of certain 

aspects of an individual's behavior and represent a practical approach 

to personality appraisals. Requiring less technical knowledge on the 

part of the teacher and not requiring the formulization and standard-
!/ 

ization of some of the other appraisal techniques, Wrightstone and 
11 

Traxler cite that it is applicable to all students and to varied 
ll 

school situations. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins state that, to 

be of maximum value, this technique should concentrate on a few major 

aspects of child growth for which information cannot be obtained except 

by observation. They cite as examples the areas of social adjustment 

and growth, personal and emotional adjustment and growth, as well as 

other factors which have , major influences on a particular pupil's ad-
~/ 

justment. Thorndike and Hagen, as well as other writers, hold this 

view and note that these records should not be used for aspects of be-

havior that can be appraised by more objective and accurate methods. 

Various features and use of the anecdotal record ar~ covered exten-

l/Wrightstone, op. cit., p. 257. 

1/Traxler, The Use of Tests a~d Rating Devices in the Appraisal of 
Pe r sonality, op. cit., p. 6. 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 126. 

~/Thorndike nnd Hagen, op. cit., p. 326. 
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]) 2) 
sively by Krugman and Wrightstone and Traxler. The following char-

acteristics of the anecdotal record are well stated by Thorndike and 
}I 

Hagen: 

"1. It provides an accurate description .of a specific event. 

2. It describes the setting sufficiently to give the event 
meaning. 

3. If it includes interpretation or evaluation by the re­
corder, this interpretation is separated from the de­
scription and its different status is clearly identified. 

4. The event it describes is one that relates to the child's 
personal development or social interactions. 

5. The event it describes is either representative of the 
typical behavior of the child or significant because it 
is strikingly different from his usual form of behavior. 
If it is unusual behavior for the child, that fact is 
noted." 

Several of the writings develop criteria for recording anecdotes 

and note various recording forms. Writers agree that the important 

element is not the form but the content of the record. The appropriate 

form for keeping records is dependent upon the primary purpose for 

wh i ch they are being kept. In discussing this matter, Schwartz and 
!±I 

Tiedman set forth certain characteristics of the anecdotal record 

which are significant: 

1/Judith I. Krugman and J. Wayne Wrightstone, A Guide to the Use of 
Anecdotal Records, Educational Research Bulletin No. 11, Board of 
Education, New York, 1949. 

£/Arthur E. Traxler, The Nature and Use of Anecdotal Records, Educa­
tional Records Bureau Supplementary Bulletin D, Revised, Educational 
Records Bureau, New York, 1949. 

}/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 327. 

(±/Schwartz and Tiedman, op. cit., p. 147. 



"1. It is factual, recording only the actual event, 
incident, or observation, uncolored by the feel­
ings, interpretations, or biases of the observer. 

2. It is a record of only one incident. 

3. It is a record of an incident which is considered 
important and significant in the growth and/or 
development of the pupil. 11 
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Varied suggestions and principles pertaining to the use of anec-
]j 

dotal records appear in the literature. Traxler notes some practical 

suggestions pertaining to teacher use that appear frequently in the 

writings: 

"1. Train teachers to observe and record properly. 

2. Teachers must learn to observe and make records for 
the shy, introverted, colorless child as often as 
they do for the most forceful personalities in the 
group. 

3. Teachers must learn to see individual s rather than 
groups, to observe and remember, and then record 
later in the day, making their recordings brief and 
definite. 

4. The plan calls for a well-organized system of record­
ings in the central office and much free time on the 
part of some staff member for summarizing and inter­
preting the records. •• 

Writings note that evaluations based on anecdotal records often 

lack reliability and thus recommend their use with caution, particularly 

if the evaluations are recorded in the pupil 1 s permanent record. The 

problem of errors in sampling is noted by the Commission on the American 
'1:.1 

School Curriculum in discussing limitations of this technique. 

1/Traxler, Use o f Tests and Rating Devices in the Appraisal of Per­
sonality, op. cit., pp. 29-30. 

'J:./American Association of School Administrators, op. cit., p. 334. 
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1.1 
Traxler notes the following shortcomings which may seriously affect 

reliability : 

"1. Most teachers are not trained observers . 

2. Under group methods of instruction, many teachers 
feel that they do not have much time to observe the 
behavior of individuals and still record it. 

3. There will be a tendency for most of the anecdotes 
to pertain to the pupils whose overt behavior is out.,; 
standing, while other pupils will be neglected entirely. 

4. Records may become so unwieldy that the system will 
break down of its own weight." 

Anecdotal records represent a fairly reliable means of evaluating 

pupil behavior and deserve a place in the pupil appraisal program, If 

their use is to attain maximum value, the cumulative aspect of the pro-

gram must be stressed. Full cooperation of the teaching staff must be 

enlisted and observers must have a clear understanding of what is to 

be expected. A summary evaluation of this technique is provided by 
2:.1 

Thorndike and Hagen. This statement succinctly presents the point of 

view of the literature reviewed and shows the place of the anecdotal 

record in the school-wide testing and evaluation program: 

"An anecdotal record provides a medium for recording the 
observation of a significant item of pupil behavior. When 
teachers have developed skill in selecting incidents and in 
describing them objectively, when the mechanics of record­
keeping and summarizing are kept within reasonable bounds, and 
when the records are available for use by those whose concern 
it is to understand the individual pupil, such records can be 
a significant aid to working with children." 

1/Traxler, The Use of Tests and Rating Devices in the Appraisal of 
Personality, op. cit., p. 29. 

l/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 331. 
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Behavior rating scales.-- Rating scales are used rather extensively 

' in the schools to make and record observations and as a means of obtain-

ing a systematic and objective sampling of opinion on certain character-
];/ 

istics of an individual. Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins list five 

major types of scales: (1) the descriptive rating scale, (2) the 

graphic rating scale, (3) the forced choice technique, (4))the rank 

order method, and (5) the paired-comparison method. Schwartz and Tied-
11 

man also classify scales according to the individual rating, as fol-

lows: (1) self-rating scale, (2) scale for rating others, and (3) 

scales that do both. Regardless of the type, writings reveal that their 

main purpose is to translate observation of people into quantitative 

terms. 

There ar~ many standardized rating scales of various types on the 

market, the graphic predominating. In addition to these, the liter-

ature notes the use of locally constructed scales to meet specific needs. 
ll !±I 

Wrights tone and Traxler note that these measures meet a real need 

and, together with anecdotal records, represent a practical approach 

to personality appraisal. Writers generally agree, however, that they 

should be used to appraise only those qualities for which no valid ob-

jective measures are available. These scales should supplement, not 

!/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., pp. 163-167. 

£/Schwartz and Tiedman, op. cit., p. 166. 

l / Wrightstone, op. cit., p. 357. 

!±/Traxler, The Useoc Tests and Rating Devices in the Appraisal of 
Personality,~ cit., p . 6. 
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supplant, more objective means. Rating scales are tools in the hands 

of the user. The literature thus emphasizes considerations in making 

proper use of these devices. 
1) 

In discussing the reliability of rating scales, Symonds 

some basic considerations in their use: 

"1. Ratings should be made in a systematic way. 

2. An extended period of observation should precede 
rating. 

notes 

3. More attention should be paid to defining the qual­
ities or traits to be rated and more extensive defini­
tions should be introduced. 

4. For experimental · purposes all ratings should be dis­
regarded except those which are at the extreme ends of 
the rating scale and those on which the raters are 
sure of their judgment. 

5. Single ratings should not be used in the rating of 
human qualities. Sufficient reliability may be ob­
tained only when a compromise is made of the inde­
pendent judgment of from five to ten observe~s. 

6. Traits for rating should be selected which experience 
shows yield better than average reliability. 

7. So far as possible bias should be eliminated from 
ratings. Individuals should not be expected to give 
fair ratings when judging themselves, friends, old 
acquaintances or persons whom they much like or dis­
like, admire, or despise." 

2) 
In discussing refinements, Thorndike and Hagen note that re-

searchers have attempted to obtain greater uniformity of meaning in 

traits included, and are basing ratings more closely upon observable 

1/P. M. Symonds, Diagnosing Personality and Conduct, D. Appleton­
Century Company, New York, 1931, p. 106. 

l/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit ., pp. 348-349. 
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behavior. They state that this movement has effected improvement in 

the following ways: (1) trait aames have been defined, (2) trait names 

have been replaced by several more concrete and limited phrases, and 

(3) each trait name has been replaced by a substantial number of de-

scriptions of specific behaviors. The rules of good scale construction 
1/ 

noted by Jordan are in agreement with principles noted in the liter-

ature: 

"1. Not more than seven divisions of the line 
2. Divisions reinforced by careful verbal descriptions 
3. A continuous line 
4. Simplicity of administration 
5. Extr emes not so far distant from the mean that nobody 

will use them 
6. Descriptive terms easily understood by the rater." 

ll 
Noll notes the necessity of obtaining judges who can express 

accurate and dependable opinions and the need to clearly define traits 
ll 

in terms of behavior rather than vague observations. Eurich and Wrenn 

note that scales should call for judgments only on those behavior 

traits which can be observed objectively by the rater, and make the 

following recommendations: 

"1. The traits to be rated on the scale should be small 
in number and not overlap--from three to five traits 
is considered to be the accepted maximum. 

2. The number of raters should be from three to five 

!/Jordan, op. cit., p. 437. 

1/Noll, Introduct ion to Educational Measurement, op. cit., pp. 298-299. 

l/Alvin C. Eurich and C. Gilbert Wrenn, "Appraisal of Student · Char ­
acteristics and Needs," Guidance in Educational Institutions, Thirty­
seventh Yearbook, Part I, National Society for the Study of Education, 
Public School Pub lishing Company , Bloomington, Illinois, 1938, pp. 59-
62 . 



for the best composite judgment. 

3. The graphic scale is the most useful for school 
purposes." 
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The literature notes several limitations, hazards, and pitfalls 
Jj 

in rating procedures. Thorndike and Hagen cite two major factors in 

obtaining valid appraisals of an individual : (1) factors that limit 

the rater's willingness to rate honestly and conscientiously according 

to the instructions, and (2) factors that limit the rater's ability to 

rate consistently and correctly . They further state that these effects 

"show up in certain pervasive di stortions of the ratings, in relatively 

low reliabilities, and in doubt as to the basic validity of rating pro-
1/ 1/ 

cedures ." Hahn and MacLean list several generalizations based upon 

research evidence concerning errors obtained with scales: 

"1. Self-ratings tend to be high on desirable traits and 
to be low on undesirable ones. 

2. One tends to rate his own sex higher than the oppo­
site sex on desirable traits, the reverse being true 
on undes i rable traits. 

3. Men are more lenient in their ratings than women. 

4. In self-ratings, superior individuals underestimate 
themselves and inferior individuals overrate them­
selves, the latter having the greatest error. 

5. Parents overrate their children as a rule, but they 
underestimate superior children. (Although not sup­
por t ed by research evidence it is the author's opinion 

!/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., pp . 338-344. 

1/Ibid., p. 344. 

1/Milton E. Hahn and Malcolm S. MacLean, General Clinical Counseling 
in Educational Institutions, McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., New York, 
1950, p. 163. 



that the same error is made by teachers who tend, 
in general, to overrate their own pupils, but under­
estimate superior pupils, even in their own class or 
group.) 

6. Two ratings by the same judge are no more valid than 
one." 
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Despite their limitations, rating scales represent a useful means 

of evaluating certain aspects of personality. Present findings indi-

cate that they will continue to have extensive use in the schools, 

Schools using these means should do so with full awareness of the lim-

itations of the instrument and attempt to minimize these limitations. 
1/ 

Thorndike and Hagen sum up means of obtaining maximum accuracy with 

these instruments: 

"1. Appr aisal is limited to those qualities that appear 
over tly in interpersonal relations. 

2. The qualities to be appraised are analyzed into con­
cre t e and relatively specific aspects of behavior, 
and judgments are made of these behaviors. 

3. A rating form is developed that forces the rater to 
discriminate and/or that has controls for rater dif­
ferences in judging standards. 

4. Raters are used who have had the most opportunity to 
observe the individual in situations in which he 
would display the qualities to be rated. 

5. Raters are 'sold' on the value of the ratings and 
trained in the use of the rating instrument. 

6. Independent ratings of several raters are pooled when · 
there are several persons qualified to carry out 
ratings." 

Other means.- - A complete review of the many and varied techniques 

of evaluating the personal-social adjustment of the pupil is beyond the 

1/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 367. 



151 

scope of this study. Because personal-social adjustment is a complex 

process, it demands extensive and varied approaches in evaluation. The 

literature conta i ns voluminous references to a variety of means of 

evaluating personality. Two, in particular, receive considerable at-

tention and deserve mention in this review. 

The case study is taking on ever-increasing importance as a primary 

tool of evaluation, since it permits the synthesis of all pertinent 

facts about a pupil in one framework. Wrightstone, Justman, and Rob-
1/ 

bins note that its purpose is twofold: diagnosis and treatment. 

The literature reveals that an increasing number of schools are turning 

to the case study method. It thus deserves a place in the appraisal 

program. 

Knowledge o f social relationships is recognized as important by 

the school. In recent years considerable attention has been directed 

toward systematic information about interpersonal relations . Sociometry 

and the sociodrama represent two methods used to obtain evidence of the 

pupil's development of behaviors in satisfactory human relationships. 
ll 

Jennings and others treat this area of appraisal. Evidence clearly 

indicates that sociometric techniques are gaining prominence and should 

receive consideration in a testing and evaluation program. 

Summary.-- The importance of personal-social adjustment cannot be 

overestimated. In order to provide effective learning situations, the 

1/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 215. 

2/Helen Hall Jennings, Sociometry in Group Relations, American Council 
~n Education, Washington, D. C., 1948. 
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school must have an insight into the nature and causes of emotional 

problems. Evaluation of personal-social adjustment plays an important 

role in the tota l educational program. Personal-social adjustment is 

complex. Evaluation requires extensive and varied approaches, and is 

not susceptible to ready measurement. The school should move cautiously 

until valid and reliable measures are available. Appraisal in this 

field should be entrusted primarily to persons who have specific and 

highly specialized training. The findings and conclusions found in the 
]j 

literature may be summed up in the statement of King : 

"The guidance program is thus given little assistance 
by current measures in the area of emotional adjustment. 
This situation is highly lamentable, because of the impor­
tance of the emotional component of personality in school, 
career, and other situations which the student must face. 
Much research remains to be carried out in this area before 
the educator has practical tools with which to work. The 
basic emotional traits are only partially known at present; 
few valid pr edictors of adjustment to life situations have 
been isolated; and the reliability of many of the methods 
currently being used is questionable. Again it is stated 
that, unless a school has a complete testing program in the 
areas of int elligence, interests, and achievement, the emo­
tional area should not be covered." 

'1:.1 
Current practices surveys reviewed show that personality tests 

1_/ !±I 
have only infrequent use in the schools. Traxler and North re-

2/ 
ported use for only special cases. Leonard and Tucker found that 

!/King, op. cit., p. 45. 

'1:./ The reader is referred to Chapter III, supra. 

1_/Traxler, "The Status of Measurement and Appraisal Programs of Large 
City School Systems," op. cit. 

!±_/North, "Testing Programs of Public School Members of the Educational 
Records Bureau--Report of a Questionnaire Survey," op. cit. 

2/Leonard and Tucker, op. cit. 
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approximately 33-1/3 per cent of the schools made use of such measures. 
ll 

In the California area it was reported that approximately 44 per cent 

of the schools use such measures for special purposes. Michaelis and 
11 

Howard noted that very little is being done to evaluate social atti-

tude, emotional adjustment, social adjustment, and related needs of 

the learner. They further conclude that the greatest need for improve-

ment is in the a r ea of personal-social development. It appears from 

these studies that schools are moving rather slowly in this area. It 

is apparent that more advances are being made in the larger systems 

where psychologists and specialists are employed. 

12. Testing Patterns 

Overview.-- Although several illustrative and recommended testing 

programs are found in the writings, the literature, generally speaking, 

does not provide a particular pattern for a testing program. This is 

due to several factors. Local conditions dictate variations from time 

to time. The tes ting program may serve different functions in differ-

ent schools. Wiae variations exist in financial and professional re-

sources available in each community. 

Suggested and illustrated programs are noted in several t t extbooks 

on measurements. Test publishers have a l so prepared typical programs 

in chart form as guides for school systems developing testing programs. 

In many cases these appear in the form of minimal and maximal or expanded 

l/Larson and McCreary, op. cit., p. 391 . 

1/Michaelis and Howard, op. cit. 
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programs. A selected bibliography of the sources noting testing pro-

1/ 
grams or patterns is included in the Appendix. Certain generaliza-

tions and principles pertaining to the testing program are presented 

by the writer. These result from a synthesis of principles, practices, 

and recommendations reviewed in the literature. The reader is referred 

to earlier sections of Chapters II and III, as well as the selected 

bibliography on testing patterns and programs included in Appendix I. 

A suggested practical testing program or pattern for different levels 

is also included. This program is concerned entirely with group tests. 

It represents views of writers appearing in the literature. 

1. A minimal program in the elementary and secondary schools 

should include periodic measures of mental ability and a regu-

lar schedule of achievement testing. 

2. The hard core of the testing program includes two broad areas: 

(1) mental ability or scholastic aptitude, and (2) achievement 

in basic skills and ·content fields. Any school embarking upon 

a program should start in these two areas. 

3. The clues to what should be measured in any school are the ob-

jectives and the curriculum. These should largely determine 

what to measure in the field of achievement. 

4. Under certain circumstances repeat testing may be required. 

When special disabilities are noted, diagnostic tests in subject-

matter areas may be used. 

5. In a maximum or optimum program, achievement tests should be 

.!./The reader is referred to Appendix F. 
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given annually, and capacity measures (readiness, intelligence, 

prognostic and aptitude tests) should be included at transition 

periods. Achievement testing should include tests of a basi­

cally developmental nature at selected points in the student's 

school career. 

6. Interest measures are rather difficult to interpret. If special­

ized personnel is available for counseling, an interest inventory 

may be administered in the high school. 

7. Adjustment inventories and personality measures should be used 

with caution and then only when a special need is indicated. 

Qualified personnel should be available to administer and in­

terpret the results of these measures. 

8. It is assumed that the latter two measures are used only in an 

expanded or optimum program. 

Minimal group testing program.-- The following recommendations are 

made pertaining to the minimal group testing program: 

1. A reading readiness test is administered in late kindergarten 

or early first grade. 

2. An intelligence or scholastic aptitude test is administered four 

or five times from the time the pupil enters school until he 

completes high school. The suggested sequence is at the end 

of grades 1, 3, 6, 8, and 10. A test including nonlanguage as 

well as language factors is included in the upper grades. 

3. A complete achievement battery is given at the end of grades 3, 

6, 8, and 10. In the upper grades at least one administration 
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includes general educational development measures. 

4. Reading i s measured in grades 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10. 

5. A study skills test is given at the beginning of grade 7. 

6. Separate subject achievement tests are given in English, math­

ematics, science, and social studies in grades 10-12 when 

needed. 

7. Interest inventories are administered at the end of grade 9 pro ­

vided guidance personnel is available for counseling. 

Expanded or optimum group testing program.-- The expanded group 

testing program inc1udes all measures noted in the minimal program plus 

additional measur es used when they are needed to obtain objective in­

formation concerning the pupils. 

1. Achievement tests are given annually in all grades, including 

fundament al skills. 

2. Aptitude tests are given for educational and vocational guid­

ance at the end of grade 9 or the beginning of grade 10. 

3. College aptitude or vocational aptitude tests are given at the 

beginning of grade 12. 

4. Interest inventories are given at the beginning of grade 11. 

5. Personality measures are given when needed by qualified person­

nel and administered with extreme caution. 

13. Organizing and Reporting Test Results 

Overview. - - Writings point to the fact that the most important 

phase of the testing and evaluation program is the interpretation and 

use of test results. The basic assumption must exist that interpretation 

~· 
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and usage are fully as important as test selection, administration, 
]) 2:/ 

and scoring. Wellman notes that if the testing program is to func-

tion, test results must be made available in a form understandable to 
ll 

staff, pupil, and parents. Thorndike and Hagen emphasize the fact 

that an effective testing program implies an effective system of ree-
f!/ 21 

ords. Durost and Traxler indicate the necessity or organizing test 

results for use by school functionaries as a preliminary step and an 

integral part of the process of interpeting and using the results. 
§.I 

Traxler succinctly emphasizes this phase of the over-all program in 

the following comment: 

"'llhe value of testing in a guidance program is almost 
wholly dependent upon the effectiveness with which the results 
are used by the faculty of the school. Intelligent and ef­
ficient use of the data calls for a definite plan of testing 
and of organizing and reporting the results and rendering them 
understandable to teachers, many of whom have had little train­
ing in psychology, measurements, or statistical procedures." 

II 
Durost notes that "to obtain full benefit from the pupil-centered 

testing program, the administration should also provide for recording 

l/Kent Area Study Council, op. cit., p. 19. 

I/Wellman, op. cit., p. 20. 

1_/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 454. 

f±./Durost, What Constitutes a Minimal Testing Program for Elementary 
and Junior High School, op. cit., p. 1. 

2_/Traxler, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program, " op. cit., p. 360 . 

.§./Traxler, "Evaluation of Aptitude and Achievement in a Guidance Pro­
gram," op. cit., p. 13. 

l/Durost, What Constitutes a Minimal Testing Program for Elementary 
and Junior High School, op. cit. 
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the test data on a cumulative basis.'' The literature corroborates 

this view and reveals that, in addition to providing group data in 

understandable form to the school staff, a systematic plan for organiz -

ing pertinent information about the individual pupil on a cumulative 

basis is essential. Writings reveal that this can be best accomplished 
11 

by an individual pupil cumulative record. Lee and Lee state that if 

the school accepts as a criteria of evaluation that the child's progress 

must be measured in terms of his growth, a cumulative record is essen-

tial. They further note that this record should begin when the child 

enters school and should follow him during his entire school career. 
ll 

Traxler notes that test data should be recorded in a meaningful and 
ll 

comparable basis in this record. Segel emphasizes the diagnostic 

and predictive value of the cumulative record because of the span of 

entries and notes its use by the teacher for any aspect of guidance 

and instruction. 

The literature contains voluminous references to the cumulative 

record. A complete review is beyond the scope of this study. Any re-

view of this phase of the testing program dictates its inclusion, since 

the literature reveals it is general practice to record test scores in 
~I 

each pupil's cumulative folder. Noll indicates that results must be 

made a part of the permanent records of the pupil as well as the school. 

1/Lee and Lee, op. cit., p. 670. 

l/Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, op. cit., p. 163. 

1/Segel, op. cit., p. 35. 

~/Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, op. cit,, p. 312. 
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Each new test score entered in the cumulative record increases and 

stabilizes the knowledge about ·the pupil as an individual and adds to 

continuity in the use of results in studying the growth and develop­

ment of the pupil over the years. The individual pupil cumulative rec­

ords become an integral part of the process of organizing and reporting 

test results. 

Writers cite that the results obtained from a test require inter­

pretation. Test results possess added meaning when compared with those 

obtained from different populations to whom the tests have been admin­

istered. Norms provide a means of aiding in interpreting results and 

must receive consideration in any planned program of organizing and re­

porting results. 

The present study reviews the literature pertaining to recording 

data obtained in the testing and evaluation program for staff use. It 

also considers derived scores used in test interpretation and circular­

iz i ng results. The review does not treat statistical methods nor delve 

into the specifics of test analyzation and procedural aspects. It re­

views general principles and practices pertaining to these selected 

phases of organizing and recording test results. 

Recording test results.-- The writings reveal that an analysis of 

test scores is essential for intelligent interpretation and utilization 

of results. The use of such results depends upon the manner in which 

they are made available to staff members. The nature of the report and 

record will vary somewhat according to the local situation, facilities 

fo r interpretation and use, and the purpose it is to serve. Its main 
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]) 
function is succinctly stated by Stenquist: "To present test results 

and related information in such a meaningful way as to arouse interest 

and action on the part of teachers, principals, supervisors, directors 
1:_1 

of special divisions, and superintendents." Ross and Stanley give 

extensive coverage to this topic. 
ll 

The Kent Area Study Council notes that certain reports and 

records are essential to the success of the testing program and makes 

the following generalizations regarding records and reports: 

"1. A plan for recording t~st results must be considered 
an integral part of test interpretation and usage. 

2. System-wide procedures for ~ecording test data should 
be established by the test director. 

3. Recording should be done in consistent form. 

4. Summary sheets should be made in triplicate for 
multiple use. " 

!±I 
Roeber indicates that if results are to be meaningful to the 

teacher, the following minimum information must be included in the sum-

mary sheet: 

"l. Full name of test 
2. Level and form of test used 
3. Raw score made on test 
4. Derived score 

]:/John L. Stenquist, "The Administration of a Program of Diagnosis and 
Remedial Instruction," Educational Diagnosis, Thirty-fourth Yearbook of 
the National Society for the Study of Education, Public School Publish­
ing Company, Bloomington, Illinois, 1935, p. 518. 

]:_/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., Chaps. VIII, IX, X. 

1/Kent Area Study Council, op. cit., p. 5. 

(±/Edward C. Roeber, "A Meaningful Record of Tests," Educational and 
Psychological Measurement (Autumn, 1948), 8:397. 



161 

5. Norm group or basis of comparison 
6. Probable error of test or parts of test 
7. Test administrator 
8. Date of test admin.istration 
9. Unusual testing or administering conditions." 

ll 11 
Ross and Stanley and Traxler recommend the use of the class 

record and class analysis chart as a means of identifying strengths 

and weaknesses. These usually are provided with commercially published 

tests. They further note the value of developing distributions for 

class, buildings, and entire groups for use by administrators. Sten-
}_1 

qui st recommends duplicating analysis charts for each class for use 

by teachers, principals, supervisors, and superintendents. The sum-

marization of district-wide test data by class groups within each school 
!!_I 21 

and for grades as a whole is noted by Fisher. Lewerenz summarizes 

the procedure followed by the Los Angeles Public Schools to bring test 

data to teachers, supervisors, and administrators. An item analysis 
&_I 

chart for studying results is suggested by Ahman and Glock. In most 

cases they state that this is most applicable to sy stems equipped with 

scoring and tabulating machines. 

l/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., pp. 237-240. 

1/Traxler, "Ten Essential Steps in a Testing Program," op. cit., p. 360 . 

.}/John L. Stenquist, "Devices for Testing," The Nation's Schools 
(September, 1937), 20:30-33 . 

!!_/Marie R. Fisher, Using Test Results to Improve the Education of the 
Individual Child, Test Service Bulletin No. 76, World Book Company, 
Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, p. 4. 

2_/Alfred Speir Lewerenz, "New Developments in Evaluating Achievement 
in the Public Schools of Los Angeles," Education (December, 1950), 
71:237-244. 

£/Ahman and Glock, op. cit., p. 518. 

II 

IJ 
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1) 
Graphical portrayal is recommended by writers. King suggests 

the use of individual pupil profile sheets for collecting individual 

pupil scores and composite profiles for groups to students to indicate 
]) 

standings of given rooms, class, school, or district. Cook cites the 

advantage of cumulatively and graphically portraying test results and 

concludes that this means may best serve as a stimulus in effecting im-

provements in curriculum emphasis, teaching procedures, and methods of 

study. 
]_I 

Stodola describes the procedures followed in Lebanon, Pennsylvania 

in recording test scores for teacher use, and lists the following criteria 

which are pertinent to this review: 

"1. Only data deemed essential should be included. 

2. All data should be recorded on one sheet for ease of 
reference. 

3. Local norms should be used so that pupils are compared 
only with those youngsters within their own community. 

4. As far as possible, all scores should be expressed in 
the same form so that comparisons can be made among them. 

5. From a practical poin~ of view, emphasis should be placed 
on identifying gross differences in the recorded scores." 

1/King, op. cit., p. 62. 

1_/Walter W. Cook, "Use of Tests in the Supervisory Program," in Apprais­
ing the Elementary School Program, Sixteenth Yearbook, National Ele­
mentary Principal, Bulletin of the Department of Elementary School 
Principals, National Education Association, Vol. XVI, No. 6, July, 1937, 
Washington, D. C., p. 470. 

l/Quetin Stodola, How One School System Records and Interprets Test 
Scores: A Do-I t-Youself Kit for Teachers, Test Service Bulletin No. 89, 
World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, 1958, p. 6. 
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Using derived scores.-- Test scores of individuals acquire mean-

ing when they can be compared with the scores of well-identified groups 

of students. Several systems for deriving meaningful standard scores 

are noted in the literature. All the textbooks in measurement reviewed 

in this study give extensive treatment to norms. Bulletins distributed 

by test publishers also treat the subject in detail. Typical of these 
]) 

are Methods of Expressing Test Scores and The Characteristics, Use, 
']) 

and Computation of Stanines. 
ll 

Thorndike and Hagen list age, grade, percentile, and standard 

score as the most frequently used types o.f parometers in the schools 
!±I 

today. Lennon notes that the appropriateness of a particular unit 

in which to express scores depends upon: (1) ,the nature of the ability 

or function being measured, and (2) the use to be made 6f the score. 

The utility ; limitations, and technical considerations in developing 

norms are covered in detail in the literature and are beyond the scope 

of this review. 

The literature also advocated the use of local norms as supple-

l/Psychological Corporation, Methods of Expressing Test Scores, Test 
Service Bulletin No. 48, January, 1955, Psychological Corporation, 
New York, 1956. 

~/Walter N. Durost, The Characteristics, Use, and Computation of 
Stanines, Test Service Notebook No. 23, World Book Company, Tarrytown­
on-Hudson, New York, 1959. 

1_/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 153. 

!±_/Lennon, "Discussion of the School Administrators' Problems," £P..:_ 

cit., p. 98. 
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ll 
mentary to the national norms provided by the test publishers. Jordan 

J:/ 
and the Psychological Corporation, in particular, urge that local 

norms be constructed for appropriate groupings of cases and note that 

they are essential for good interpretations of test scores. 
ll 

Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins note recommendations of vari-

ous committees which are attempting to establish standards for tests. 

These are pertinent to this review: 

·"1. Tables or scales used to report scores should be de ­
signed to permit easy and accurate interpretation by 
the test user. 

2. Norms should refer to clearly defined and described 
populations, or reference groups, such as grade, age, 
curriculum or occupational group. These populations 
should be the groups to whom users of the test will 
usually wish to compare the individual or group tested. 

3. Norms should be based upon a representative cross sec­
tion or sample, of the defined population or refer­
ence group. 

4. Although norms may be reported in terms of grade or 
age groups, it is desirable also, to provide percentile 
equivalents or standard scores into which raw scores 
may be converted. 

5, For some uses of tests, local norms are more appropri­
ate and important than national, regional, or other 
group norms. In such cases, the test manual should 
suggest appropriate use of local norms." 

Circularizing the results. - - Writers agree that four groups have 

an interest in knowing the results of the testing program: (1) super-

1_/Jordan, op . cit., p. 9. 

~/Psychological Corporation, Norms Must Be Relevant, Test Service 
Bulletin No. 39, May, 1950, Psychological Corporation, New York, 1950, 
p. 4. 

1_/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 53. 
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visory and administrative staff, (2) teachers, (3) parents or public, 

and (4) pupils. 

All writers advocate that school functionaires have access to test 
Jj 

results that are of concern to them. Ross and Stanley, in particular, 

note the need for each teacher to have the results for his class as 

quickly as possible after testing. The literature reviewed corroborates 

this view. General principles pertaining to this aspect are reviewed 

in an earlier section of the present study. 

The literature reveals that it is the school's responsibility to 

tell its story to the people in understandable language both graphically 
'];_/ 

and verbally. Farley states the problem in this manner: "Parents 

wish to know what their children are being taught, how they are being 
'll 

taught, and what results are being achieved." Dobbins states that 

there are three kinds of information that should be provided to parents: 

(1) purpose for which the test is used, (2) general characteristics of 

the test, and (3) nature of test scores. He further notes that the 

problem is one of how to instruct and inform the parents in the bare 

essentials of test understanding and score interpretation. Since there 

is a real possibility that the lay person may misinterpret and misuse 

the information, writers cite that certain cautions must be exercised. 

1/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p . 238. 

];_/Belmont Farley, What to Tell the People About the Schools, Bureau of 
Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, New York, 1929, 
p. 19. 

1_/John E. Dobbins, "What Parents Need to Know About Tests and Testing," 
National Elementary Principal (September, 1954), 34:152 - 160. 

~------------~~--~~·----------------------------------------------------
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ll 
Thorndike and Hagen cite the need for sound interpretation in terms 

of educational or vocational significance. They further state that 

exact scores should be minimized and the "results of testing a partie-

ular individual should be interpreted to the lay public, and especially 

to the parent or pupil, by statements of general level or range of 

ability." 

The literature generally concurs with the above view and recom-

mends the presentation of test data to parents and public with appropri-
'1:/ 

ate explanation and interpretation. Ross. and Stanley, as well as 

other writers, feel that group results need to be organized effectively 

in graphs and charts illustrating the nature of tests, with analysis 

and interpretation centering around significant comparisons. Thorn-
'll 

dike and Hagen cite three qualities of an interpretation of an indi-

vidual pupil's score that has significance : 

"1. The interpretation should be set in the frame of refer­
ence of the particular pupil, 

2. The interpretation should be directed toward positive 
and constructive action. 

3. It should be factual and dispassionate, rather than 
appearing to pass judgment on the individual." 

Writers agree that test data should function in the lives of 

pupils and aid them in personal assessment of their aptitudes, inter-
f!./ 

ests, traits, strengths, and weaknesses. Thorndike noted this fact 

l/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 452. 

£/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., p. 245. 

2_/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 452. 

f!_/Edward L. Thorndike, "Tests and Their Uses," Teachers College Record 
(October, 1924), 26:93-94. 



many years ago in the following statement: 

"The final justification for every testing regime rests 
in Mary Jones and John Smith, and it therefore behooves all 
persons who are making and giving .tests to take them into 
partnership as soon and as completely as is feasible." 
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In discussing evaluation and tests in the Denver Public Schools, 
1) 

Leake makes the following comment pertaining to the necessity of 

pupils understanding the testing program: 

"Pupils, too, need to have greater knowledge about their 
own learning advancement; they should understand some things 
about their own limitations and capacities; they should def­
initely be familiar with the purposes for having evaluative 
instruments, and should have a good understanding of the mean­
ing of scores on such tests as they relate to individual ex­
pectancy." 

Cautions and limitations regarding interpreting results to pupils 

are cited throughout the literature. The danger of presenting intelli-
2:_/ ]j 

gence test results are noted by Ross and Stanley. Dobbins and 

others cite that the most useful application of test results is that 
!±I 

application made by and with the student. Allen recommends that the 

results be used in a program of pupil self-appraisal and interpreted by 

means of self-appraisal charts so that pupils may appraise their own 

l / James D. Leake, Evaluation in the Denver Public Schools, Test Service 
Bulletin No. 83, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, 
1958, p. 2. 

2:_/Ross and Stanley, op. cit., ·p. 237. 

]j John E. Dobbins, "How Can the Results of a Testing Program Be Used 
Most Effectively?" Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary 
School Principals (April, 1958), 42:66. 

!±/ Richard D. Allen, Tests for Instruction and Guidance, Test Service 
Bulletin No. 46, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on- Hudson, New York, 
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abilities, achievements, interests, and adjustments objectively and 

realistically. The literature generally ho wds this view and encourages 

schools to instruct pupils in studying their own traits so they may see 

their own competence and limitations. 

Summary.-- Test interpretation and usage are integral parts of the 

total program. Ultimately, test interpretation must reach those who 

work directly with pupils, the pupils themselves, the parents, and those 

who make decisions affecting the curriculum and guidance activities. 

A plan for recording and circularizing test results must be adopted by 

all schools. This plan must provide for presenting test results and 

related information in a meaningful manner to school functionaires, 

parents, and pupils. Data should be recorded on a cumulative basis, 

and records format should . be developed to present a high "glance" value. 

The most frequently mentioned derived scores are age, grade, per-

centile, and standard scores. Very little mention is made of stamines. 

This is due to their relative recency of use. The use of local norms 

is strongly advocated as a means of increasing the meaningfulness of 

scores. The literature advocates giving results to all interested 

parties, but urges caution in interpretation and use. Writers cite 

that the importance of educating parents and pupils in test interpre-

tation and usage cannot be overemphasized. 
}j 

Current practices surveys reviewed in this study reveal that the 

majority of schools provide individual pupil cumulative records. 

1/The reader is referred to Chapter II, supra. 
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ll 
Belanger r eported the following percent age use of der i ved scores by 

the schools : (1) grade equivalent, 85 per cent; (2) age equivalent, 

66 per cent ; (3) percentile, 55 per cent; (4) raw scores, 49 per cent. 

He further noted that 27 per cent of the schools reported the develop-
1/ 

ment of pup i l profiles, North reported that the single type norm is 

used exclus i vely. The findings reveal that local norms are practically 
11 

nonexistent . Michaelis and Howard reported that test interpretation 

and records system represent one of the major problems of the schools. 

Although the above studies give minimum attention to organizing 

and reporting results, findings evidence a need for schools to give 

more concern to this phase of the program. Writers agree that a greater 

effort needs to be exerted to organize results in a meaningful fashion 

which will be conducive to ready use by all school functionaires . 

Teacher as well as pupil education is necessary to accomplish this. 

14. Using the Results o f the Testing 

and Evaluation Program 

Overview.-- The literature emphasizes the point that the crucial 

aspect of any testing and evaluation program is the use that is made 

of the measures of that program. Obtaining data about individual pupils 

is simply a means to an end. The real test of the program is the manner 

in which the results are used. No program can be justified unless the 

1/Belanger, op. cit. 

1/North, op . cit. 

1/Michaelis and Howard, op. cit. 
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results are used to assist the individual in making the maximum school 

adjustment and development in accordance with his potential, and as a 
ll 

basis for improving the educational program. Traxler states, "The 

value of a good testing program--when it is intelligently used by the 

entire staff in combination with comprehensive records--can hardly be 

overrated." 

Testing and evaluation may serve many purposes. Standardized 

tests are not the exclusive tool of any one branch of the profession. 

The following statement by the Bureau of Examinations and Testing of 
. ]j 

the New York State Education Department succinctly emphasizes this 

truism: 

"Standardized tests are not the exclusive tool of any one 
branch of the educational profession. The administrator faced 
with problems of broad planning, the supervisor concerned with 
the professional development of the teaching staff, the coun­
selor seeking to help the child adjust to school and vocation 
and the classroom teacher directly and actively engaged in 
guiding the progress and growth of the child--all can utilize 
the results of a sound testing program to tremendous advantage. 
Nor should we overlook the benefits likely to be derived by 
the child himself when he is given insight into and understand­
ing of his own needs, potentialities and achievements." 

ll 
Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins classify the various measures 

according to use by school functionaires as follows: · administrative 

uses, instructional uses, educational and vocational guidance, and re-

search uses. It is noted that several of these purposes or uses may 

1/Arthur E. Traxler, "Standardized Tests," National Education Associa­
tion Journal (November, 1959), 48:18. 

1/New York State Education Department, op. cit., p. 9. 

1_/Wrightstone, Justman, and Robbins, op. cit., p. 38. 
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ll 
be satisfied by the same data. Thorndike and Hagen list the follow-

ing three functions of a testing program: (1) classroom functions, 
11 

(2) guidance functions, and (3) administrative functions. Noll, 
11 

Traxler, and others cite major uses of measurement. Considerable 

duplication regarding usage occurs in the writings. The literature 

reveals the following main purposes for which tests and other instru-

ments are used in the school: 

1. Curriculum evaluation and planning 

2. Classification of pupils 

3. Grouping of pupils 

4. Diagnosis and remedial work 

5 . Counseling and guidance 

6. Mot i vation of pupils and staff 

7. Identification and study of exceptional pupils 

8. Interpreting the schools to the public 

9 . Eva l uating and improving instruction 

10. Educational research 

11. Giv i ng psychological security to, and improving, the school 

staff. 

The literature cites ways in which the classroom teacher, , guidance 

l/Thorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 423. 

1 / Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, op. cit., Chap. XIV. 

} / Arthur E. Traxler, Robert Jacobs, Margaret Selover, and Agatha 
To~send, Introduction to Testing and the Use of Test Results in 
Public Schools, Harper and Brothers, New York, 1953, pp. 92-95. 
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counselor, and other staff members may make use of standardized test 

results. It also notes uses that the school administrator may make of 

test data. The administrative uses listed by the California Test 
ll 

Bureau are typical of suggested uses included in other writings: 

"1. To refute ill-founded charges that school achievement 
is below reasonable expectations, when test results 
show achievement to be satisfactory. 

2 . To determine whether differences in achievement between 
succeeding grades are satisfactory. 

3. To determine whether the ob jectives of the curriculum 
are being achieved. 

4. To determine whether marking practices in various 
schools reflect the true performances of the students 
as revealed by test results. 

5 . To determine whether the proportion of student 'failures' 
(where students are failed) reflects the true performance 
of the student as revealed by the test results. 

6. To use as a basis for developing policies on ability 
grouping of students for instructional purposes. 

7. To determine whether the achievement test results are 
reasonable and satisfactory in light o f the intelli­
gence of the students and other related factors." 

The literature also cites the value of tests in the supervisory process. 
11 ll 

Cook reports varying uses in this field. Lazar and Aronow note the 

valuable contributions of tests in connection with research and experi-

mentation in upgrading the educational program. 

l/California Test Bureau, Administrative Uses of Test Results, Educa­
tional Bulletin No. 4, California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, California, 
1951, p. 4. 

1/Cook, "Use of Tests in the Supervisory Program," op. cit., pp . 470-473. 

l/Mary Lazar and Miriam Aronow, "Research Uses of Testing Program," 
Education (March, 1957), 77:395-398. 
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The number of uses to which test results can be put is great. 

The nature and extent of test utilization depend upon the local situa-

tion, the organization, and the competencies of the school staff. New 

approaches are being developed constantly as personnel apply imagina-

tion and new-found methods to the task. Many different techniques are 

available to staff members in making maximum utilization of measurement 

data. 

The literature spells out the specifics of varied uses and tech-

niques. Detailed resource material may be found in the following: 

1. Standard texts on measurement and guidance 

2. Testing bulletins, manuals, and materials distributed by test 

publishers 

3. Research reports by various groups and organizations 

4; Articles in professional journals 

5. Local, state, and national curriculum bulletins. 

A complete review involving all the specifics of utilization is 

beyond the scope of the present study. As stated in the Delimitation 
ll 

of the Study, this investigation is concerned primarily with the 

following areas of pupil appraisal: (1) academic aptitude or intelli-

gence, (2) achievement, (3) special aptitude, (4) interest, and (5) 

personality . The utility of measures in these areas is covered ex-

tensively in the literature. A critical review of this material re-

veals many uses of major import. Significant administrative and super-

visory uses cited in the literature follow. 

l/Supra, p. 6. 



Intelligence tests.-- The major administrative and supervisory 

uses of intelligence tests are: 

1. To determine how different groups compare in ability levels 

from school to school and within schools 

2. To aid in the placement of pupils in grades 

3. To aid in grouping within grades 

4. To aid in determining the expectancy level in achievement 

within the class group and schools 

5. To assist in planning special programs to meet the needs of 

individual pupils and class groups 
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6. To identify those pupils achieving significantly below their 

capacity to achieve 

7. To study development of the abilities of individuals and groups 

over a period of years 

8. To identify pupils who are significantly advanced or retarded 

9. To compare pupil abilities with achievement in school courses. 

Standardized achievement tests.-- The main administrative and 

supervisory uses of standardized achievement tests are: 

1. To reveal the extent to which instructional objectives are 

being attained 

2. To identify instructional areas needing special emphasis 

3. To evaluate different teaching methods and materials of in­

struction 

4. To rate the proficiency of different teachers 

5. To determine how the achievement of local school groups compares 
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with that of comparable groups in other systems 

6. To compare the achievement of different class groups within 

the system 

7. To aid in the placement of pupils in grades 

8. To aid in grouping within the grade or class group 

9. To aid in curriculum revision and evaluation 

10. To interpret the work of the school to the public 

11. To aid in the counseling of individuals with respect to educa­

tional and vocational planning 

12. To aid in planning special programs to meet pupil needs 

13. To reveal exact points at which the tools of learning are 

inadequate or inoperative. 

Special aptitude tests.-- The main administrative and supervisory 

uses made o f special aptitude tests are: 

1. To determine the need for special school programs 

2. To aid in the placement of pupils in grades and for grouping 

within the grade or class 

3. To place pupils in remedial or corrective classes 

4. To suggest levels of instruction appropriate to the needs of 

individual students or groups of students 

5. To conduct educational research 

6. To guide pupils toward appropriate academic goals and courses 

7. To group students of roughly similar levels of ability for 

specific instructional purposes 
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8. To note types of learning difficulty that might occur in dif­

ferent classes and schools. 

Interest measures.-- The main administrative and supervisory uses 

made of interest measures are: 

1. To provide a partial basis for pupil-teacher and/or counselor 

conferences on educational and vocational planning 

2. To provide a basis for an occupational unit in various courses 

3. To identify special interest areas coinciding with special or 

high level general ability 

4. To note general fields of interests in groups 

5. To note whether the level and types of work offered by the 

school meet the interests and needs of the student population •. 

Personality measures.-- The main administrative and supervisory 

uses made of personality measures are: 

1. To determine the personal and mental health problems which 

characterize class groups, schools, or school districts 

2. To determine the need for special attention to certain areas 

of the curriculum 

3. To determine class groups or schools that need special assist­

ance in the social school situation. 

Limitations to the use of tests.-- Writings cite many limitations 

which restrict the extent and precision of the use of test results, 

and reveal that they are likely to be used erroneously unless these 

limitations are taken into consideration. The concern of school admin­

istrators in general is well expressed by Resolution Number 13, adopted 



177 

by the American Association of School Administrators, meeting in con-

vention in Atlantic City, New Jersey, on February 18, 1959 : 

"The importance and usefulness of tests in evaluation and 
teaching cannot be overestimated. There is a great need for 
improved and more adequate instruments for evaluation of many 
kinds of educational growth. The misuse of tests and the mis­
interpretation of test data continue to be a glaring danger to 
good educational programs. Any test instrument should be 
selected and used in terms of what a particular school had 
intended to teach. To judge a school solely on the basis of 
data derived from any battery of examinations is an invalid 
and dangerous venture. State or national examination results, 
used without due regard for the educational objectives of the 
school and the nature of the student body, are likely to be 
misleading." 

)) 
Traxler mentions several limitations which seriously affect the 

use of test results: 

"1 . Many tests do not provide valid measurement of the 
curriculum with which they are used. 

2 . No test is perfectly reliable. 

3. The names of many tests are misleading. 

4 . The relationship of the test to future success in 
various fields is unknown." 

]j 
MacMinn advises that tests must be used judiciously and calls 

attention to the following considerations: · 

"L Tests in and of themselves are far from being perfect 
measuring instruments. 

2. The attitude and motivation of the pupil taking a test 

1/Traxler, Techniques of Guidance, op. cit., pp. 198-199 . 

.f./Paul MacMinn, "A Few Basic Facts About Tests," in Understanding 
Tests, United States Department of Health, Educat i on, and Welfare, 
Office of Education, United States Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D. C., 1960, p. 3. 



and the conditions under which he takes it influence 
the results. 

3. The accuracy with which the results are interpreted 
determine to a great extent the usefulness of tests." 

ll 
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Bridges states that the tendency for the administrator to infer 

the average score obtained in class on a standardized achievement test 

is a direct index of the effectiveness of the instruction in that 

class, places a serious limitation upon the interpretation of results 

of these measures. He further points out that the achievement level 

of a pupil is the result of a highly complex pattern of factors other 

than instruction that have been interacting for many years. He indi-

cates that the achievement of students is not determined by the quality 

of instruction alone. 

The literature states that testing is not the complete answer to 

pupil appraisal. Test data should never be used as the sole basis for 

action. Test results must be supplemented by additional information, 

and become meaningful only when interpreted with all other possible 

data. Only when tempered with good judgment and placed in the proper 

perspective will they provide a valuable means of understanding the 

individual pupil and aid in improving the educational program. 

Summary.-- All writers agree that the crucial aspect of the test-

ing program is the use made of test results. Proper interpretation and 

utilization of results are likely to be the weakest link in the whole 

1/Claude F. Bridges, Some Basic Considerations in Determining the Sig­
nificance of Achievement Test Results, Test Service Bulletin No. 66, 
World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, pp. 2-3. 
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program. Without them the whole program is of questionable value. No 

program is justified unless proper and full utilization is made of the 

results .. 

Tests are multipurposeful. Teachers, counselors, supervisors, 

and administrators use the measurement data in varied ways in worki ng 

with individual pupils and in the instructional and curriculum improve-

ment program. Although the value and usefulness of tests cannot be 

overestimated, their misuse and the misinterpretation of their data 

continue to be a glaring danger to good educational procedures. Proper 

utilization requires that the educator be fully cognizant of their 

limitations. Writers agree that tests are merely tools, the value of 

which depends upon the insight and skill of the user. There is no 

magic in mere use. 

The findings pertaining to test utilization in current practices 
1.1 

surveys are somewhat limited. In studying large city systems, Trax-
]j 

ler reports that the primary use made of test results is for guidance, 

with instruction a close second. He also notes that considerable use 

of results i s made by administrators and supervisors. Little use for 
ll 

public relations purposes was found. Leonard and Tucker found that 
±I 

major uses are for guidance and pupil classification. Belanger reports 

!/The reader is referred to Chapter III, supra. 

1/Traxler, "The Status of Measurement and Appraisal Programs of Large 
City School Systems," op. cit., pp. 75-86. 

]_/Leonard and Tucker, op. cit. 

f±/Belanger, op. cit. 
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the following uses, arranged in decreasing order of importance : sec ­

tioning and placement, individual counseling, appraisal of the indi­

vidual, diagnosis, individualization of instruction, and as a check on 

the efficiency of teachers and the curriculum. 



CHAPTER IV 

METHOD OF PROCEDURE 

1. Preliminary Considerations 

Sources of data.-- Many and varied sources of data were utilized 

to gain background information prior to formalizing the study. During 

the progress of the study these sources were tapped continually to 

obtain pertinent data. General sources are noted below: 

1. Conferences were held with the writer's major advisor and with 

members of a measurements seminar and workshops in testing and 

evaluation problems at Boston University. 

2. The writer attended national and regional meetings of many 

professional organizations. Meetings of the National Council 

on Measurements Used in Education and Invitational Conferences 

on Testing Problems sponsored by the Educational Testing Ser­

vice proved to be of particular significance. Research reports 

of the latter two were utilized. 

3. Conferences were held with nationally recognized measurement 

authorities and with consultants and editors of major test 

pub l ishers. 

4. Con f erences were held and correspondence was carried on with 

directors of guidance, testing, and research in various school 

systems throughout the East. 
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5. Several superintendents of schools in the New England area 

were consulted. 
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6. Correspondence was carried on with testing, guidance, and re­

search personnel in State Departments of Education in all of 

the New England states. 

7. Conferences were held with the Executive Secretary and members 

of the Executive Committee of the New England School Develop­

ment Council to determine the feasibility of the study and pos­

sible endorsement by this group. 

8. The writer's personal experience as a teacher, secondary school 

administrator, college instructor, director of curriculum, and 

Assistant Superintendent of Schools was utilized. 

Review of the literature.-- A thorough review of the research and 

literature was made in order to obtain a general background for the 

study and to compile all possible information pertaining to testing and 

evaluation programs, Particular attention was directed to previous 

surveys and to general administrative aspects of a pupil-centered test­

ing and evaluation program. Chapters II and III review the related 

literature and research . Primary sources in this project follow: 

1. Card catalogues in the following libraries : 

a. School of Education, Boston University 

b. Graduate School of Education, Harvard University 

c. Teachers College, Columb i a University 

d. University of Connecticut 

e. Boston Publ i c Library 
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ll 
2. Issues of the Review of Educational Research pertaining to 

measurement 
11 

3. Issues of the Education Index covering the last ten- year 

period 

4. Bulletins and reports issued by major test publishers covering 

important aspects of testing 

5. Standard texts on measurement, guidance, and testing 

6. Tes t manuals 

7. Leading journals covering the field of measurement and evalua-

tion 

8. The Mental Measurements Yearbooks 
21 

9. The Encyclopedia of Educational Research 

10. Educational doctoral dissertations in progress and doctoral 
£/ 

dissertations in education published since 1940. 

Selection of the geographical area.-- An early decision was made 

to limit the study to the New England public schools. A thorough review 

!/American Educational Research Association, Review of Educational Re­
search (Feb r uary, 1947), 17 : 1; (February, 1950), 20 : 1; (February, 1953), 
23:1; (February, 1956), 25:1; (February, 1959), 29:1. 

1/Educational Index, H. W. Wilson Co., New York, 1950-1960. 

l/Oscar K. Buros (Editor), The Fourth Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
Gryphon Press, Highland Park, New Jersey, 1953. 

~/Oscar K. Buros (Editor), The Fifth Mental Measurements Yearbook, 
Gryphon Press, Highland Park, New Jersey, 1959 . 

2/Walter S. Monroe (Editor), Encyclopedia of Educational Research, 
The Macmillan Company, New York, 1952. 

6/Stanley B. Brown, Mary Louise Lyda, and Carter V. Good, Research 
Studies in Education, A Subject Index, Phi Delta Kappa, Bloomington, 
Indiana, 1940-1959. 



184 

of the literature and research revealed that no thorough investigation 

had been made of testing and evaluation practices in this region. Many 

administrators in the area evidenced an interest in the project and 

indicated that the study met a definite need. The New England School 

Development Council also indicated a willingness to participate in the 

study. It was further felt that a thorough study on a regional basis 

would have more direct effect upon the local scene than one of national 

scope requiring limited sampling of local school districts. Because 

of the investigator's long association with the New England public 

schools, a high percentage of school participation was anticipated. 

For these purposes, the New England states were selected. 

Selection of the type of instrument . -- Two techniques were con-

sidered as means of gathering data pertinent to the study: the personal 

interview and the inquiry form. 

Use of the personal interview would require the investigator to 

make personal contact with administrators and/or supervisory personnel 

in 627 systems in the six-state region. Further investigation revealed 

that these individuals were scattered over the 66,608 square mile area 
ll 

of New England. Prohibitive costs of travel and time ruled out the 

personal-ingerview technique and made the inquiry form the most prac-

tical and feasible means of gathering date required to solve the prob-

lem presented in this study. 

l/Dan Golenpaul Associates, Information Please Almanac, 1959, 
The Macmillan Company, New York, 1959, pp. 366-387. 



lf 
Eells defends this technique of investigation and notes the 

following regarding its use: 

"Over forty percent of the surveys depend more or less 
extensively upon questionnaires. Questionnaires in educa­
tional investigations have aroused much adverse criticism, 
some of it valid, because of their misuse. For gathering 
certain types of information the questionnaire is the only 
feasible means. When properly safeguarded, it is entirely 
satisfactory. Due attention should be given to its careful 
formulation, to the determination of those who are to re­
ceive it, to conditions of distribution, to the explanation 
of its purpose, and to the number and percentage of replies 
received." 

11 
A carefully devised form was constructed as the information-
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ga'thering instrument for the study . Careful consideration was given 

to the point s enumerated by Eells. A description of the instrument, 

as well as t he procedure followed in its development, is found in the 

next part of this study. 

2. Developing the Inquiry Form 

Criteria.-- Careful attention was paid to the criteria suggested 
lf 

by Scates and Yeomans in constructing the instrument: 

"1 . It must be short enough so as not to take too much 
time and so that the respondent will not reject it 
completely. 

2. It must be of sufficient interest and have enough 

1/Walter Crosby Eells, Surveys of Higher American Education, The Car­
negie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, New York, 1937, 
p. 113. 

£/See Appendix C. 

3/Douglas E. Scates and Alice V. Yeomans, The Effect of Questionnaire 
Form on Course Requests of Employed Adults, American Council on Educa­
tion, Washington, D. C., 1950, pp. 2-4. 



face appeal so that the respondent will be inclined 
to respond to it and to complete it. 

3, The questionnaire should obtain some depth to the re­
sponse in order to avoid superficial replies. 

4. The ideal questionnaire must not be too suggestive or 
too unstimulating, particularly with reference to 
choices. 

5. The questionnaire should elicit responses that are 
definite but not mechanically forced. 
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6 . Questions must be asked in such a way that the responses 
will not be embarrassing to the individual. 

7 . Questions must be asked in such a manner as to allay 
suspicion on the part of the respondent concerning 
hidden purposes in the questionnaire. 

8. The questionnaire must not be too narrow, restrictive, 
or limited in its scope or philosophy. 

9. The responses to the questionnaire must be valid, and 
the entire body of data taken as a whole must answer 
the basic question for which the questionnaire was 
designed." 

In addition to these criteria, the investigator employed the fol-

lowing guides in planning and developing items, mechanical features, 

and general format of the inquiry form: 

1. Items are definite, concrete, and significant to the problem. 

2. Items, when necessary, are open-ended in order to invite free 

responses. 

3. Items elicit concise responses and avoid unnecessary details. 

4. Items are phrased in a manner that facilitates tabulation and 

summarization of the responses. 

5. The instrument solicits all required information and does not 

include extraneous elements. 
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6. The instrument is pertinent to the situation of the respondent. 

7. The format of the instrument provides a minimum of difficulty 

in passing from one item to another in responding. 

8. The instrument is precoded in order to facilitate analysis by 

the ?unch Card Method. 

A review of the inquiry form and study reveals that it meets each 
ll 

of the criteria developed by Koos, which are documented as follows: 

(a) "Is the questionnaire adequately sponsored?" 

The New England School Development Council and the Test 
Usage Committee of the American Educational Research Associa­
tion endorsed this study. In addition, the investigator's 
status as a school administrator, former officer of the State 
School Committee Association, and doctoral candidate provided 
adequate sponsorship. 

(b) "Is the purpose of the study frankly stated, and is it 
one which calls for a reply under the policies dealing 
with questionnaires?" 

11 
The covering letter accompanying the questionnaire 

clearly states the purpose of the study and requests partici­
pation of the school system. It further notes that a compila­
tion of the data will contribute materially to a better 
understanding of what the schools are doing and will afford 
a measuring stick for comparing school practices. 

(c) "Is the questionnaire on a worthy educational topic?" 

Increased attention to student development in basic in­
structional areas, current charges of academic shortcomings 
in public education, and increased emphasis being placed 
upon the pupil appraisal program in order to secure valid 
data regarding student development in all areas of learning 
make the study a worthy educational document. The impact 

l/Leonard V. Koos, The Questionnaire in Education , A Critique and 
Manual, The Macmillan Company, New York, 1928. 

1/See Appendix D. 



of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 further 
increases the import and timeliness of the study. 

(d) "Is the questionnaire well organized?" 
1.1 
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The inquiry form was carefully constructed and fol­
lows a well-developed outl i ne. It was painstakingly organ­
ized after a thorough review of the research. Measurement 
authorities who reviewed the instrument stated that it was 
well organized. 

(e) "Are the questions clearly and briefly worded?" 
11 

A study of the inquiry form will elicit an affirm­
ative answer. The investigator received many favorable 
comments from respondents and jury members regarding this 
point. 

(f) "Can most of the questions be answered briefly with a 
check mark of a factor figure and is the number of 
questions requiring extensive projective replies kept 
to a minimum?" 

ll 
A review of the inquiry form will provide an affirm-

ative answer to the above question. 

(g) "Is the information requested not available elsewhere 
and obtainable only through the questionnaire?" 

A review of the research revealed that no previous 
study of testing and evaluation practices had been made 
in the New England area. Information provided by this 
study is not available through any other source. 

(h) "Is the questionnaire set up in proper mechanical form?" 
~I 

The design of the inquiry form requires a minimum of 
effort by the respondent in passing from one item to another. 
It is furthermore precoded to facilitate tabulation and sum­
marization by the punch card method. 

(i) "Are the demands of the questionnaire reasonable?" 

Approximately one half hour is required to complete the 
inquiry form. Information requested should be readily 

l/See Appendix C. 2:_/Ibid. 

~/Ibid. l/Ibid. 



available to the respondent. 

( j ) "Is the summary of results or other proper return 
promised respondents?" 

The covering letter states that a summary of the re­
sults will be made available when the study has been com­
pleted. Arrangements have been made to print a brochure 
under the auspices of the New England School Development 
Council for distribution. 
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Validation of items in the inquiry form.-- After a careful review 

of the literature and research, an outline was developed covering the 

important aspects of a pupil-centered appraisal program. The outline 

was built around the following four major categories: (1) program 

organization and administration, {2) measuring devices used in the pro-

gram, (3) organizing and reporting test results, and (4) using the re-

sults of tests and evaluation. Items covering important phases of the 

problem under investigation were then developed on separate cards and 

arranged systematically according to the outline under the four main 

categories. These items were submitted to the writer ' s major advisor 

and members of a Measurements and Evaluation Seminar at the School of 

Education, Boston University. The items were critically reviewed for 

clarity, pertinence to the problem, coverage of content, and appropri-

ateness of terms. As a result of this review, certain ambiguities were 

eliminated, inaccuracies corrected, and only items significant to the 

problem retained. 
Jj 

A preliminary inquiry form of 47 items, divided into four major 

categories, was developed. Careful attention was paid to the criteria 

l/See Appendix A. 
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previously presented in this study. This preliminary form was sent to 
1/ 

a jury of 17 educators in order to secure expert criticism of its 
11 

make-up and content. The jury was composed of measurement authorities, 

guidance directors, and selected superintendents of schools. Jury 

members were asked to review the inquiry form, considering the follow-

ing points: 

1. general format 

2. clarity of directions 

3, arrangement and clarity of items 

4. relevance of items to the problem 

5. general scope. 

In addition to correspondence, the investigator held personal 

conferences with the majority of the jury members to obtain their valued 

judgment regarding the above points. 

Revision of the inquiry form.-- Every member of the jury completed 

the inquiry form and made suggestions pertaining to general make-up and 

selected items. All suggestions were thoroughly considered. As a re-

sult of the pretest, certain refinements were made in the inquiry form. 

These refinements also reflected the recommendations of the writer's 

doctoral committee. Table 1 notes changes made in the instrument. 

1/See Appendix E for list of individuals participating in inquiry form 
revision and tryout. 

1/A measurement authority was considered to be one of the following: 
a testing director or specialist in the public schools or college; 
a testing specialist in a State Department of Education; a director of 
a testing division of a leading publisher; a director of a testing and 
advisement center; ·a testing author or editor. 
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Table 1. Number of Changes Made in Preliminary Inquiry Form as a 
Result of Jury Evaluation 

Inquiry-Form Category 

Changes General 
Part I Part II Information Part III Part 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Number of items 
deleted ........ 1 2 

Number of items 
added .•.....•.• 1 

Number of items 
revised .. •..•• . 1 9 1 1 

A copy of the revised inquiry form may be found in Appendix B. 

IV 

Pilot study for further refinement of the inquiry form.-- The re: 

vised inquiry form was further tested for validation in terms of prac-
]) 

tical use by a pilot study. Twenty forms were sent to educators, who 

were requested to complete the form, evaluate the instrument as a re-

search tool, and make suggestions for improving the instrument. Con-

ferences were held with several of these individuals, at which time the 

instrument was carefully evaluated. Particular attention was paid to 

clarity of directions and pertinence to the situation of the respondent. 

Responses on the tryout were tabulated to determine if the data 

could be tabulated satisfactorily and if they warranted conclusions 

which were significant for the intended purpose of the study. Very few 

suggestions were received for improving the instrument. As a result of 

this pilot study, only minor revisions were made. These are noted in 

Table 2. 

1/See Appendix E. 
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Table 2. Number of Changes Made in Revised Inquiry Form as a Result of 
the Pilot Study 

Inquir~-Form Category 
Changes General Part I Part II Part III Part IV Information 

( 1) (2) (3) _{_4_l (5) (6) 

Number of items 
deleted . .... ... 2 

Number of items 
added •.•......• 

Number of items 
revised .. ••.... 1 2 

Printing of inquiry form.-- The final draft of the instrument was 

printed in booklet form. A copy of the finalized form may be found in 

Appendix C. 

3. Distributing the Inquiry Form 

Selecting the sample.-- As a preliminary to the task of distrib-

uting the inquiry form, educational directories and other data pertain-

ing to school organization were secured from the State Departments of 

Education in each of the New England states. These data provided the 

investigator with a complete school organizational pattern for the 

1957-1958 school year. Included in this material were directories of 

superintendents, listings of communities included in school unions, 

listings of separate community school districts, and complete enroll-

ment data for every school system. The 1957-1958 directory of the New 
1.1 

England Association of School Superintendents was also used as source 

1/New England Association of School Superintendents, 1957-58 Directory 
~f the New England Association of School Superintendents. 
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material. 

Inquiry forms were sent to every single school district community 

(not to members of regional organizations or supervisory unions) and to 

a representative community chosen from each supervisory union or re­

gional school district in New England. The f ollowing procedure was 

used to select the representative community for each union or regional 

organization. Communities in a supervisory union or region were ar­

ranged alphabetically. A number was assigned to each community consec­

utively. Corresponding numbers were written on chips. These chips 

were then placed in a receptacle, mixed thoroughly, and one chip was 

drawn. The community whose number corresponded to the drawn chip was 

selected as the representative community for that supervisory union or 

region. This procedure was followed for each supervisory union or 

region in New England. Every community in a union or regional organiza­

tion thus had an equal chance o f being selected, with no bias. 

The alternate method of dealing with the regional or union problem 

would be to send the inquiry form to the superintendent and suggest 

that he complete the form for the town in his district which he con­

sidered to be the most representative. The investigator felt that bias 

might enter the selection and the town chosen would not be typical but 

would represent what the superintendent considered to be the best. For 

this reason, this method of sampling was rejected. 

Six hundred twenty-seven communities were selected to participate 

in this study. Represented in this group were 347 communities in single 

school districts and 280 communities that were members of a regional or 
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supervisory union organization. School systems represented in the 

sample enrolled an aggregate number of 1,120,121 pupils. The small 

community, as well as the large city system, was represented in the 

study. 

Distributing the inquiry form.-- Six hundred twenty-seven printed 
ll 

inquiry forms were sent to superintendents throughout New England. 

Forms were addressed to the superintendent, since it was felt that he 

was in the best position to supply the data required for the study. 

Covering letters, requesting cooperation in supplying the requested 

data and setting forth _ the purpose of the study, accompanied each in-

quiry form. Two covering letters were devised: (1) for the superin-
1/ 

tendent of the single community district, and (2) for the superin-
1/ 

tendent of the school union or regional district. The latter requested 

the superintendent to supply information for the specific town in the 

union chosen at random for the study. The name of this town was written 

on the inquiry form. Stamped, self-addressed printed envelopes were 

included. Copies of the inquiry form and covering letters are included 

in the appendix. 

Mailing of the inquiry form was started on April 15, 1958. This 

date was chosen because it was felt that April or October represent the 

most opportune time for the recip ients to provide the information re-

quested. 

Preparation and distribution of the first f ollow-up letter.--

1/See Appendix C. 

1/See Appendix D. 1/Ibid. 
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Approximately three weeks after the inquiry forms were sent, follow-up 
ll 

letters were sent to those who had failed to return the inquiry f orm. 

This letter requested cooperation in the study. 

Preparation and distribution of the second follow- up letter.--

Approximately two weeks after mailing the first follow-up letter, final 
11 

follow-up letters were sent to those who still had not returned in-

quiry forms. This letter noted the value of the study and announced 

the cut-off date. It further offered to supply an additional inquiry 

form to the superintendent in case the original form had been lost or 

misplaced. Window envelopes were utilized in the mailings of both in-

quiry forms. 

Other methods of follow-up.-- Personal letters were sent to many 

superintendents and key educational leaders requesting their coopera-

tion by alerting colleagues in the field to the desirability of parti-

cipation. State Departments of Education personnel were also contacted 

and informed that the study was in progress. The study was also an-

nounced at several professional meetings. 

Additional data.-- A large percentage of those with whom contact 

was made concerning this study were most cooperative. Many respondents 

sent letters, in addition to answering the inquiry forms, describing 

the testing and evaluation programs. Brochures were received from 20 

school systems describing their testing program. Many letters of ex-

planation concerning responses were also received. 

l/See Appendix D. 
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Inquiry form returns.-- Six hundred twenty-seven forms were mailed 

to superintendents of schools in the New England states. Completed 

forms were received from 66,8 per cent of the communities in single 

districts and from 58.1 per cent of towns who were members of a super-

visory school union or regional district. Table 3 gives the disposition 

of the 627 inquiry forms. 

Table 3, Disposition of 627 Inquiry Forms Mailed to Superintendents of 
Schools in the New England States 

Total Number Sent Percentage of Towns Returning 
Completed Inquiry Form 

State Towns in Towns in Towns in Towns in 
Single Supv. Single Supv. Total 

District Union District Union 
.(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Mass. 181 52 67.2 57.6 65.6 
Conn. 98 15 69.3 100.0 73.4 
R.I. 37 0 56.7 0 56.7 
Maine 12 131 50.0 54.1 53.8 
N.H. 10 38 70.0 60.5 62.5 
Vt. 9 44 77.7 54.5 58.4 

Total 347 280 66.8 58.1 . 62.9 

The large community is usually a single district and not a member 

of a supervisory union or regional district. These communities are 

thus generally included in column (4) in the table above. The small 

community is generally included in column (5). A study of Table 3 re-

veals that an adequate sampling has been obtained from both types of 

school systems. The total percentage of returns obtained in the study 

was 62.9 per cent. 
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School systems in all enrollment categories are represented in 

the study as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Distribution of School Systems Represented in Study According 
to Enrollment Categories 

School Systems According to Enrollment Categories 
State I II III IV v VI VII 

Under 500-999 1000-2999 3000-4999 5000-9999 Above Total 
500 10 000 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Mass. 24 23 58 23 16 9 153 
Conn. 7 12 32 11 13 8 83 
R.I. 4 1 9 1 3 3 21 
Maine 41 18 15 1 1 1 77 
N.H. 13 6 5 3 3 0 30 
Vt. 12 10 7 2 0 0 31 

Total 101 70 126 41 36 21 395 

Of the 395 school systems included in the study, 101 school sys-

terns enrolled less than 500 pupils, 70 school systems enrolled 500-999 

pupils, 126 school systems enrolled 1000-2999 pupils, 41 school sys-

terns enrolled 3000-4999 pupils, 36 school systems enrolled 5000-9999 

pupils, and 21 school systems enrolled more than 10,000 pupils. 
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Table 5. Pupil Enrollment Represented in Study 

Enrollment in Systems Total Percentage of Total 
State Participating Public School Enrollment Represented 

in Study Enrollment in Study 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Mass. 564,987 780,893 72.3 
Conn. 323,317 421,817 76.6 
R.I. 91,273 121,000 75.4 
Maine 80,153 186,318 43.0 
N.H. 34,904 94,306 37.0 
Vt. 25,487 69' 717 36.5 

Total 1,120,121 1,674,051~/ 66.9 

~/Compiled f rom enrollment data provided by State Departments of 
Education for 1957-1958 school year. 

Over one million pupils were enrolled in the school systems par-

ticipating in the study, as shown in Table 5. This represents 66.9 

per cent of the total number of pupils enrolled in the New England 

public schools. 

4. Reliability 

General considerations.-- Although reliability generally refers 

to tests, this quality is equally important in inquiry forms. Con-
1/ 

sistency stems from two sources: (1) the situation in which the in-

strument is used, and (2) the instrument itself. 

The instrument.-- The quality of the individual items and the 

length of the instrument are the principal factors which affect the 

1/Victor H. Noll, Introduction to Educational Measurement, Houghton 
Mifflin Company, Boston, 1957, p. 69. 
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ll 
reliability of the inquiry form. Great care was exerc i sed in con-

structing individual items and the over - all instrument. Through try-

outs and other means described in a preceding section, a high degree 

of clarity i n terms, items , and directions was obtained . The inquiry 

form consists of thirteen pages, including 43 items and 619 possible 

responses, assuring comprehensive coverage of the universe of questions 

which might be asked about the measurement and evaluation program. The 

avoidance o f ambiguity in terms and the length of the form contribute 

materially t o its reliability. 

Inquiry form returns. - - Two methods were used to determine the 

consisteney of responses on the returned inquiry form, and the extent 

to which the respondent supplied the information called for: (1) the 

form was filled in twice by a selected sample of respondents, and (2) 

a personal follow-up was made of another selected sample of respondents. 

The second inquiry form was sent to sixteen selected school sys-

terns two weeks after the original forms had been returned. Four o f 

the respondents receiving these forms were requested to complete Part 

I; four, Par t II; four, Part III, and four, Part IV. These responses 

were then compared with the responses provided by these individuals on 

the original inquiry form. With the exception of 27 responses, where 

a slight var iance was noted, all items completed by the sixteen re -

spondents were the same as those received in the original inquiry form. 

This rel i ab i lity study involved receiving an aggregate total of 172 

items containing 2476 possible responses. All parts of the inquiry 

1/Noll, op. cit., p. 69. 
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form reve,aled the same degree of consistency. 

In the personal follow-up, the investigator sat down with six re­

spondents and discussed their testing and evaluation program, using 

items taken at random from the inquiry form, The investigator noted 

these verbal responses on an inquiry form. These were later compared 

with the responses received on the original inquiry form. All responses 

were identical. 

Conclusions.-- The inquiry form used in the study seems to be a 

reliable and valid data-gathering device. 

5. Treatment of Data 

Tabulating inquiry forms.-- Prior to printing, the inquiry form 

was coded for IBM analysis. Each returned inquiry form was hand-coded 

by the investigator. Forms were then forwarded to the IBM Laboratory 

at Boston University. This facility punched IBM tabulating cards for 

each inquiry form and provided a statistical analysis of the raw data. 

Items calling for free responses were hand-tabulated by the investi­

gator. 

Analysis of data.-- All data were tabulated in terms of raw scores 

and then converted to percentages. For the purpose of analysis and 

interpretation, the results are reported in tabular form. Each table 

is accompanied by a summary and an interpretation of the data. For 

the sake of comparison and analysis, the responses are reported accord­

ing to enrollment categories as follows: 

(1) school systems enrolling under 500 pupils 

(2) school systems enrolling 500-999 pupils 



201 

(3) school systems enrolling 1000-2999 pupils 

(4) school systems enrolling 3000-4999 pupils 

(5) school systems enrolling 5000-9999 pupils 

(6) school systems enrolling over 10,000 pupils 

(7) 'responses for the total New England sample, 

Analysis of data may be found in Chapter V. 



CHAPTER V 

TESTING AND EVALUATION PRACTICES IN THE NEW ENGLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

1. Introduction 

Preliminary considerations.-- This study is concerned with the 

status of the pupil-centered testing and evaluation program in the New 

England pub l ic schools for the 1957-1958 school year. It analyzes, by 
ll 

means of an inquiry form, the following aspects of system-wide prac -

tices within the local school system: (1) organizing and administering 

the program, (2) tests and other measuring devices used in the program, 

(3) organizing and reporting the results of the program, and (4) ad-

ministrative and supervisory uses made of test results. The following 

areas of pupil behavior are considered in the appraisal program: (1) 

aptitudes, (2) achievement, (3) interest, and (4) personal-social ad-

justment. The study is not concerned with evaluation practices carried 

on by inqividual classroom teachers nor with the technical aspects or 

complexities of test construction or nontesting devices. 

It is the purpose of this chapter to report in detail the status 

of the testing and evaluation programs in the New England public 

schools as recorded in the responses provided in the inquiry form re-

ceived from 395 school systems. The reader is referred to Inquiry 

l/See Appendix C. 
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)j 
Form Returns for a complete breakdown of the participating schools. 

For the purpose of analysis and interpretation, the results are 

reported in tabular form. Each table is accompanied by a summary and 

interpretation of the data reported. Responses are also reported in 

the tables according to enrollment categories to allow comparisons and 

further analysis. Tables including data which depict the testing and 

evaluation practices represent the major part of the present chapter. 

Use of tables.-- Factors concerned with the testing and evaluation 

program were tabulated in terms of raw scores and then converted to 

percentages . All the responses in the inquiry form have been treated 

in this manner. For the purpose of analysis and comparison, the school 

systems responding have been grouped according to enrollment categories. 

In addition to enrollment categories, the responses for the total New 

England sample are also included in the tables. Tabular material is 

organized in this chapter according to the column headings noted below: 

Column Heading School Category 

I School systems enrolling less than 
500 pupils 

II School systems enrolling 500-999 
pupils 

III School systems enrolling 1000-2999 
pupils 

IV School systems enrolling 3000-4999 
pupils 

v School systems enrolling 5000-9999 
pupils 

1/Supra, Chapter IV, p. 196. 



Column Heading 

VI 

School Category 

School systems enrolling over 
10,000 pupils 
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VII Responses from the total New England 
sample 

In most cases, responses listed in the tables are arranged in decreas -

ing order o f frequency, as reported in the total New England sample. 

Attention is called to the fact that the summation of the per-

centages in the columns listed in the tables may be more or less than 

100 per cent. This is caused by the following; (1) some items call 

for more than one response to be checked ; and (2) some responses were 

not checked by the respondant. 

2. Budgetary Considerations 

Provisions made for program.-- To a large extent, the comprehen-

siveness of a testing and evaluation program is dependent upon the 

financial provisions made for its operation. If the program is con-

sidered an integral part of the total educational program, definite 

provisions must be made in the school budget for its operation (Table 

6). Unless such provisions are made, there is great danger that the 

program will be relegated to a position of minor importance. 
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Table 6. Extent to Which the School System Makes Definite Provisions 
in the School Budget for the Pupil Appraisal Program 

Extent of Percentage of Responses 

Budgetary Provisions According to Enrollment Categories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(l) (2) (3) c4) (5) 76) -{7) (8) 

Yes 70.0 78.5 80.0 95.0 90.9 90.9 80.7 
No 30.0 18.6 20.0 5.0 9.1 9.1 19.3 

Table 6 reveals that 80.7 per cent of the school systems make 

definite budgetary provisions for the pupil appraisal program. This 

is particularly true in the large school systems, as noted in Columns 

IV-VI. This may be due to the more formal budgetary procedures pur-

sued by these systems. 

The method of allocating the expenditure for the pupil appraisal 

program is another significant factor deserving consideration . Table 7 

provides a breakdown of this element. 



Table 7. Method of Allocating Expenditure for the Pupil Appraisal 
Program in the School Budget 

Method of Percent.age of Responses 

Allocation According to Enrollment Gate ories 
I II III IV v VI 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Separately to ele-
mentary and second-
ary schools 12.0 8.6 21.5 40.0 27.3 22.7 

Separately to in-
dividual school 
buildings -- 5.7 2.3 10.0 12.1 --
Included in budget 
in one lump sum 49.0 52.8 33.1 45.0 54.5 50.0 

Others 12.0 17.1 10.8 2.5 3.0 18.2 
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VII 
(8) 

19.2 

3.8 

44.5 

11.1 

This breakdown reveals that 44.5 per cent of the schools include 

the expenditure in one lump sum, with 19.2 per cent of the schools 

making allocations separately to elementary and secondary schools. 

Other methods of allocation repor t ed in order of decreasing frequency 

are: included in instructional and pupil supplies, gwidance department 

budget, pupil personnel services account, general school supplies ac-

count, textbook account, and miscellaneous account. There appears to 

be no significant difference in method of allocation in relation to 

the size of the school system. "Allocation separately to elementary 

and secondary school" and "included in one lump sum" may imply more 

uniform appor tionment on a system-wide basis. Schools report "others" 

infrequently. There may be danger in these schools of burying the 

pupil apprais al expenditure in some other account, such as textbook or 

miscellaneous. 
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Per pupil expenditure.-- The key to the extent of the program is 

the amount spent per pupil. Table 8 provides a breakdown of this ex-

penditure. 

Table 8. Amount Spent Per Pupil for the Pupil Appraisal Program 
(Exclusive of Salaries of Personnel) 

Amount Spent Percentage of Responses 

Per Pupil According to Enrollment Categories 
I II III IV v VI 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Under 25¢ 16.0 21.4 23.1 17.5 33.3 36.4 
25¢-49¢ 38.0 31.4 42.3 42.5 33.3 18.2 
50¢-74¢ 16.0 21.4 15.4 15.0 15.1 9.1 
75¢-99¢ 11.0 5 . 7 6.9 12.5 3.0 --
1.00-1.24 4.0 2.8 3.1 -- -- --
1.25-1.49 2.0 2.8 0.8 -- -- 4.5 
1.50-1.74 -- 1.4 1.5 -- -- --
1.75-2.00 -- -- -- -- 3.0 4.5 
Above 2.00 -- 4.2 0.8 2.5 -- --
No response 13 .o 8.6 6.1 10.0 12.1 31.8 

VII 
(8) 

22.0 
37.2 
16.2 
7.6 
2.5 
1.5 
0.8 
0.2 
1.3 

10.6 

A wide variation in expenditure exists among the schools, ranging 

from less than 25 cents per pupil to above $2.00 per pupil. It is noted 

that the smaller schools generally spend more than the larger districts. 

This may be due to the higher general expenditure for adequate pupil 

personnel services required by this type of district. A further break-

down of the table reveals that the median expenditure for the New Eng-

land public schools is 40 cents per pupil, with the 25th percentile at 

25 cents and the 75th percentile at 62 cents per pupil. Although ade-

quate national figures are not available, the 40-cent median expendi-

ture compares favorably with the national average expenditure of 20-25 
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cents per pupil, as estimated by the test publishing industry. At any 

rate, when viewed in terms of the total per pupil educational cost, 

the expenditure for pupil appraisal is exceedingly low. 

It is significant to note that a number of schools did not respond 

to this item. It may be assumed that these schools had no means of 

estimating the amount spent, or spent such a small sum that they failed 

to report. Financial aid provided in the National Defense Education 

Act of 1958 is not reflected in these figures. Undoubtedly this aid 

will increase the per pupil expenditure. It would be significant to 

compare the expenditure reported in this study and the expenditure re­

ported in the 1960-1961 school year to determine the impact of this Act 

on the pupil appraisal program. 

3. Organizing and Administering the Program 

Responsibility for administering the program.-- The responsibility 

for planning, organizing, and supervising the system-wide appraisal 

program is considered in Table 9. 
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Table 9. Individual(s) Charged with the Responsibility of Planning, 
Organizing, and Supervising the System-Wide Pupil Appraisal 
Program 

Percentage of Responses 
Individual According to Enrollment Categ.ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Supt. of schools 70.0 60.0 66.1 47.5 15.1 18.2 57.2 
School principal 48.0 60.0 37.7 35.0 18.2 18.2 40.5 
Director of guid, 4.0 24.3 52.3 60.0 66.7 27.3 35.7 
Assist. Supt. 1.0 2.8 1.5 10.0 30.3 22.7 6.1 
School psychologist 1.0 4.2 3.8 12.5 18.2 13.6 5.3 
Dir. of testing 1.0 4.2 3.8 7.5 12.1 22.7 5.3 
Testing comm. 2.0 4.2 5.4 5.0 12.1 4.5 4.8 
Dir. Pupil Personnel• - - 3.1 5.0 9.1 18.2 3,3 
Other s 11.0 8.0 17.7 22.5 24.2 18.2 15.9 

Wide diversity of practices is noted in the schools. In the 

total sample, the superintendent of schools, the building principal, 

and the guidance director, in the order named, are most frequently 

mentioned as directing the pupil appraisal program. This order may be 

due to the influence of the small school systems that normally do not 

have specialized personnel. This requires the superintendent and prin-

cipal to assume this responsibility, In most small systems these two 

individuals are best qualified to ·exercise this responsibility. It 

should be noted that in some cases the responsibility for program 

direction is shared jointly by several individuals. The data further 

reveal that this responsibility shifts to specialists in guidance, 

pupil personnel, and testing as the school organization increases in 

size. In school systems enrolling over 1000 pupils, the guidance di-

rector most often is given the responsibility of directing the program. 
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Other individuals mentioned by respondents as being charged with this 

responsibility listed in order of decreasing frequency are: elementary 

supervisor, helping teacher, director of special services , classroom 

teacher, reading supervisor, supervisor of instruction, and adminis-

trative council. 

Only 4.8 per cent of the systems reported a testing committee . 

sharing this responsibility. This practice is in sharp contrast to the 

recommendations found in the literature, where committee organization 

is strongly advocated. 

Many varying titles were reported for the individual(s) charged 

with the responsibility of coordinating and administering the system-

wide testing and evaluation program (Table 10), running the whole gamut 

of professional personnel. 

Table 10. Title of Person Charged with the Responsibility of Coordinat­
ing and Administering the System-wide Testing and Evaluation 
Program 

Percentage of Responses 
Title According_ to Enrollment Catesories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) _iSl __(6_2_ .J.Jl _i8_l 

Supt. of Schools 72.0 48.5 32.3 27.5 3.0 4.5 40.7 
Directorof Guid. 11.0 12.8 30.0 55.0 42.4 18.2 25.1 
School Principal 26.0 20.0 3.8 2.5 6.1 - 12.1 
Elementary Supv. 7.0 5.7 9.2 7.5 - 4.5 6.8 
Assist. Supt. - 1.4 1.5 2.5 18.2 22.7 3.8 
Dir. of Pupil Per-

sonnel Services - - 3.1 2.5 15.1 18.2 3.5 
Director of Testing 3.0 2.8 - 2.5 6.1 13.6 2.8 
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In addition to the titles included in Table 10, other titles men­

tioned in order of decreasing frequency are: helping teacher, psycho­

logical examiner, school psychologist, remedial supervisor, and reading 

consultant. Findings reveal that program direction centers in the 

superintendent's office in the small school system and shifts to the 

guidance officer as enrollments increase and specialized personnel be­

comes available. In the large city district the title reported most 

frequently is the Assistant Superintendent, 22.7 per cent; the Director 

of Guidance, 18.2 per cent; and the Director of Pupil Personnel Services, 

18.2 per cent. A Testing Director was reported by 13.6 per cent of the 

city districts. 

The data presented indicate that the responsibility for testing 

direction shifts from the general administrator to special services and 

pupil personnel functionaires as the school system increases in size 

and complexity. Although 40.7 per cent of the schools reported the 

title Super intendent, this high frequency is due primarily to the pre­

dominance o f the smaller school system in the New England scene. As 

the consolidation movement increases, program direction should shift 

to specialized functionaires with such titles as Guidance Director, 

Director of Pupil Personnel, and Director of Testing. The large num­

ber of titles reported in this study is in keeping with varying titles 

reported in other surveys reviewed in Chapter II of the present study. 

The problem of planning, organiz ing, and coordinating the testing 

and evaluation program is a technical job requiring special skills and 

knowledge. This implies special training in the field of tests and 

1 
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measurements. Table 11 notes the extent of training of the individual 

coordinating and administering the program, as reported by respondents. 

Table 11. Extent to Which the Person Responsible for Coordinating the 
Evaluation Program Holds an Advanced Degree with Specializa­
tion in the Field of Tests and Measurements 

Extent Advanced Percentage of Responses 
Degree Held According to Enrollment Cate~ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Yes 34.0 27.1 30.8 45.0 69.7 63.6 37.5 
No 66.0 47.1 33.8 27.5 15.2 18.2 44.0 

Findings indicate that only 37.5 per cent of the total sample 

have a person with an advanced specialized degree in charge of the 

program. Although the larger system reported a higher degree of train-

ing than the smaller system, only 63.6 per cent of the large city sys-

terns reported that the person responsible for the program had an ad-

vanced degree, with specialization in the field of tests and measure-

ments. 

All writings recommend that the person r espons ible for directing 

the appraisal program be given time to carry out this function. In 

the small system, where it may not be feasible to employ a full-time 

specialist, the literature advocates providing released time for a 

functionaire to operate the program. In the large system it recommends 

that the director devote full time to thi s responsibility. Currect 

practices surveys reviewed in this study revealed that all the large 

cities reported a full-time director of the program. Table 12 reveals 

the status in New England of this area of concern. 
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Table 12. Proportion of Time of Person Responsible for Coordinating 
and Administering the System-Wide Appraisal Program Spent 
in Testing and Evaluation Activities 

Proportion Percentage of Responses 

of Time According to Enrollment Cate~ories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Less than 25% 76.0 45.7 33.8 35.0 33.3 22.7 46.1 
25% - 49% 8.0 11.4 16.4 7.5 21.2 18.2 12.9 
50% - 74% 2.0 4.2 3.1 7.5 6.1 4.5 3.8 
75% -100% 2.0 2.8 1.5 15.0 18.2 36.4 6.6 

Approximately 46 per cent of the schools reported that the pro-

fessional person directing the program spent less than 25 per cent of 

his time in testing and evaluation activities. Only 6.6 per cent of 

the schools reported a person spending full time in these activities. 

Only 36.4 per cent of the large city school systems, enrolling over 

10,000 pupils employ a full-time person in this area. It is expected 

that the small school will not employ a full - time specialist but will 

provide some released time for a functionary to carry out the necessary 

activities required in directing the appraisal program. This should 

increase proportionately as the enrollment increases. Data presented 

in this study indicate that sufficient time is not provided at present 

for this work. 

The literature recommends that a schoo1-wide committee, represent-

ing a cross section of the total staff, assist in developing plans for 

the appraisal program. Committee composition is depicted in Table 13. 
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Table 13. Composition of the Testing and Evaluation Committee 

Committee Percentage of Responses 

Member According to Enrollment Categories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Schl. Princ ipal 16.0 27.1 33.8 30.0 27.3 45.4 27.8 
Supt . of Schools 19.0 30.0 33.8 25.0 21.2 27.3 27.1 
Dir. of Guidance 1.0 7.1 27.7 27.5 39.4 27.3 18.7 
Classroom Teacher 12.0 12.8 13.1 10.0 24.2 31.8 17.0 
Guid. Counselor - 4.2 6.9 17.5 2'4. 2 27.3 8.3 
Dir. of Testing - 5.7 2.3 2.5 9.1 18.2 5.8 
Asst. Supt . - 4.2 3.1 5.0 21.2 27.3 5.6 
Schl. Psychol. - 2.8 4.6 12.5 15.1 27.3 5.6 
Dept. Head - 1.4 3.1 3.0 12.1 18.2 4.3 

Table 13 indicates .that the Testing and Evaluation Commit tee rep-

resents a fairly good cross section of the school staff. In some in-

stances, however, the committee appears somewhat top-heavy adminis-

tratively. This is particularly true in categories V and VI, where 

the percentage frequency is rather heavy for Directors, Principals, 

and Superintendents. Other personnel classificat i ons listed as com-

mittee members in order of decreasing frequency are: elementary super-

visor, reading specialist, curriculum coordinator, director of pupil 

personnel, helping teacher, and supervisor of secondary education. 

Two school systems reported parents and pupils as committee members. 

The literature discloses that the successful program is one in which 

the teachers as well as other staff members participate in carrying 

out many of the functions. Although committees include all staff mem-

hers, added representation from the classroom teachers might aid the 

general effectiveness and acceptance of the testing and evaluation program. 
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Attent i on is called to the fact that the testing committee is 

not common to most New England schools . Only 4.8 per cent of the 

school systems reported a committee organization (Table 9). 

Scheduling the system-wide testing program.- - Scheduling is an ad-

ministrative problem requiring decision prior to test administration 

(Table 14). 

Table 14. Person Charged with the Responsibility of Scheduling the 
System-Wide Testing Program 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8_l 

Supt. of Schools 69.0 50.0 51.5 40.0 12.1 9.1 48.9 
Schl. Principal 45.0 60.0 43.1 40.0 18.2 22.7 43.0 
Dir. of Guidance 2.0 12.8 44.6 60.0 48.5 31.8 29.4 
Assist . Supt. 1.0 2.8 3.1 7.5 24.2 22.7 5.8 
Classroom Teacher 9.0 5.7 2.3 5.0 9.1 4.5 5.6 
Dir. of Testing - 5.7 1.5 7.5 18.2 22.7 5.1 
Com. on Testing - - 3.1 10.0 6.1 4.5 2.3 
Other 9.0 - 6.1 25.0 24.2 - 15.4 

The superintendent of schools, building principal, and guidance 

director- most frequently schedule the system-wide program. Other in-

dividuals, listed by respondents in decreasing order of frequency, who 

carry out this responsibility are: elementary supervisor, director of 

special pupil services, helping teacher, school psychologist, curriculum 

coordinator, supervisor of instruction, administrative council, and 

reading consultant. The same general pattern, noted in other areas, 

of shift of responsibility from the general administrative office to 
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specialized personnel, as the school system increases in size, is ap­

parent from Table 14. As revealed in the table, thi s responsibility 

is generally carried out by a central office staff member(s) and/or 

building principal(s). This should afford more continuity on a system­

wide basis. As was the case in other areas of responsibility , schedul ­

ing may be a shared responsibility. 

Choosing tests.- - Tests used in the system must be most appropriate 

for the intended purpose. Tests must be selected with care and involve 

those staff members who are best qualified to assume this task . The 

literature advocates that selection be done as a coordinated group 

enterprise i nvolving measurement specialists, curriculum specialists, 

administrators, and classroom teachers. Surveys of current practices 

revealed that guidance personnel, principals, and the classroom teacher 

participated in the selection process involving academic apt i tude and 

achievement tests. 

Group academic aptitude and achievement tests represent the core 

of the testing program. The person responsible for choosing these 

measures are shown in Tables 15 and 16. 
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Table 15. Person Responsible for Choosing Group Intelligence Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person Accord ing to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Supt. of Schools 78.0 57.0 53 . 1 32.5 12.1 4.5 53.2 
Schl. Pr incipal 38.0 41.4 33.8 45.0 15.1 9.1 34.4 
Guid . Personnel 6.0 24.3 49.9 52.5 45.4 22.7 32.7 
Elementary Supv. 4.0 12.8 15.4 20.0 18.2 9.1 12.4 
Testing Comrn. 3.0 4.2 9.2 10.0 18.2 18.2 8.1 
Classroom Teacher 6.0 10.0 5 .4 10.0 6 .1 9.1 7.1 
Teacher Committee 7.0 2.8 0.7 10 .0 9.1 13.6 5.1 
Assist. Supt. - 2:8 2.3 5.0 24.2 13.6 4.5 
Dir. of Testing - 4.2 3.8 2.5 12.1 18.2 4.3 

A study of the percentages indicates that several school function-

aries share in this responsibility in most cases. The superintendent 

of schools, building principal, and guidance personnel, in the order 

named, most fr equently choose group intelligence and standardized 

achievement tests. Others, in order of decreasing frequency, are: 

school psychologist, director of special pupil services, administrative 

council, helping teacher, curriculum director, college testing service. 
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Table 16. Person Responsible for Choos ing Standardized Achievement 
Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person Accord ing to Enrollment Categor ies 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Supt. of Schools 81.0 64.3 57.7 32.5 15.1 4.5 55.7 
Schl. Principal 38.0 41.4 42. 3 52.5 18.2 13.6 38.5 
Guid. Specialist 5.0 21.4 44.6 50.0 39.4 36.4 30.1 
Elementary Supv. 5.0 12.9 14.6 20.0 18.2 18.6 12.6 
Classroom Teacher 7.0 12.9 11.5 20.0 24.2 9.1 12.4 
Testing Connnittee 2.0 2.8 9.2 12.5 18.2 27.3 8.3 
Teacher Connnittee 10.0 5.7 3.8 12.5 12.1 9.1 7.6 
Assist. Supt. - 2.8 1.5 7.5 2.7. 3 13.6 4.8 
Dir . of Testing - 4.2 1.5 15.0 12.1 18.2 3.8 

The superintendent and the building principal assume this re spon-

sibility in the small system, with the guidance specialist being most 

frequently mentioned in systems enrolling above 3000 pupils. The same 

general pattern of frequency responses is noted in group intelligence 

and standardized achievement· tests, with the exception of the class-

room teacher and testing connnittee, the former being mentioned more 

frequently in choosing standardized achievement tests and the latter 

in the case of group intelligence tests. In the larger school sys-

terns this responsibility is carried largely by special services and 

instructional functionaries and involves several groups. Others, in 

order of decreasing frequency, are : director of special pupil services, 

school psychologist, administrative council, and helping teacher. At-

tention is a l so called to the fact that some schools made use of col-

lege testing services in choosing group intelligence tests. 
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Individual intelligence tests are generally used for retesting 

purposes and not on a system-wide basis in most cases. Responsibility 

for choosing these measures is noted in Table 17. 

Table 17. Person Responsible for Choosing Individual Intelligence 
Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Cate aries 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Supt. of Schools 50.0 35.7 28.5 25.0 12.1 4.5 
Guid. Personnel 6.0 24.3 43.8 52.5 39.4 27.3 
Schl. Principal 30.0 25.7 18.5 27 . 5 6.1 4.5 
Elementary Supv. 2.0 12.8 13.1 20.0 12.1 -
Teacher Committee 8.0 2.8 5.4 10.0 6.1 13.6 
Classroom Teacher 5.0 7.1 2.3 7.5 3.0 4.5 
Di r. of Testing - 5.7 2.3 2.5 12.1 18.2 
Testing Committee 2.0 2.8 3.1 5.0 9.1 9.1 
Assist. Supt. - 4.2 0.8 2.5 15.1 4.5 

Approximately 32 per cent of the school systems reported the 

VII 
(8) 

32.1 
30.4 
21.8 
10.1 
6 . 6 
4.6 
4 .0 
3.8 
2.8 

superintendent of schools responsible for selection, followed by t he 

guidance personnel at 30.4 per cent and the building pr i nc i pal at 29.8 

per cent. As was noted in previous tables, responsibility for this 

function shi fts from the general administration to specialized person-

nel as the systems grow in size. This responsibility is most f r e -

quently handled by guidance or special servi ce functionar ies in the 

larger school systems. Outside specialists and state agencies also 

aid in this work, particularly in the small rural school distr i ct 

where no spec i ally trained pupil personnel are available. Other~ , in 

~' ------------------JL---------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
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order of decreasing frequency, are: · school psychologist, director of 

special pupil services, helping teacher, administrative council, read-

ing consultant, outside specialist, and state agency. 

Special aptitude tests, interest inventories, and personality 

measures are used extensively for guidance purposes and are somewhat 

specialized in nature. Tables 18, 19, and 20 indicate functionaries 

responsible for their choice. 

Table 18. Person Responsible for Choosing Special Aptitude Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Guidance Special. 5.0 25.7 62.3 67.5 72.7 40.9 41.5 
Schl. Principal 37.0 41.4 23.5 30.0 3.0 9.1 28.3 
Supt. of Schools 34.0 31.4 16.9 25.0 9.1 4.5 23.3 
Elementary Supv. 1.0 8.6 7.7 12.5 3.0 9.1 6.3 
Classroom Teacher 4.0 7.1 6.1 15.0 6.1 - 6.3 
Teacher Committee 7.0 2.9 o. 8. 7.5 3.0 4.5 3.8 
Dir. of Testing - 4.2 1.5 15.0 12.1 18.2 3.5 
Testing Committee 1.0 2.9 3.1 2.5 9.1 13.6 3.5 
Assist. Supt. - 2.9 0.8 5.0 15.2 4.5 2.8 

Others, in order of decreasing frequency, are: director of pupil 

personnel, school psychologist, helping teacher, administrative coun-

cil, elementary supervisor, college testing service, and state depart-

ment agency. 
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Table 19. Person Responsible for Choosing Interest Inventories 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Guid. Spec i alist 5.0 27.1 60.8 65.0 72.7 50.0 41.5 
School Principal 30.0 41.4 21.5 15.0 6.0 - 24.0 
Supt. of Schools 24.0 24.3 13.5 15.0 3.0 4.5 17.0 
Testing Committee - 2.9 4.6 2.5 12.1 13.6 4.0 
Teacher Committee 8.0 1.4 - 7.5 3.0 4.5 3.5 
Classroom Teacher 4.0 4.2 0.8 5.0 3.0 - 2.8 
Assist;. Supt. - - 0.8 5.0 18.1 4.5 2.5 
Elementary Supv. - 4.2 3.0 - 3.0 4.5 2.3 
Dir. of Testing - - 2.3 - 9.1 13.6 2.3 

Others, in order of decreasing frequency, are: director of pupil 

personnel, school psychologist, helping teacher, administrative council, 

elementary supervisor, state agency, and college testing service. 

Table 20. Person Responsible for Choosing Personality Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to E rollme t Cate ories 

I II III IV: v VI VII. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Guid. Specialist 5.0 22.8 51.5 55.0 45.4 31.8 33.4 
Schl. Principal 26.0 31. 4 17.7 22.5 3.0 - 20.5 
Supt. of Schools 24.0 18.6 8.5 17.5 6.1 4.5 14.7 
Elementary Supv. 1.0 5.7 3.8 10.0 - 4.5 3.8 
Testing Committee - 2.9 2.3 2.5 12.1 13.6 3.3 
Teacher Committee 6.0 1.4 0.8 7.5 - 4.5 3.0 
Classroom Teacher 3.0 11.4 2.3 2.5 3.0 - 2.8 
Dir. of Testing - - 1.5 2.5 12.1 13.6 2.5 
Assist. Supt. - - - 5.0 15.1 4.5 2.0 

I 

Others, in order of decreasing frequency, are: school psychologist, 
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director of pupil personnel, administrative council, helping teacher, 

elementary supervisor, state agency, and college specialist. 

Tables 18 to 20 reveal that the guidance specialist is mentioned 

most frequently as the functionary responsible for choosing special 

aptitude, interest, and personality measures. In all three tables 

this individual is followed by the building principal, superintendent, 

and elementary supervisor, in the order named. In all cases except the 

small school system where guidance specialists may not be available, 

selection responsibility most frequently is handled by guidance func­

tionaries. This is to be expected, since these measures have primary 

use in the guidance process. Use is also made of outside sources in 

the form of state agencies and college testing services in some school 

systems, particularly the small school district. Attention is also 

called to the similarity of pattern of responses in choosing these 

three measures. 

Responses noted in Tables 15 to 20 reveal that test selection is 

usually done by a group of school functionaries rather than by one in­

dividual. This is particularly true of the system large enough to 

employ specialists in the area of pupil personnel and instruction. 

Although the general administrators are most frequently mentioned, 

particularly in group intelligence and standardized achievement tests, 

the responsibility shifts to specialists in the guidance and pupil 

personnel fields as the school system increases in size. Similarity 

in patterns of percentage responses are noted for selection of group 

intelligence and standardized achievement tests, and for selection of 
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special aptitude, interest, and personality measures. General admin-

istrators play a more important role in the former and guidance per-

sonnel in the latter case. 

Administering tests.-- Tests must be carefully administered with 

meticulous attention to directions. The literature states that indi-

vidual tests and tests for special purposes should be administered by 

specially trained personnel. In the general group testing program it 

advocates that the classroom teacher administer the tests. Tables 21 

and 22 indicate practices in administering group intelligence and 

standardized achievement tests. 

Table 21. Person Responsible for Administering Group Intelligence 
Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Classroom Teacher 72.0 72.8 63.1 70.0 57.6 54.5 
Schl. Principal 30.0 21.4 17.7 27.5 15.1 12.0 
Guid. Specialist 6.0 12.9 32.3 37.5 39.4 9.1 
Elementary Supv. 1.0 8.6 13.0 10.0 3.0 -
Schl. Psychologist - 1.4 0.8 5 .0 18.2 12.0 
Dir. of Testing - 5.7 2.3 5 .0 6.0 3.0 
Dept. Chairman - - 1.5 2.5 18.2 -
Other~/ 3.0 4.2 6.1 15.0 9.1 3.0 

VII 
(8) 

68.3 
22.3 
22.3 

7.3 
3.5 
3.0 
1.0 
6.6 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: superintendent of schools, outside 
specialist, college testing service, state department specialist, 
assistant principal, psychological examiner, and reading consultant. 
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Table 22. Person Responsible for Administering Standardized Achieve­
ment Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Cate!'ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Classroom Teacher 77.0 90.0 82.3 70.0 84.8 45.4 82.0 
Schl. Principal 25.0 17.1 15.4 32.5 9.1 22.7 19.7 
Guid. Specialist 2.0 8.6 20.8 37.5 30.3 9.1 15.7 
Elementary Supv. 1.0 5.7 8.5 10.0 3.0 - 5.3 
Dir. of Testing - 2.8 0.8 7.5 6.1 9.1 2.5 
Schl. Psychologist - 1.4 0.8 - 9.1 9.1 1.8 
Dept. Chairman - 1.4 0.8 5.0 3.0 4.5 1.5 
Other~/ 4.0 1.4 4.6 10.0 6.1 - 4.3 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: reading supervisor, superintendent 
of schools, college students, and college testing service. 

Tables 21 and 22 reveal that the classroom teacher most frequently 

administers group intelligence and standardized tests. This is par-

ticularly true of the latter measure where 82 per cent of the school 

systems report that the classroom teacher administers these tests. 

The building principal and guidance specialist, reported in 22.3 per 

cent of the systems, as well as the elementary supervisor and school 

psychologist, are mentioned prominently as carrying on this responsibil-

ity. The use of the administrator or specialized personnel in adminis-

tering these measures may imply large-scale testing for survey or 

special purposes in the systems reporting the use of these function-

aries. This plan tends to increase accuracy, uniformity, and effi-

ciency. This plan is reflected in the responses provided by the larger 

schools, particularly in intelligence testing (Table 21). 
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Individual intelligence testing should be given by specially 

trained personnel. This is reflected by the responses indicated in 

Table 23. 

Table 23. Person Responsible for Administering Individual Intelligence 
Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollwent Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Guid. Specialist 6.0 17.1 10.8 32.5 63.6 77.3 24.0 
Schl. Psychologist 5.0 8.6 3.1 5.0 18.2 13.6 19.2 
Classroom Teacher 26.0 17.1 0.8 - 3.0 - 15.9 
Schl. Principal 20.0 17.1 19.2 2.5 3.0 - 11.6 
Elementary Supv. 1.0 10.0 5.4 12.5 6.1 - 6.6 
Dir. of Testing 1.0 8.6 9.2 10.0 6.1 - 5.6 
Dept. Chairman - 1.4 4.1 3.5 2.7 0.5 0.8 
Other.§:/ 13.0 8.6 13.1 17.5 - 4.5 15.4 

.§:/In order of decreasing frequency: reading specialist, outside 
specialist, superintendent of schools, helping teacher, assistant 
principal, state department psychologist, teachers college personnel, 
and school social worker. 

Twenty-four per cent of the systems reported that the guidance 

specialists performed this task, with 19.2 per cent reporting the 

school psychologist. These individuals are undoubtedly highly trained 

in this field. Attention is called to the fact that these function-

aries, together with the director of testing, dominate the scene in the 

larger systems (categories IV, V, VI). The classroom teacher and build-

ing principal are mentioned in the small district. It is also signifi-

cant to note that outside assistance, state department psychologist, 

and teachers college personnel aid in this specialized work. 
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It is noted that guidance functionaries are most frequently men-

tioned in administering special aptitude tests, interest inventories, 

and personality measures (Tables 24, 25, 26). 

Table 24. Person Responsible for Administering Special Aptitude Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Catesories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Guid. Spec ialist 4.0 17.1 60.0 60.0 51.5 40.9 36.7 
Classroom Teacher 24.0 30.0 15.4 15.0 21.2 31.8 21.5 
Schl. Principal 28.0 28.6 5.4 17.5 - 4.5 15.9 
Schl. Psychologist - 5.7 1.5 17.5 24.2 27.3 6.8 
Dir . of Testing - 5.7 0.8 10.0 15.1 9.1 4.0 
Elementary Supv. - 2.8 6.1 7.5 - - 3.3 
Dept. 9hairman - 2.8 0.8 2.5 9.1 - 1.8 
Other~ 3.0 1.4 6.9 20.0 12.1 - 6.6 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: college testing service, reading 
supervisor, state employment service, assistant principal, superin­
tendent of schools. 
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Table 25. Person Responsible for Administer i ng Interest Inventories 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Guid, Specialist 5.0 20.0 60.8 52.5 63.6 50.0 38.2 
Classroom Teacher 23.0 34.3 20.0 17.5 24.2 22.7 23.5 
Schl. Principal 16.0 24.3 6.1 10.0 - - 11.4 
Schl. Psychologist - 2.8 2.3 15.0 21.2 27.3 6.1 
Dir. of Testing - 2.8 0.8 7.5 9.1 9.1 2.8 
Dept. Chairman 2.0 1.4 - 2.5 6.1 - 1.5 
Elemen7ary Supv. - 1.4 2.3 - - - 1.0 
Other~ · 2.0 1.4 6.1 12.5 6.1 4.5 5.1 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: college testing service, assis­
tant principal, helping teacher, outside testing specialist, and super­
intendent of schools. 

Table 26. Person Responsible for Administering Personality Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) -y5) (6) (i) (8) 

Guid. Specialist 4.0 15.7 48.4 47.5 33.3 27.8 28.9 
Classroom Teacher 18.0 21.4 13.1 15.0 12.1 9.1 15.7 
Schl. Psychologist - 5.7 3.8 20.0 33.3 36.4 9.1 
Schl. Principal 14.0 15.7 2.3 12.5 - - 8.3 
Dir. of Testing - 4.2 0.8 7.5 12.1 4.5 3.0 
Elementary Supv. 1.0 1.4 0.8 5.0 - - 1.3 
Dept. 9hairman 1.0 1.4 - - 6.1 - 1.0 
Other~ 2.0 1.4 5.4 15.0 9.1 9.1 5.3 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: outside specialist, superintendent 
of schools, and helping teacher . 

Although the measures referred to in Tables 24 to 26 are somewhat 

specialized in nature, respondents indicate that the classroom teacher 
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plays a prominent role in administering these measures. To administer 

these measures effectively, teachers must be thoroughly briefed and 

trained in this work. This is particularly true in the case of per­

sonality tests. 

Data included in Tables 21 to 26 reveal that tests are administered 

by teachers, administrators, and specialists. The classroom teacher 

generally administers group intelligence and standardized achievement 

tests, while the specialist most frequently administers the individual 

intelligence tests, special aptitude tests, interest inventories, and 

personality measures. The findings appear to present two alternates: 

the administration of group tests should be haadili ed by only a few 

specially trained personnel if a considerable amount of testing is to 

be done, or teachers should be given thorough training in the adminis­

tration of such measures. 

Scoring tests.-- Rapid and accurate scoring of tests is a pre­

requisite for any testing program. Findings pertaining to scoring pro­

cedures are contained in Tables 27 to 31. 
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Table 27. Procedure Followed in Scoring Group Intelligence Tests 

Percentage of Responses Accord i ng to Procedure 
Enrollment Elementary Schools Secondary Schools 

Category Local Local Outside Local Local Outside 
Hand- Machine Agency or Hand- Machine Agency o r 

Scoring Scoring Person Scoring Scoring Person 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

I 90.0 1.0 5.0 42.0 1.0 5.0 
II 92.8 2.8 4.2 55.7 2.8 8.6 

III 83.2 2.3 18.5 53.1 3.1 37.7 
IV 77.5 10.0 32.5 55:0 15.0 35.0 
v 84.8 9.1 18.2 30.3 24.2 42.4 

VI 77.3 13.6 27.3 27.3 18.2 22.7 
VII 86.1 4.0 14.4 47.6 6.3 24.3 

Table 28. Procedure Followed in Scoring Standardized Achievement Tests 

Percentage of Responses According to Procedure 
Enrollment Elementary Schools Secondary Schools 
Category Local Local Outside Local Local Outside 

Hand- Machine Agency or Hand- Machine Agency o r 
Scoring Scori ng Person Scoring Scoring Person 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

I 91.0 1.0 2.0 41.0 - 6.0 
II 85.6 4.2 7.1 48.5 2.8 15.7 

III 83.2 1.5 22.3 48.4 3.8 42.3 
IV 80.0 5.0 27.5 45.0 15.'0 30.0 
v 81.8 18.2 18.2 45.4 24.2 36.4 

VI 72.7 27.3 13.6 31.8 22.7 22.7 
VII 85.3 5.1 14.2 45.1 6.6 27.1 

A study of Tables 27 and 28 reveals that local hand-scoring dom-

inates the scene. This is particularly true at the elementary level. 

It is expected that local hand-scoring percentage responses will be 

high at this level because of the use of consumable hand-scored booklets 
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at the primary grades. Findings imply , however, that the majority of 

schools continue this practice at the upper grade levels. Although, 

in the interest of efficiency, it appears advisable to machine-score 

tests for the fourth grade and above, widespread use of local hand­

scoring continues in the majority of schools. 

Little use is made of local machine-scoring except in the case of 

the large city school system. The expense involved in rental may ac­

count for its infrequent use. 

Some use is made of scoring services of outside agencies or per­

sons. The larger schools report more use than the small district. 

Highest frequency of usage is reported by schools in categories III to 

Vat the secondary level (Tables 27 and 28). Findings reveal that the 

small schools report little usage of outside scoring assistance. One 

would believe that these schools, because of limited specialized per­

sonnel, would make extensive use of such services. This apparently is 

not the case. 

Special aptitude tests, interest inventories, and personality 

measures are not used as extensively as the measures referred to in 

Tables 27 and 28. In the majority of schools their use is limited to 

the secondary level. The procedures followed in scoring these measures 

are indicated in the following tables. 
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Table 29. Procedure Followed in Scoring Special Aptitude Tests 

Percentage of Responses According to Procedure 
Enrollment Elementary Schools Secondary Schools 
Category Local Local Outside Local Local Outside 

Hand- Machine Agency or Hand- Machine Agency or 
Scoring Scoring Person Scoring Scoring Person 

( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

I 44.0 1.0 1.0 27.0 1.0 5.0 
II 45.7 1.4 8.6 37.1 2.8 15.7 

III 38.5 1.5 6.9 53.1 0.8 26.9 
IV 45.0 - 17.5 57.5 5.0 25.0 
v 39.4 3.0 1.0 45.4 15.1 30.3 

VI 31.8 13 ~6 4.5 27.3 22.7 36.4 
VII 41.5 2.0 6.3 42.0 4.0 21.0 

Table 30. Procedure Followed in Scoring Interest Inventories 

Percentage of Responses According to Procedure 
Enrollment Elementary Schools Secondary Schools 
eategory Local Local Outside Local Local Outside 

Hand- Machine Agency or Hand- Machine Agency or 
Scoring Scoring Person Scoring Scoring Person 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

I 29.0 - 2.0 23.0 1.0 7.0 
II 32.8 1.4 4.2 37.1 4.2 11.4 

III 33.8 1.5 4.6 57.7 0.8 7.7 
IV 22.5 - 7.5 57 . 5 5.0 12.5 
v 30.3 - - 66.7 9.1 15.1 

VI 31.8 4.5 - 50.0 18.2 22.7 
VII 30.9 1.0 3.5 45.6 3.5 16.4 
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Table 31. Procedure Followed in. Scoring Personality Tests 

Percentage of Res2onses According to Procedure 
Enrollment Elementary Schools Secondary Schools 
Category Local Local Outside Local Local Outside 

Hand- Machine Agency or Hand- Machine Agency or 
Scoring Scoring Person Scoring Scoring Person 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

I 31.0 - 2.0 21.0 1.0 4.0 
II 35.7 - 2.8 35.7 2.8 7.1 

III 33.8 0.8 4.6 46.1 0.8 4.6 
IV 27.5 - 5.0 52.5 2.5 10.0 
v 24.2 3.0 - 48.5 9.1 12.1 

VI 31.8 4.5 - 45.4 4.5 9.1 
VII 31.9 0.8 3.0 33.7 2.3 10.1 

Local hand-scoring is the procedure most frequently reported by 

schools for scoring special aptitude tests, interest inventories, and 

personality measures (Tables 29, 30, 31). Since many of these measures 

lend themselves more readily to hand-scoring, this is to be expected. 

Except for special aptitude tests, only minor use is made of outside 

agencies. The larger systems are the more frequent users of these 

agencies. 

Findings reveal that the majority of tests are scored locally by 

hand. This is consistent with the findings of other surveys of current 

practices. 

Since local hand-scoring is reported in the majority of schools, 

consideration is given to this procedural aspect. Tables 32 and 33 

treat this process. 
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Table 32. Person Who Generally Locally Hand-Scores Group Intelligence 
Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Classroom Teacher 77 .o 72.8 67.7 72.5 57.6 63.6 70.4 
Guid. Specialist 5.0 21.4 26.9 30.0 24.2 13.6 19.7 
Principal 17.0 15.7 8.5 20.0 15.1 4.5 13.4 
Clerk 10.0 10.0 10.8 2.5 21.2 36.4 11.9 
Teacher Committee 2.0 2.8 3.8 - 6.1 - 2.8 
Other~/ 4.0 5.7 6.9 12.5 6.1 13.6 7.1 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: elementary supervisor, school 
psychologist, testing department, reading teacher, committee from 
local women's club, college seniors, and hired outside help. 

Table 33. Person Who Generally Locally Hand-Scores Standardized 
Achievement Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Person AccordinK to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Classroom Teacher 81.0 82.8 83.8 82.5 84.8 63.6 
Principal 16.0 11.4 13.1 12.5 6.1 4: 5 
Guid. Specialist 1.0 7.1 4.6 17.5 9.1 9.1 
Clerk 9.0 7.1 2.3 - 15.1 22.7 
Teacher Committee 3.0 2.8 8.2 2.5 3.0 -
Others~/ 3.0 4.2 5.4 7.5 3.0 -

I 

VII 
(8) 

81.3 
8.9 
8.9 
7.8 
3.3 
4.0 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: testing department, elementary 
supervisor, hired outside help, committee from local women's club, 
superintendent of schools, school psychologist, remedial reading 
teacher, and college seniors. · 

Tables 32 and 33 indicate that teachers generally do the hand-

scoring. Other surveys of current practices also report that the 
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I 

majority of tests are scored by teachers. Attention is called to the 

fact that in both intelligence and standardized achievement tests, 

professional personnel are used far more extensively than clerks. The 

larger systems make more use of clerks than the small schools. Current 

practices reveal that teachers and professional staff members are carry-

ing the burden in this task rather than the nonprofessional. 

Schools report that a variety of people aid in this task. These 

individuals must be trained and properly supe~vised if accuracy of re-

sults are obtained. This implies an in- service program, particularly 

in the case of lay people, directed toward the scorers. 

Tests should be scored first by machines or self-scoring stencils. 

If this is not possible, they should be scored by specially trained 

clerks. Only if neither of these is possible should it be necessary 

for teachers themselves to score the tests. Current practices, as re-

vealed in the findings, almost reverse this principle. 

Using outside services.-- Testing involves many technical con-

siderations requiring specialized personnel. It is not possible for 

many school districts to emp~oy such functionaries as regular staff 

members. Outside consultative services are available to aid these 

schools in testing problems. The extent to which schools use such 

services is indicated in Table 34. 
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Table 34. Extent t o Which the School System Uses the Services of Out­
side Testing Spec ialists on a Consultative Basis 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) .(7) (8\ 

Regularly 3.0 12.8 23.0 32.5 18.2 13.6 16.2 
Occasionally 56.0 48.5 41.5 45.0 45.5 45.5 47.3 
Never 41.0 38.6 33.8 22.5 33.3 40.9 35.7 

Only 16.2 per cent of the systems report regular use of outside 

testing specialists. The small schoois, where such services may be 

most needed, make only infrequent use of these services. A high per-

centage, 35.7, report no use of such services. Further investigation 

of this problem attempted to determine if school systems would use the 

services of a consultant if one could be made available (Table 35). 

Table 35. Extent to Which the School System Would Use the Services of 
a Consultant if One Could Be Made Available 

Percentage of Responses 
Response According to Enrollment Catesories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) -(i) (8) 

Yes 75.0 70.0 60.0 55.0 39.4 18.2 61.3 
No 24.0 30.0 39.2 45.0 60.6 81.8 38.5 

The majority of systems indicate that they would use such ser-

vices if they were available. Findings reveal that the small system 

evidences greatest need for such services, with decreasing frequency 

of need noted as the system increa~es in enrollment and number of 
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specialized personnel among its staff. Superintendents indicate that 

budgetary limitations seriously handicap securing such services and 

evidence an interest in sharing consultative services with neighboring 

communities on a pooling basis. Need for specialized and individual 

testing, and assistance in research, is also evidenced. 

Several implications are noted from the findings. There is a need 

for colleges and state departments to make additional specialists avail-

able for consultative work in the field, Several small school districts 

could join together and employ a specialist on a sharing basis. Greater 

service could be provided by field representatives of commercial test 

publishers. Funds available through the National Education Defense Act 

may be used by State Departments of Education for this work, A follow-

up study could reveal the extent to which this act has aided this felt 

need. 

The extent to which schools use an outside testing agency or ser-

vice to assist in the basic testing program is considered in Table 36. 

Table 36. Extent to Which the School System Makes Use of the Services 
of an Outside Testing Agency or Service 

Percentage of Responses 
Response According to Enrollment Gate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Yes 35.0 51.4 63.8 75.0 63.6 45.4 54.4 
No 65.0 48.5 36.1 25.0 36.4 54 . 5 45.6 
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Approximately one half of the schools report the use of an out-

side service or testing agency to assist in the basic testing program. 

Greatest use of such services is made by schools in categories III to V. 

The greater proportion of these systems is in urban communities. Fur-

ther breakdown of this service is noted in Tables 37 and 38. 

Table 37. Sponsorship of Outside Testing Service 

Percentage of Responses 
Sponsor According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3} (4) {_5_} (_6) _(7) (8) 

College or Univ. 19.0 27.1 45.4 65.0 42.4 22.7 35.9 
Commercial Service 

Agency 8.0 14.3 20.0 22.5 18.2 18.2 15.9 
State Dept. o f 

Education 12.0 8.6 3.8 10.0 - 4.5 7.1 
Other~/ 10.0 10.0 11.5 12.5 21.2 - 11.1 

~/In order of decreasing freq uency : outside specialists on fee basis, 
state employment service, commercial hygiene clinic, and neighboring 
school department. 

Table 38. Testing Services Provided by the Outside Agency or Service 

Percentage of Responses 
S~rvices According to Enrollment Cate ories 
Provided I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Test Scoring 9.0 24.3 32.3 55.0 42.4 31.8 28.1 
Complete "packaged" 

program 15.0 25.7 34.6 37.5 21.2 9.1 25.8 
Consultant and 

Field Service 20.0 27.1 15.4 27.5 9.1 9.1 19.0 
Tests provided on 

rental basis 4.0 4.2 16.1 20.0 18.2 22.7 11.9 
Others~ 7.0 - 8.5 - 9.1 - 5.3 

a/In order of decreasing frequency: individual intelligence testing, 
interpreting tests at teachers• meetings, tabulation and reporting, 
statistical study of test results, scoring, psychological and projec­
tive services. 
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Schools making use of these outside agencies report that colleges 

J 

or universities most frequently sponsor this service, followed by com-

mercial services agencies and state departments of education (Table 38). 

Test scoring and "packaged" progr ams are the services most frequently 

provided. Findings reveal that state departments of education are not 

as active in this area as is the case i n other sections of the country. 

It is also evident that assistance in the mechanical aspects (test scor-

ing) is more frequently used than consultative aid in dealing with 

major testing problems. Few systems make use of field service to aid 

the staff in test interpretation and usage. 

State-wide and large-scale testing programs appear to be on the 

increase. A survey conducted in 1958 reported 31 state testing programs 

1/ 
in the United States. In addition, the literature reveals that 

national and large-scale programs are on the increase. The extent to 

which New England schools participate in state or regional programs is 

indicated in Table 39. 

Table 39. Extent to Which the School System Participates in State-Wide 
or Regional Testing Programs 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Accordin~ to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) _(3) (4) (_5) (61 (7j_ {8) 

Regularly 18.0 17.1 7.7 12.5 9.1 9.1 12.7 
Occasionally 31.0 45.7 52.3 37.5 63.6 36.4 44.3 
Never 43.0 34.3 35.4 45.0 18.2 54.5 43.0 

1/Carroll H. Miller, "Guidance and Programs of Testing," in Understand­
ing Testing, United States Department of Health, Education,and Welfare, 
Office of Education, United States Government Printing Office, Washing­
ton, D. C., 1960, p. 16. 
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Findings reveal that state-wide or regional programs have not had 

the impact on New England as on other sections of the country, with 

only 12.7 per cent reporting regular participation. Undoubtedly, the 

influence of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 as well as 

other large-scale programs, as the National Merit Scholarship Examina-

tions, will tend to extend these programs in New England. This will 

require the staff to become more informed and discriminating in regard 

to the character and purpose of such programs to lessen the possibility 

of domination by any one agency. 

Personnel orientation.-- The efficacy of a test depends upon the 

skill with which it is administered and the results interpreted and 

used. All personnel using and interpreting tests and resultant data 

must be adequately oriented. This implies an organized in-service 

program in the measurements area (Table 40). 

Table 40. Provisions Made for In-Service Program 

Percentage of Responses 
Response According to Enrollment Cate~ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(ll (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Yes 45.0 51.4 60.8 77.5 75.5 72.7 58.7 
No 55.0 48.5 39.2 22.5 24.2 27.3 41.3 

Data provided in Table 40 represent responses to the question, 

"Is there an organized in-service training. program to assist teachers 

in interpreting and using tests and other evaluation devices in carry-

ing out their regular instructional functions?" Findings reveal that 
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schools are woefully lacking in this program. Approximately 41 per 

cent report no program. Only 45 per cent of the small school systems 

report an organized in-service program, while 72.7 per cent of the 

large city school systems report such a program. It is recalled that 

in small schools the teachers assume the greater degree of responsibil-

ity in testing. Because of this fact and the dearth of specialized 

personnel, it may be assumed that the greatest need for such a program 

exists in these schools. Surveys of current practices reviewed in 
1/ 

Chapter II reported 75 per cent of the large city systems and 58 per 
']) 

cent of the public school members of the Educational Records Bureau 

as having in-service programs. Practices in New England are consistent 

with the national scene. Apparently this is a national problem requir-

ing attention. 

Data pertaining to certain aspects of the in-service program, re-

ported by systems who have such programs, are contained in Tables 41 to 

43. 

1/Arthur E. Traxler, 11The Status of Measurement and Appraisal Programs 
of Large City School Systems, 11 1953 Achievement Testing Program in 
Independent Schools and Supplementary Studies, Educational Records 
Bureau, Bulletin No. 61, Educational Records Bureau, New York, 1953, 
p. 86. 

£/Robert D. North, 11 Testing Programs of Public School Members of the 
Educational Records Bureau--Report of a Questionnaire Survey, 11 1956 
Achievement Testing Program in Independent Schools and Supplementary 
Studies, Bulletin No. 68, Educational Records Bureau, New York, 1956, 
p. 30. 
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Table 41. Responsibility for Directing and Coordinating the In-Service 
Training Program 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) _{_3) _{_4) (5) (6) (_7) (_8) 

Supt. of Schools 36.0 31.4 23.1 12.5 6.1 9.1 24.5 
School Principal 21.0 27.1 28.5 25.0 21.2 4.5 24.0 
Dir. of Guidance 2.0 10.0 33.8 42.5 39.4 22.7 22.3 
Elementary Supv. 2.0 8.6 10.0 32.5 15.1 27.3 11.1 
Assist. Supt. - - - 7.5 18.2 18.2 3.3 
Dir. of Testing - 1.4 2.3 2.5 6.1 27.3 3.3 
Others2.1 5.0 1.4 6.9 15.0 39.4 18.2 9.6 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: director of pupil services, 
director of psychological services, head counselor, helping teacher, 
college extension courses, reading consultant, curriculum coordinator, 
vice-principal, and director of secondary education. 

Various functionaries carry out the responsibility of directing 

the measurement in-service program (Table 41). The superintendent of 

schools and building principal are mentioned most frequently. This is 

due to the predominance of the small school systems where the general 

administrators are usually best qualified to carry out this respon-

sibility. As is the case in other aspects of the program, this re-

sponsibility shifts to specialized personnel as the system grows in 

size and complexity. The director of guidance assumes this responsibil-

ity in the larger systems (categories III to V). The elementary super-

visor, as well as the director of testing, is active in this work in 

the larger system. Responses also indicate that in many cases this 

responsibility is shared jointly by several persons. 
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Table 42. Means Used in the In-Service Training Program 

Percentage of Responses 
Means Used According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Group conferences 
and discussions 38.0 47.1 43.8 72.5 54.5 68.2 48.1 

General teachers' 
meetings devoted 
to measurements 38.0 41.4 48.4 47.5 45.5 63.6 45.1 

Grade level or 
subject meetings 12.0 18.6 27.7 52.5 51.5 40.9 27.3 

Extension courses 
by University 10.0 15.7 18.5 20.0 27.3 18.2 16.7 

Workshop in 
measurements 7.0 4.2 3.8 12.5 9.1 18.2 6.8 

Other~/ 2.0 1.4 3.8 10.0 15.5 18.2 5.3 
No response 41.0 38.6 32.3 12.5 12.1 18.2 31.1 

! /In order of decreasing frequency: individual conferences with 
teachers to interpret test data, school bulletins covering various as­
pects of program, help from outside specialists, and P.T.A. meetings 
for parents. 

Many and varied means of conducting the in-service training pro-

gram are included in Table 42, with the following reported most fre-

quently: group conferences and discussions, 48.1 per cent; general 

teachers' meetings, 45.1 per cent; and grade level or subject meetings, 

27.3 per cent. Parent education is a major aspect of this program. 

It is significant to note that this is mentioned by only avvery limited 

number of schools. Attention is also called to the high percentage of 

"no response," implying no formalized approach. 

Time is required to effect ively carry on the in-service program. 

Table 43 indicates provisions macle by the schools for this work. 
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Table 43. Extent to Which Teachers Are Given Released Time for In­
Service Work in Measurements 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Occasionally 33.0 25.7 30.8 37.5 48.5 45.5 33.4 
Never 23.0 37.1 34.6 40.0 33.3 31.8 32.6 
Regularly 5.0 2.8 1.5 7.5 6.1 - 3.5 
No response 39.0 34.3 33.0 12.5 12.1 22.7 30.4 

If the in-service program is t o attain professional status and 

constructive work is to be accomplished, time must be provided for its 

operation. This is not the case in the New England schools, where 

only 3.5 per cent of the schools regularly provide time for this work. 

It may further be assumed that schools not responding to this item do 

not provide time for the program. This implies that 63 per cent o f 

the schools provide no released time for this work. 

As an aid to attaining accuracy and uniformity in test administra-

tion, the literature recommends that mimeographed directions, etc. be 

prepared locally for teacher use. These may supplement the publisher's 

material. Practices pertaining to this technique are noted in Table 44. 
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Table 44. Extent to Which Mimeographed Teacher Directions, Supplement­
ing Those of the Test Publisher, Are Prepared for Classroom 
Teachers Administering Standardized Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(l) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Not prepared for 
teachers' use 44.0 34 .3 30.8 22.5 21.2 4.5 31.6 

Prepared regularly 
for all testing 18.0 22.8 29.2 45.0 57.6 68.2 31.4 

Prepared only for 
certain types of 
tests 22.0 32.8 34.6 32.5 18.2 27.3 29.1 

No response 16.0 10.0 6.1 5.0 6.1 - 8.9 

Table 44 indicates that it is not common practice to prepare 

local supplementary material to assist teachers in administering stand-

ardized tests, with only 31.4 per cent of the schools reporting this 

as regular practice. It is f urther noted that the larger school sys -

terns are more active in this area than the small schools. Previous 

data indicated that standardized tests are largely administered by 

teachers, particularly in the small schools. It is evident, there-

fore, that there is a real need for this material if the program is to 

attain a higher degree of accuracy and uniformity. 

Program status.-- A key to the import and impact of testing and 

eva l uation in relation to the total education program is its status 

during the past five years. Tables 45 to 4 7 present data pertaining 

to this aspect. 



245 

Table 45. Status of the Testing and Evaluation Program During the Past 
Five Years 

Percentage of Responses 
Status According to Enrollment Ca~e aries 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) _(_4_}_ (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Program has 
steadily expanded 49.0 74.3 74.6 85.0 90.9 63.6 69.9 

Program has re-
mained essenti-
ally the same 45.0 22.9 23.1 15.0 9.1 36.4 27.3 

Program has dimin-
ished in scope 1.0 - 2.3 - - - 1.0 

Table 46. Status of Budgetary Expenditure for Testing and Evaluation 
During the Past Five Years in Proportion to the Total 
Instructional Budget 

Percentage of Responses 
Status According to Enrollment Cate aries 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Slight increase 52.0 54.3 46.9 42.5 42.4 36.4 48.1 
Significant in-

crease 14.0 27.1 31.5 45.0 51.5 45.4 30.1 
No appreciable 

increase 28.0 11.4 16.9 12.5 3.0 13.6 20.0 

It is gratifying to note that approximately 70 per cent of the 

schools report that the program has expanded steadily. At the same 

time, it is disturbing to note that the small schools evidence less 

program expansion than the larger schools. The key to the program ex-

pansion is budgetary expenditure (Table 46). Findings indicate that 

48.1 per cent of the schools report only slight increases, and only 
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30 per cent report significant increases. The impact of the National 

Defense Education Act of 1958 should affect appreciably this aspect of 

the program. 

It is significant to note the reasons underlying status changes 

(Table 47), since they may affect other aspects of the program. 

Table 47. Chief Reasons for Change Made in Testing and Evaluation 
Program During Past Five Years 

Percentage of Responses 
Reason According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) - (5) (6) _{7} 

Recognition of 
new needs 41.0 61.4 60.8 75.0 69.7 68.2 

Dissatisfaction 
with previous 
progr/m 22.0 21.4 14.6 20.0 15.1 9.1 

Others.!! 9.0 5.7 12.3 5.0 9.1 13.6 

VII 
(_8) 

58.5 

18.0 
9 .4 

,!!/In order of decreasing frequency: change in administration, in­
crease in enrollment caused by consolidation, organization of new 
guidance services, pressure from outside, addition of better trained 
personnel, increase in funds made available, organization of regional 
school district. 

A variety of factors causing a change in status is noted in Table 

47. Approximately 58 per cent of the systems report recognition of 

new needs. It is also significant to note that the regional school 

movement affecting consolidation has aided the program, as well as new 

administrators bringing in new viewpoints to the schools. 

Major problems.-- Major problems encountered at the local level 

seriously affect the testing and evaluation program. 
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Table 48. Major Problems or Weaknesses in Present Program 

Problem or Percentage of Responses 
According to Enrollment Gate aries 

Weakness I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) _(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Limited use being 
made of test re-
sults 30.0 32.8 42.3 30.0 39.4 31.8 35.4 

Insufficient time 
and resources for 
full utilization 23.0 30.0 32.3 40.0 39.4 50.0 31.9 

Teachers not 
properly trained 
in use of test 
results 30.0 28.6 25.4 17.5 27.3 22.7 26.2 

No proper follow-up 
of testing program 21.0 27.1 24.6 25.0 15.1 22.7 23.3 

Lack of trained per-
sonnel in tests 
and measurements 33.0 17.1 16.9 20.0 12.1 4.5 20.5 

Program too limited 
in scope 18.0 10.0 7.7 12.5 6.1 9.1 11.1 

Others~/ - 1.4 8.5 7.5 9.1 18.2 5.6 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: not enough time given to statis­
tical analysis, teachers need more training, lack of clerical help for 
the program, lack of coordinated teating program at different levels, 
need for more effective process of scoring, need for local norms, need 
for more individual testing. 

A variety of problems and weaknesses is shown in Table 48. It is 

noted that most problems center around two major areas: (1) test utili-

zation, and (2) staff limitations. The former has implications for ex-

pansion of staff training at both the in-service and preservice levels. 

The latter has budgetary implications and requires additional special 

personnel to provide more adequate services and coverage in critical 

areas of the program. 
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4. Pupil Appraisal Program 

Measuring intelligence.- - The appraisal of intelligence or academic 

aptitude forms the basis of most testing programs. The two main pat-

terns of academic aptitude tests are group tests and individual tests. 

Practices pertaining to group tests are depicted in Tables 49 to 51. 

Table 49. Extent to Which Group Intelligence Tests Are Used in the 
School System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Used on systematic 
' 

basis at regular 
intervals through-
out school system 83.0 90.0 96.1 97.5 100.0 90.9 91.9 

Used on one-time or 
sporadic basis 8.0 8.6 3.1 2.5 - - 4.8 

Used only with in-
dividuals or class 
groups as need 
arises 7.0 4.2 0.8 - - 4.5 3.0 

Not used 1.0 - - - - - 0.2 
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Table 50. Grade Levels at Which Group Intelligence Tests Are Generally 
Administered 

Percentage of Responses 
Grade According to Enrollment Cate aries 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) {7) 

K 12.0 7.1 9.2 12.5 27.3 22.7 
I 53.0 51.4 45.4 60.0 63.6 18.2 

II 40.0 28.6 20.8 35.0 12.1 13.6 
III 56.0 47.1 43.8 52.5 51.5 54.5 

IV 54.0 38.6 42.3 50.0 45.4 18.2 
v 50.0 38.6 33.1 47.5 33.3 27.3 

VI 49.0 41.4 40.8 50.0 51.5 45.4 
VII 62.0 47.1 44.6 65.0 42.4 18.2 

VIII 52.0 37.1 43.8 45.0 24.2 45.4 
IX 23.0 47.1 36.1 52.5 48.5 13.6 
X 19.0 24.3 22.3 30.0 24.2 18.2 

XI 27.0 37.1 41.5 50.0 60.6 22.7 
XII 14.0 11.4 10.8 20.0 12.1 4.5 

Table 51. Number of Times Gr-oup Intelligence Tests Are Generally 
Administered to a Pupil During His School Career 

Number of Times Percentage of Responses 
Administered According to Enrollment Cate aries 

I II III IV v VI 
(_1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

One 3.0 - 2.3 2.5 - 4.5 
Two 7.0 8.6 2.3 - 3.0 4.5 
Three 23.0 27.1 20.0 20.0 15.1 27.3 
Four 25.0 25.7 32.3 20.0 27.3 31.8 
Five 7.0 17.1 19.2 27.5 39.4 22.7 
Six 7.0 10.0 12.3 15.0 9.1 9.0 
Seven 1.0 1.4 1.5 2.5 3.0 -
Eight 8.0 1.4 0.8 2.5 3.0 -

Nine or more 14.0 7.1 6.9 10.0 - -

VII 
_(8} 

12.1 
49.9 
27.3 
52.1 
44.3 
39.5 
45.1 
49.6 
43.3 
36.2 
22.5 
38.5 
14.9 

VII 
(8) 

2.0 
4.5 

22.0 
27.6 
18.5 
10.4 
1.5 
3.0 
8.1 
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A study of Table 49 reveals that approximately 92 per cent of the 

schools report the use of group intelligence tests on a systematic 

basis at regular intervals throughout the system. Data presented in 

Table 50 note that higher percentages of responses are in grades 1, 3, 

6, or 7. This implies that the concentration of testing occurs in 

grades 1, 3, and 6 or 7, with appreciable amounts occurring in grades 

8, 9, and 11. It is also significant to note that 27.6 per cent of the 

schools report that they administer three group tests to pupils during 

their school career, 22 per cent administer four group tests, and 18.5 

per cent administer five such measures during the pupil's school career. 

The literature recommends that group intelligence tests be given 

at reasonable frequencies to avoid underrating or overrating by one 

testing. Although testing every year is not necessary, administration 

at transitional points in the pupil's school history is advocated. 

This implies at least four or five times in grades 1, 3, 6, 8, and 10 

or 11. Current surveys practices reviewed in Chapter II reveal that 

the majority of schools follow this general pattern. 

The general pattern in the New England schools presented in 

Tables 51 to 53 reveals that the large majority of schools systemati­

cally administer group intelligence tests. Approximately 68 per cent 

of schools test pupils three to five times during their school career, 

with the greatest concentration being at grades 1, 3, and 6 or 7. 

Attention is called to the fact that considerable deviation occurs in 

this general pattern, some schools going beyond this pattern and others 

not meeting the general practice. The literature recommends more con-
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centration in testing at the transitional points in the pupil's school 

career,. particularly at the upper grade level where Table 51 indicates 

a slight decrease in frequency in comparison with the other levels. 

The literature recommends retests, with individual tests if pos-

sible, of pupils who test below 80 or above 130, or of those whose 

scores are out of line with the judgment of the teacher. Table 52 in-

dicates the extent to which individual testing is reported by the New 

England schools. 

Table 52. Extent to Which Individual Intelligence Tests Are Used in 
the School System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Accordi1g to Enrollment Cates;ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7} (8) 

Used only with . in-
dividuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 46.0 58.6 74.6 67.5 81.8 95.4 65.6 

Used on systematic 
basis at regular 
intervals 
throughout schl. 
system 12.0 12.8 11.5 32.5 12.1 4.5 13.7 

Used on one-t ime 
or sporadic basis 10.0 11.4 6.1 2.5 6.1 - 7.3 

Not used 7.0 4.2 2.3 2.5 - - 3.5 

Responses included in Table 52 imply that approximately 73 per 

cent of the schools make use of individual tests to retest and check 

questionable cases. Although the literature points to the advantages 

of individual testing, the expense precludes large-scale use of these 
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instrument~. In spite of this, it is interesting to note that 13.7 

per cent of the schools report use on a systematic basis at regular in-

tervals. Findings indicate that the majority of schools use individual 

tests to supplement the regular group testing program. 
1..1 

Measuring special aptitude.-- Surveys of current practices reveal 

that, in the majority of schools, aptitude tests are available and used 

by schools for special needs or purposes at the secondary level. Tables 

53 and 54 present responses provided by the New England public schools 

pertaining to the use of these measures. 

Table 53. Extent to Which Spec ial Aptitude Tests Are Used in the School 
System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent ccording to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) iS). (6) Gl _{8) 

Used on systematic 
basis at regular 
intervals 
throughout schl. 
system 16.0 47.1 44.6 50.0 60.6 45.4 39.7 

Used only with in-
dividuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 23.0 25.7 23.1 35.0 33.3 36.4 26.3 

Used on one-t ime 
or sporadic basis 12.0 10.0 13.8 20.0 9.1 18.2 13.2 

Not used 16.0 5.7 3.8 2.5 - 4.5 6.8 

l/Chapter II, supra. 
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Table 54. Grade Levels at Which Special Aptitude Tests Are Generally 
Administered 

Percentage of Responses 
Grade According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) _(_4) (5) {6) {7) (8) 

K 1.0 - 1.5 7.5 3.0 - 2.2 
I 4.0 - 3.8 2.5 - 4.5 2.8 

II 4.0 - 2.3 2.5 - - 2.2 
III 3.0 - 3.8 2.5 3.0 4.5 2.8 

IV 6.0 - 2.3 2.5 - - 2.6 
v 2.0 1.4 3.8 2.5 - - 2.4 

VI 3.0 1.4 3.1 5.0 3.0 4.5 3.0 
VII 9.0 7.1 5.4 12.5 - - 6.6 

VIII 23.0 30.0 30.0 25.0 12.1 45.4 27.1 
IX 16.0 37.1 26.9 45.0 6.1 31.8 26.3 
X 13.0 27.1 29.2 42.5 12.1 18.2 24.0 

XI 21.0 34.3 42.3 55.0 18.2 22.7 33.7 
XII 17.0 21.4 25.4 25.0 9.1 13.6 20.5 

Approximately 40 per cent of the schools use special aptitude 

tests on a systematic basis at regular intervals throughout the system 

(Table 53). Forty per cent report special purpose or sporadic use. 

Assuming that those not responding do not include these measures in the 

program, 20 per cent of the schools do no special aptitude testing. A 

study of Table 53 reveals that the large system does more aptitude 

testing than the small school. This may be due to many small systems 

not maintaining secondary schools. Grade levels most frequently tested 

are grade 11, 8, 9, 10, and 12, in the order named (Table 53). A fur-

ther breakdown of the data provided in the inquiry form discloses that 

approximately one half of the systems that do administer these measures 

on a systematic basis throughout the schools, give these tests once 
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during the pupil's school career, while the remaining one half admin­

ister these measures twice. 

The literature recommends use of these measures with limitations 

for guidance purposes. Their use at grades 8 and 9, and at points when 

pup i ls have options of selecting courses or encounter difficulties 

which appear to be due to lack of specific ability or aptitude, i s 2 

recommended by several writers. Current practices surveys indicate 

that schools make limited use of special aptitude tests as a supplement 

to the regular intelligence and achievement testing program. Differ­

ential measures are finding greater use for this purpose. 

Findings reported in the present study reveal that the majority 

(80 per cent) of the New England public schools are using special apti­

tude tests in conformity with practices of schools in other sections 

of the country. Although the heavy concentration of administration is 

at grade 11, schools are generally administering these measures at 

points where pupils have options of selecting courses. The present 

study did not investigate the use of differential measures. This may 

well receive further consideration in future investigations. 

Measuring interests.-- The extent to which interest measures are 

used in the schools is indicated in Tables 55 and 56. 
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Table 55. Extent to Which Interest Inventories Are Used in the School 
System 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

of Use 
According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout school 
system 17.0 45.7 53.8 65.0 54.5 31.8 

With individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 18.0 17.1 20.8 15.0 27.3 50.0 

One-time or sporadic 
basis 11.0 12.8 10.8 12.5 9.1 4.5 

Not used 20.0 8.6 3.1 2.5 - 9.1 

Table 56. Grade Level at Which Interest Inventories Are Generally 
Administered 

Percentage of Responses 
Grade According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) {4l (5) (6) (7) 

K - - - - - -
I - - - - - -

II - - - - - -
III - - - - - -

IV - - - - - -
v 1.0 1.4 1.5 - - -

VI 2.0 1.4 0.8 2.5 - -
VII 4.0 1.4 2.3 5.0 - -

VIII 20.0 14.3 16.4 20.0 9.1 13.6 
IX 15.0 25.7 34.6 27.5 48.5 31.8 
X 16.0 14.3 21.5 35.0 30.3 22.7 

XI 21.0 25.7 47.7 40.0 51.5 45.4 
XII 16.0 12.8 19.2 27.5 21.2 22.7 

VII 
(8) 

43.0 

21.0 

10.9 
8.3 

VII 
(8) 

-
-
-
-
-
1.0 
1.3 
2.5 

16.4 
28.3 
21.0 
36.4 
18.5 
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Forty-three per cent of the schools report use of interest inven­

tories on a systematic basis at regular intervals, and 32 per cent re ­

port use to some extent (Table 55). It is also noted that the small 

schools make rather limited use of these measures. The grade level at 

which interest measures are reported most frequently administered, 

noted in order of decreasing frequency, are: grade 11, grade 9, and 

grade 10. 

The literature recommends the use of interest inventories to assess 

interest patterns with limitations. Their use belo~ the senior high 

school level is questioned by many writers. Current practices surveys 

reveal that the majority of schools use i nterest inventories to some 

extent at the secondary level. 

From the findings reported in Tables 55 and 56, it is evident 

that the majority of the New England public schools are making some 

use of interest inventories. These measures find most frequent use at 

the senior high school level, with grade 11 being the heaviest concen­

tration point. Significant use is also reported in grades 9 and 8. 

Only minor use occurs below grade 8. The practic~s reported in this 

study appear to be typical of those findings reported in other current 

practices surveys. Use of these measures by a limited number of 

schools at the junior high school level dictates care and caution in 

interpretation, particularly where specially trained personnel are not 

available. 

Measuring personality.-- Personality tests are largely in the de­

velopmental stage and should be used with extreme caution and care, and 
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then only by those persons who have adequate training for interpreting 

the results. The literature urges very conservative use of these meas-
1/ 

ures. This is reflected in practices reported in previous surveys 

where use was reported only infrequently and then generally for special 

purposes. Practices in the New England schools are reflected in Tables 

57 and 58. 

Table 57. Extent to Which Personality Tests Are Used in the School 
System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent of Use According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 17.0 24.3 33.1 35.0 51.5 54.5 30.4 

Not used 24.0 18.6 19.2 7.5 12.1 18.2 18.5 
Systematic basis at 

regular intervals 
throughout school 
system 9.0 25.7 20.8 22.5 12.1 13.6 17.7 

One-time or sporadic 
basis 7.0 8.6 6.1 17.5 6.1 - 7.6 

1/Chapter II, supra. 



Table 58. Grade Level at Which Personality Tests Are Generally 
Administered 

Percentage of Responses 
Grade According to Enrollment Categories 

I II Ill IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

K - - - 2.5 3.0 9.1 
I 2.0 - 0.8 7.5 - 9.1 

II 2.0 - 0.8 7.5 - 9.1 
III 2.0 - 0.8 12.5 - 9.1 

IV 3.0 - 0.8 12.5 - 9.1 
v 2.0 1.4 0.8 10.0 - 9.1 

VI 3.0 - 0.8 12.5 - 9.1 
VII 2.0 2.8 4.6 10.0 6.1 22.7 

VIII 9.0 7.1 5.4 10.0 15.1 18.2 
IX 9.0 18.6 15.4 27.5 12.1 13.6 
X 6.0 12.8 12.3 30.0 18.2 27.3 

XI 8.0 17.1 18.5 20.0 21.2 27.3 
XII 10.0 10.0 15.4 15.0 15.1 22.7 
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VII 
(8) 

1.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.5 
2.8 
2.5 
2.8 
5.3 
8.6 

15.2 
13.9 
16.4 
13.4 

Table 57 reveals that the primary use of personality tests is for 

individuals or class groups as the need arises, reported by 30. 4 per 

cent of the schools. Significant use on a systematic basis at regular 

intervals is noted in categories II to IV. This could well bear fur-

ther investigation. Taking into account respondents who did not answer 

this item, it may be assumed that approximately 44 per cent of the 

school systems do not use these measures. Data provided in Table 58 

reveal that the greatest test concentration is i n grades 9 to 12. 

Since the major use is for individuals or class groups as the need 

arises, it may be assumed that test usage is spread over a ll grades. 

The consistently low percentages noted in kindergarten through grade 6 

may imply individual testing for special cases, while the higher per -
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centages in the upper grades, particularly grades 9 to 12, may imply 

the addition of group testing at these levels. The discrepancy of per-

centage responses in schools of categories IV and VI at the elementary 

level bears further investigation before drawing any conclusions re-

garding their responses. 

Measuring achievement in kindergarten through grade 8.-- The lit-

erature indicates that, with the possible exception of mental maturity, 

achievement is the most important area of appraisal in the testing and 

evaluation program. The extent to which achievement is measured by 

standardized tests in the basic skills and informational areas is in-

dicated in Tables 59 to 66. 

Table 59. Extent to Which Reading Is Measured by Standardized Tests in 
Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent According to Enrollment Gate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout the 
system 84.0 88.5 94.6 90.0 100.0 100.0 93.2 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 7.0 7.1 1.5 5.0 6.1 18.2 5.3 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 8.0 4.2 3.8 7.5 - 4.5 4.5 

Not measured - - - - - - -



260 

Table 60. Extent to Which Arithmetic Is Measured by Standardized Tests 
in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Extent Arithmetic Percentage of Responses 

Is Measured According to Enrollment Categories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

S19tematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 84.0 88.5 94.6 90.0 00.0 100.0 91.9 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 7.0 7.1 1.5 5.0 6.1 18.2 5.5 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 8.0 4.2 3.8 7.5 - 4.5 5.1 

Not used - - - - - - -

Table 61. Extent to Which Language Usage Is Measured by Standardized 
Tests in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Extent Language Percentage of Responses 
Usage Is Measured According to Enrollment Cate~ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 84.0 84.3 93.0 90.0 90.9 100.0 89.1 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 9.-0 4.2 5.4 10.0 3.0 4.5 6.2 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 5.0 8.6 0.8 2.5 6.1 18.2 4.8 

Not measured - - - 2.5 - - 0.2 
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Table 62. Extent to Which Spelling Is Measured by Standardized Tests 
in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Extent Spelling Percentage of Responses 

Is Measured 
According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 80.0 84.3 91.5 85.0 87.9 100.0 86.3 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 8.0 4.2 5.4 10.0 - 4.5 5.8 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 6.0 8.6 0.8 7.5 6.1 18.2 5.6 

Not measured 1.0 1.4 - - - - 0.5 

Data presented in Tables 59 to 62 reveal that standardized meas-

ures in reading, arithmetic, language usage, and spelling are used al-

most universally on a systematic basis throughout the New England area. 

A similarity of the general pattern of appraisal by standardized meas-

ures in these four areas is noted, particularly in reading and arith-

metic, More extensive use of standardized measures on a systematic 

basis is also evidenced in the large school systems in comparison with 

the small systems. The use of standardized measures for individual or 

class groups as the need arises and on a sporadic basis may imply re-

testing to check special cases or additional diagnostic testing. This 

is particularly evident i n arithmet i c and reading in the large school 

systems. 



262 

Table 63. Extent to Which Social Studies Are Measured by Standardized 
Tests in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Extent Percentage of Responses 
Social Studies According to Enrollment Catesories 

Is Measured I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) _(6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 70.0 77.1 68.4 72.5 48.5 45.4 67.8 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 11.0 4.2 8.5 12.5 9.1 13.6 9.1 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 5.0 11.4 3.1 7.5 3.0 27.3 6.8 

Not measured 4.0 1.4 5.4 5.0 9.1 9.1 5.1 

Table 64. Extent to Which Science Is Measured by Standardized Tests in 
Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Extent Science Percentage of Responses 

Is Measured According to Enrollment Cate ories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 67.0 75.6 67.7 70.0 42.4 45.4 65.8 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 10.0 4.2 8.5 12.5 12.1 18.2 9.4 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 6.0 10.0 3.1 7.5 3.0 27.3 6.8 

Not measured 5.0 2.8 4.6 7.5 12.0 13.6 5.8 
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Table 65. Extent to Which Work-Study Skills Are Measured by Standard­
ized Tests in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Extent Percentage of Responses 
Study-Skills According to Enrollment Cate ories 
Are Measured I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 69.0 68.6 66.1 70.0 45.4 40.9 64.5 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 10.0 4.2 8.5 5.0 12.1 13.6 8.3 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 7.0 10.0 3.1 10'.0 9.1 27.3 7.8 

Not measured 2.0 2.8 6.1 7.5 9.1 18.2 5.6 

Social studies, science, and work-study skills are measured reg-

ularly on a system-wide basis in the majority of schools, ·but not as 

extensively as reading, arithmetic, language usage, and spelling. 

This may be due to the use of partial achievement batteries rather 

than complete batteries by some of the schools. The wide variation in 

subject matter in the social studies and science at the elementary 

grades in various school systems may also tend to decrease general use 

of these measures. Tables 63 to 65 reveal that the small school sys-

tems make more extensive use of standardized measures in social studies, 

science, and work-study skills on a system-wide basis than the larger 

systems. This may be due to more system-wide use o f locally constructed 

measures in the larger schools. Attention is also called to the sig-

nificant use of standardized measures for class groups and individuals 

in the large school system. These facts bear further investigations. 
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Although study skills are measured rather extensively, it is disturb-

ing to note that they do not receive the degree of emphasis of other 

areas. 

Table 66 provides a summarization of the extent to which the spe-

cific areas presented in Tables 59 to 65 are measured in the total 

sample of New England respondents. 

Table 66. Extent to Which Basic Areas Are Measured by Standardized 
Tests in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 in the Total New 
England Sample 

Percentage of Responses 
Skill Systematic Basis One-Time To 

or at Regular In- or Individuals or Not 
Informational tervals Through- Sporadic Class Groups Measured 

Area out System Basis as Need Arises 
( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Reading 93.2 4.6 5.3 -
Arithmetic 91.1 5.1 5,6 -
Language 

Usage 89.1 6.3 4.8 -
Spelling 86.8 5.8 5.6 -
Social 

Studies 67.8 9.1 6.8 5.1 
Science 65.8 9.4 6.8 5.8 
Work-Study 

Skills 64.6 8.4 7.8 5.6 

A review of the preceding tables reveals that the basic skills 

and informational areas are generally being appraised by standardized 

measures on a systematic basis at regular intervals throughout the 

system in most of the New England ' public schools. As noted previously 

and in Table 66, the three "R's" are receiving the greatest emphasis. 

Although schools report systematic testing in these areas at approxi-



265 

mately the 90 per cent level; the literature states that, in order to 

meet present-day demands, this should reach the 100 per cent level. 

Study skills should also attain this degree of appraisal. When the 

science and social studies cur.riculum attains a higher degree of 

stability and standardized measures are available to adequately assess 

learnings in these areas, testing should be at the same level of usage 

as in the other basic skills. 

The literature states that in an optimum program standardized 

achievement tests should be given annually in every grade. If this is 

not possible, most writers agree that the minimal program should pro• 

vide for measures to be administered at least each time the curriculum 

changes noticeably. This implies at the end of grades 3, 6, and pas-

sibly 8, or approximately every three years such measures will be 

applied. In addition to this, diagnostic ~d other measures are advo -

cated to be used as the need arises. Other investigations reviewed in 
1/ 

this study reveal that all schools administer standardized achieve-

ment tests at regular intervals, with reading measured usually at 

' grades 1, 2, or 2, 3, and 6, and general achievement at grades 4, 5, 

or 8. Wide use of the achievement battery was also reported. 

The grade levels at which different skills and informational areas 

are generally measured by standardized achievement tests in kindergarten 

through grade 8 are noted in Table 67. A further breakdown of these 

data according to enrollment categories is provided in the tables in-

eluded in Appendix G. 

!/Chapter II, supra. 
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Table 67. Grade Levels at Which Basic Skills or Informational Areas 
Are Generally Measured by Standardized Tests 

Skill or In for- Percentage of ResEonses According to Grade Level 
mational Area K Gr.l Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6 Gr.7 Gr.8 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) .(6) (7) _(_8~ _(_9j _(lOJ 

Reading 10.6 55.7 65.6 81.5 79.2 78.7 85.6 76.2 80.2 
Arithmetic 5.3 36.2 52.4 73.4 77.5 76.7 84.3 72.4 81.5 
Lang. Usage 3.3 28.3 42.5 72.1 74.7 73.2 81.0 71.6 81.3 
Spell~ng 6.3 32.4 47.8 70.3 73.2 73.4 80.0 69.3 74.7 
Soc. Studies 2.8 19.7 26.8 41.8 51.4 53.7 63.3 58.) 67.1 
Science 2.3 18.0 24.8 37.2 47.1 52.6 59.7 55.4 62.0 
Work-Study 

Skills 16.4 21.8 33.0 47.1 54.7 60.0 56.7 60.7 

A review of the data presented in Table 67 reveals the following: 

1. Reading achievement is measured most frequently in grades 6, 

3, 8, 4, 5, and 7 in order mentioned, with 80 to 85 per cent 

of the school systems testing in grades 6, 3, and 8; and 75 

to 80 per cent in grades 4, 5, and 7. 

2. Arithmetic achievement is measured most frequently in grades 

6, 8, 4, 5, 3, and 7 in the order mentioned, wfth 80 to 85 per 

cent of the school systems testing in grades 6 and 8; 75 to 80 

per cent in grades 4 and 5; and 70 to 75 per cent in grades 3 

and 7. 

3. Language usage is measured most frequently in grades 8, 6, 4, 

5, 3, and 7 in the order named, with 80 to 85 per cent of the 

school systems testing in grades 8 and 6; and 70 to 75 per 

cent in grades 4, 5, 3, and 7. 

4. Spelling is measured most frequently in grades 6, 8, 5, 4, and 
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7 in the order named, with 80 to 85 per cent of the school 

systems testing in grade 6; and 70 to 75 per cent in grades 8, 

5, 4, and 3. 

5. Social studies achievement is measured most frequently in 

grades 8, 6, 7, 5, and 4 in the order named, with 65 to 70 per 

cent of the school systems testing in grade 8; 60 to 65 per 

cent in grade 6; 55 to 60 per cent in grades 5 and 7; and 50 to 

55 per cent in grade 4. 

6. Science achievement is measured most frequently in grades 8, 

6, 7, 5, and 4 in the order named, with 60 to 65 per cent of 

the school systems testing in grade 8, 55 to 60 per cent in 

grade 6; 50 to 55 per cent in grades 7 and 5; and 45 to 50 per 

cent in grade 4. 

7. Work-study skills achievement is measured most frequently in 

grades 8, 6, 7, 5, and 4 in the order named, with 60 to 65 per 

cent of the school systems testing in grades 8 and 6; 55 to 60 

per cent in grade 7; 50 to 55 per cent in grade 5; and 45 to 

50 per cent in grade 4. 

A further breakdown of the data provided by the respondents re­

veals the number of times the basic skills and informational areas are 

generally measured during the pupil's school career. A general summary 

is provided in Table 68. A further breakdown according to enrollment 

categories is included in the tables in Appendix G. 



Table 68. Number of Times Basic Skills and Informational Areas Are 
Measured During the Pupil's School Career 

Skill or Percentage of Responses 

Informational According to Number of Times Measured 
Area Once Twice Three Times 

More Than Annually 
Three Times 

(1) (2) (3) (4) {5} (_6} 

Reading 1.8 5.1 7.1 82.9 44.5 
Arithmetic 2.3 7.6 10.6 75.2 33.7 
Lang. Usage 5.3 8.3 11.1 75.8 28.5 
Spelling 2.0 6.3 11.1 71.9 28.1 
Soc. Studies 4.3 10.6 7.3 56.5 18.5 
Science 5.1 11.3 8 .. 1 49.1 15.7 
Work-Study 

Skills 4.5 8.9 6.6 52.4 14.4 
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A review of the preceding tables and data implies that: reading, 

arithmetic, and language usage are measured by more than 85 per cent 

of the school systems each time the curriculum changes noticeably 

(grades 3, 6, 8), with spelling being measured by approximately 80 per 

cent of the schools at these points. Approximately 60 per cent of the 

schools measure social studies, science, and language arts at these 

points. A significant number of schools measure these areas annually. 

It is evident that the New England public schools as a group are meet-

ing minimal standards in the measurement of basic skills and informa-

tional areas. It is also worthy of note that a significant number of 

schools provide excellent coverage in these areas. Reading and arith-

metic receive the greatest coverage, with the others following in the 

order listed in the preceding table. The data also appear to indicate 

that the smaller schools make somewhat greater use of standardized 
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measures, both in degree and coverage and frequency, in the basic 

areas than the large school district. 

Measuring achievement in grades 9 to 12.- - The literature recommends 

that standardized testing be continued through the secondary level, in-

eluding broad field tests and appropriate separate subject tests. The 

importance of testing certain basic skills, particularly reading and 
]) 

work-study, is also cited. Surveys of current practices reported 

widespread use of achievement testing at the secondary level. Findings 

of the present study pertaining to the extent of standardized testing 

in grades 9 to 12, inclusive, are presented in Tables 69 to 82. 

The extent to which the basic academic areas are measured by 

standardized tests is depicted in Tables 69 to 74. 

Table 69. Extent to Which Mathematics Is Measured by Standardized 
Tests in Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured 
According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 26.0 51.4 61.5 67.5 57.6 54.5 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 6.0 11.4 12.3 10.0 18.2 31.8 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 15.0 12.8 9.2 10.0 12.1 9.1 

Not measured 4.0 5.7 3.8 5.0 - -
No response 25.0 17.1 11.5 10.0 9.1 13.6 

1/Chapter II, supra. 

VII 
(8) 

50.6 

11.9 

11.6 
3.8 

15.7 
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Table 70. Extent to Which Language Usage Is Measured by Standardized 
Tests in Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured According to Enrollment Gate~ aries 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 30.0 50.0 56.1 55.0 57.6 54.5 48.3 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 4.0 11.4 13.1 12.5 24.2 18.2 11.6 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 10.0 10.0 8.5 15.0 6.1 9.1 9.6 

Not measured 5.0 5.7 3.8 5.0 - 4.5 4.3 
No response 27.0 21.4 16.9 15.0 12.1 22.7 20.0 

Table 71. Extent to Which Science Is Measured by Standardized Tests 
in Grades 9 Through 12 . 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured According to Enrollment Catesories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 24.0 50.0 50.8 60.0 45.4 40.9 43.8 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 6.0 10.0 18.5 10.0 30.3 27.3 14.4 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 13 .o 11.4 9.2 12.5 6.1 4.5 10.4 

Not measured 4.0 5.7 5.4 5.0 - 4.5 4.5 
No response 29.0 21.4 14.6 15.0 15.1 27.3 20.2 
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Table 72. Extent to Which Social Studies Are Measured by Standardized 
Tests in Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured According to Enrollme;tt Gate ories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 23.0 48.5 46.1 57.5 39.4 31.8 40.5 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 7.0 10.0 15.4 10.0 27.3 31.8 13.7 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 13 .o 11.4 7.7 10.0 6.1 9.1 9.9 

Not measured 4.0 5.7 6.1 10.0 3.0 4.5 5.6 
No response 29.0 22.8 23.1 15.0 21.2 27.3 23.8 

Table 73. Extent to Which Literature Is Measured by Standardized Tests 
in Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured According to Enrollment Categories 
I II Ill IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 21.0 37.1 38.5 47.5 30.3 18.2 32.9 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 5.0 7.1 8.5 10.0 24.2 22.7 9.6 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 10.0 11.4 9.2 10.0 6.1 - 9.1 

Not mea·sured 9.0 7.1 10.0 10.0 3.0 9.1 8.6 
No response 31.0 35.7 32.3 22.5 33.3 54.5 32.9 
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Table 74. Extent to Which Modern Language Is Measured by Standardized 
Tests in Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured 
According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 11.0 22.8 26.9 42.5 21.2 18.2 22.8 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 7.0 11.4 20.0 15.0 21.2 36.4 15.7 

Not measured 12.0 12.8 14.6 10.0 3.0 9.1 11.9 
One-time or 

sporadic basis 9.0 7.1 6.9 7.5 12.1 4.5 7.8 
No response 37.0 42.3 29.2 27.5 39.4 36.4 34.9 

The preceding tables reveal that in the academic areas mathe-

matics receives the greatest emphasis in standardized testing, followed 

in order by language usage, science, social studies, literature, and 

foreign language. Schools in category IV ~3000-5000 enrollment) carry 

on the greatest amount of systematic testing. Low percentages noted 

in category I may be due to the fact that some of these systems do not 

operate high schools. Although the large city system (category VI) 

does less systematic testing than schools in some of the other cate-

gories, it should be noted that they do a considerable amount of test-

ing for individuals or class groups as the need arises. 

The importance of reading and work-stuqy skills as a controlling 

factor in school success is cited by writers. The use of tests for 

determining proficiency and identification of pupils needing assistance 
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is advocated in the literature. The extent to which these areas are 

measured is noted in Tables 75 and 76 . 

Table 75. Extent to Which Reading Is Measured by Standardized Tests in 
Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured 
According to Enrollment Cate2ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 31.0 51.4 57.7 65.0 66.7 54.5 51.1 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 4.0 11.4 13.8 15.0 12.1 22.7 11.4 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 12.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 6.1 18.2 10.6 

Not measured 6.0 5.7 2.3 5.0 - - 3.8 
No response 23.0 20.0 16.1 7.5 15.1 18.2 17.7 

Table 76. Extent to Which Work-Study Skills Are Measured by Standard­
ized Tests in Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 
Measured According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV VI v VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 20.0 35.7 34.6 40.0 27.3 22.7 30.4 

Not measured 7.0 8.6 14.6 12.5 15.1 13.6 11.4 
Individuals or 

class groups as 
need arises 8.0 8.6 7.7 15.0 12.1 13.6 10.1 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 11.0 5.7 8.5 7.5 3.0 9.1 8.1 

No response 30.0 40.0 32.3 27.5 39.4 31.8 33.2 

II 
'~ 



274 

Reading as a basic tool subject is measured systematically by 

approximately 50 per cent of the schools. Although work- study skills 

are recognized as an essential functional aspect of learning, less 

than one third of the schools systematically test this area. This is 

particularly noticeable in the small schools. 

Standard ized tests in such areas as business education, music, art, 

and related areas are not as well developed as those in the basic aca-

demic areas. The literature indicated that achievement in many of 

these areas consists primarily of products which lend themselves 

chiefly to rating. The extent to which these areas are measured by 

standardized measures is noted in Tables 77 to 81. 

Table 77. Extent to Which Business Education Is Measured by Standard­
ized Tests in Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentages of Responses 

Measured According to Enrollment Categories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 77) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 10.0 18.6 18.5 32.5 24.2 4.5 17.5 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 7.0 11.4 20.8 22.5 21.2 31.8 16.4 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 8.0 5.7 6.9 7.5 6.1 18.2 7.6 

Not measured 13.0 14.3 17.7 10.0 9.1 9.1 13.9 
No response 38.0 48.5 33.8 30.0 36.4 45.4 38.0 
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Table 78. Extent to Which Home Economics Is Measured by Standardized 
Tests in Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured Accord in to Enrollment Categories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 2.0 4.2 7.7 12.5 - - 5.1 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 7.0 7.1 8.5 2.5 12.1 18.2 8.1 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 5.0 8.6 3.1 7.5 - - 4.5 

Not measured 2.0 11. 4 21.5 30.0 21.2 22.7 15.7 
No response 74.0 68.7 59.2 47.5 66.7 59.1 66.6 

Table 79. Extent to Which Industrial Arts Is Measured by Standard ized 
Tests in Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured According to Enrollment Catesories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 2.0 2.8 5.4 10.0 3.0 - 4.0 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 6·.0 7.1 7.7 7.5 12.1 18.6 7.8 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 4.0 7.1 1.5 5.0 - - 3.3 

Not measured 3.0 12.8 24.6 30.0 21.2 27.3 17.5 
No response 65.0 30.2 60.8 47.5 63.7 54.1 67.4 
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Table 80. Extent to Which Music Is Measured by Standardized Tests in 
Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 

Measured According to Enrollment Cate~ories 
I II ·III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 4.0 4.2 3.1 7.5 3.0 - 3.8 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 4.0 7.1 6.1 5.0 15.1 18.2 7.1 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 2.0 2.8 4.6 12.5 3.0 - 4.3 

Not measured 4.0 10.0 24.6 27.5 18.2 27.3 16.5 
No response 86.0 75.9 61.6 47.5 60.7 54.5 68.3 

Table 81. Extent t o Which Art Is Measured by Standardized Tests in 
Grades 9 Through 12 

Extent Percentage of Responses 
Measured P ccordin_g to Enro llmeil t Gate~ ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 1.0 4.2 3.8 12.5 - - 3.5 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 4.0 4.2 4.6 - 3.0 22.7 5.1 

One-time or 
sporadic basis 3.0 4.2 2.3 7.5 - - 3.0 

Not measured 4.0 11.4 25.4 32.5 27.3 22.7 18.2 
No response 88.0 76.0 63.9 47.5 69.7 54.6 70.2 
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Other than business education, whi~h is measured by standardized 

tests on a systematic basis by 17.5 per cent of the schools, an insig­

nificant amount of standardized testing is carried on by the New Eng­

land public schools in these curriculum areas. It is noted that the 

large city system (category VI) reports systematic use of standardized 

tests in only business education. Schools in category IV make the 

greatest use of standardized measures in these areas, as well as in 

other areas. This may be due to the fact that a large number of schools 

in this category are located in the more wealthy urban community. It 

is also noted that measures in these curriculum areas find some use for 

individuals or class groups as the need arises, particularly in cate­

gories V and VI. Standardized testing in these curriculum areas finds 

greatest use for this purpose as opposed to systematic use at regular 

intervals. 

Table 82 provides a general overview of the extent of standard­

ized testing in grades 9 through 12, as presented in detail by the 

thirteen preceding tables. 



Table 82. Extent to Which Standardized Tests Are Used in the Basic 
Skills or Informational Areas in Grades 9 Through 12 

Percentage of ResEonses According to Extent of Use 
Skill Systematic Basis To One-Time 
or at Regular In- Individuals or or Not 
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Information a 1 tervals Through- Class Groups Sporadic Measured 
Area out System as Need Arises Basis 
(1) (2) (3) (4) _(_5l 

Reading 51.5 11.4 10.6 21.5 
Mathematics 50.6 11.9 ll.6 19.5 
Language 

Usage 48.3 11.6 9.6 24.3 
Science 43.8 14.4 10.4 24.7 
Social 

Studies 4o : s 13.7 9.9 29.4 
Literature 32.9 9.6 9.1 41.5 
Study Skills 30.4 11.4 10.1 41.3 
Modern Lang. 22.8 15.7 11.9 42.7 
Business Ed. 17.5 16.4 7.6 51.9 
Home Econ. 5.1 8.1 4.5 82.3 
Industrial 

Arts 4.0 7.8 3.3 84.9 
Music 3.8 7.1 4.3 84.8 
Art 3.5 5.1 18.2 88.4 

Table 82 reveals the extensiveness of standardized testing in 

various curriculum areas. Read ing is the area receiving the greatest 

emphasis , followed by the general academic subjects. Very little test-

ing occurs in home economics, music, and related fields. Standardized 

measures are not used as extensively at the senior high school level 

as in the elementary grades, the basic areas attaining approximately 

the 50 per cent level in the former, as compared with the 90 per cent 

level in the elementary grades. It is recognized that achievement 

testing at the secondary level poses many problems not encountered at 

the elementary level. Problems of curriculum validity, wide variety 
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of course offering, and varying course content emphasis dictate that 

standardized measures be used ·with caution -and full knowledge of their 

limitations. In spite of these restrictions, findings reveal that the 

schools fall far short of an adequate program cited in the literature. 

This is true in both the basic skills areas and academic subject fields. 

Attention is called to the significant number of respondents who 

did not mark items pertaining to this area of investigation. It may 

be assumed that no reply indicates the school system did not offer the 

skill or informational area being investigated, no testing was being 

done, or the testing was of such a minor nature as to preclude inclu­

sion in the inquiry form. 11 No responses 11 are reflected in column (4) 

of Table 82. The investigation does not concern itself with the type 

of test. Measurement of ·functional knowledge or general educational 

development rather than specific subject content is not shown in the 

data. 

Time of year of testing. - - The literature indicates that most 

testing takes place in the spring or fall. Advantages and disadvantages 

in each of these periods are noted. Most writers recommend fall testing 

but point out that scheduling is largely dependent upon the purpose for 

which the tests are to be used. Current practices surveys reveal that 

the large majority of schools test largely in the fall and spring, with 

the beginning of the school year being favored for most programs. Find­

ings pertaining to this aspect are presented in Tables 83 to 85. 
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Table 83. Time of Year at Which Standardized Achievement Tests Are 
Generally Administered in the Elementary Schools 

Percentage of Responses 
Time of Year According to Enrollment Cate~ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) _{7_) (81 

End of year or term 61.0 60.0 41.5 50.0 54.5 40 . 9 51.7 
Beginning of year 

or term 26.0 22.8 40.8 25.0 54.5 36.4 33.2 
Mi ddle of year or 

term 9.0 15.7 19.2 30.0 9.1 31.8 17.0 
Completion of 

topic or unit 1.0 2.8 3.8 2.5 - 4.5 2.5 
No definite policy 2.0 4.2 1.5 5.0 - 4.5 2.5 
Other 4.0 5.7 3.1 7.5 - 9.1 4.3 

Table 84. Time of Year at Which Standardized Achievement Tests Are 
Generally Administered i n the Junior High School 

Percentage of Responses 
Time of Year Accordi1g to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

End of year or term 36.0 44.3 39.2 47.5 57.6 18.2 40.5 
Beginning of year 

or term 16.0 12.8 22.3 30.0 33.3 45.4 22.0 
Middle of year or 

term 3.0 12.8 20.8 22.5 6.1 27.3 14.7 
No definite policy 2.0 5.7 3.8 5.0 - 9.1 3.8 
Completion of 

topic or unit 1.0 2.8 1.5 - 3.0 - 1.5 
Other 3.0 5.7 2.3 2.5 - 9.1 3.3 
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Table 85. Time of Year at Which Standardized Achievement Tests Are 
Generally Administered in the Senior High School 

Percentage of Responses 
Time of Year According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(ll (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

End of year or term 23.0 35.7 43.1 40.0 42.4 27.3 35.4 
Beginning of year 

or term 4.0 11.4 20.8 30.0 39.4 45.4 18.7 
Middle of year or 

term 6.0 10.0 13.8 20.0 9.1 13.6 11.4 
No definite policy 4.0 11. 4 6.9 5.0 - 4.5 6.1 
Completion of 

topic or unit 1.0 2.8 4.6 2.5 3.0 4.5 3.0 
Other 2.0 1.4 0.8 5.0 - 4.5 1.8 

At all levels in the New England public schools end-of-the - year 

or term testing is most frequently practiced, followed by beginning of 

the year and middle of the year in the order named. The frequency of 

spring testing to fall testing is near the ratio of two to one for the 

total sample. This ratio is due to the influence of the smaller sys-

tems in the total sample, where end- of-the-year testing predominates. 

It is noted that the larger systems (categories IV, V) do more fall 

testing to the point where, in the large city system (category VI), it 

exceeds spring testing at the secondary level. It may be assumed that 

responses indicated for "other" denotes no definite pattern or plan. 

Findings presented in Tables 83 to 85 imply that, with the excep-

tion of the large school systems, achievement tests are used more ex-

tensively for administrative and survey purposes than for instructional 

and classroom purposes. 

"I 

I 
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Non- test techniques.-- The literature indicates that the pupil-

centered testing and evaluation program, while leaning heavily on test-

ing, must make full · use of the other approaches to the appraisal of 

the individual, particularly in- the area of personality evaluation. 

Non-test techniques are thus required in the evaluation process. The 

extent to which such techniques find use in the New England public 

schools is depicted in Tables 86 to 93. 

Techniques such as the rating scale, anecdotal record, and soci-

ometry include observation and are presented in Tables 86 to 89. 

Table 86. Extent to Which Anecdotal Records Are Used in the School 
System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Used According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
Dl _(2_l (3) (4) (5) _(6) (7) {8_l 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 35.0 40.0 39.2 45 . 0 39.4 27.3 38.2 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 30.0 30.0 38.5 35.0 45.4 53.6 36.4 

Not used 8.0 7.1 7.7 5.0 6.1 - 6.6 
No response 28.0 21.4 15.4 17.5 12.1 9.1 19.2 
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Table 87. Extent to Which Behavior or Personality Ratings Are Used in 
the School System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Used According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) .-f-4) (5) _(_6} _(7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 16.0 27.1 33.1 42.5 33.3 31.8 28.6 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 23.0 21.4 30.8 27.5 48.5 40.9 28.9 

Not used 14.0 15.7 12.3 10.0 3.0 9.1 ll.8 
No response 48.0 34.3 23.8 22.5 21.2 18.2 31.1 

Table 88. Extent to Which Directed Observation Is Used in the School 
System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Used According to Enrollment Cate aries 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systemat ic basis at 
intervals through-
out system 13.0 12.8 13.1 20.0 6.1 - 12.4 

Individuals or 
class groups as 
need arises 24.0 32.8 43.8 42.5 63.6 59.1 39.2 

Not used 14.0 10.0 9.2 7.5 6.1 4.5 10.4 
No response 49.0 42.8 33.8 30.0 24.2 27.3 37.7 



Table 89. Extent to Which Sociometr ic Techniques Are Used in the 
School System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Used According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 1.0 5.7 3.1 - - 4.5 

Individuals or 
groups as need 
arises 10.8 18.6 26.9 50.6 42.4 63.6 

Not Used 24.0 21.4 26.9 17.5 12.1 4.5 
No Response 65.0 52.8 43.8 32.5 45.4 27.3 
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VII 
(8) 

2.5 

26.8 
22.1 
48.9 

Schools make limited use of the techniques depicted in the four 

preceding tables. Anecdotal records are used more extensively than 

the other procedures. The large city system makes the greatest use of 

this technique, with 90 per cent of the systems reporting varying uses. 

With the noticeable exception of category VI (Table 86), about equal 

use on a "systematic basis at regular intervals throughout the system" 

and with "individuals or groups as the need arises" is noted. To 

attain maximum utility, anecdotes must extend over a period of time 

and include an adequate number o f observations. It would seem that 

teachers must be trained in reading and interpreting these records, an 

adequate records system must be established, and teacher time must be 

provided to adequately administer the program. These factors must re-

ceive further investigation before any general conclusions can be drawn 

regarding the extensiveness and effectiveness of this technique of 

appraisal. 
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Behavior or personality ratings (Table 87) find greater use in 

the large schools than in the small schools, as evidenced by use re­

ported in 81.8 and 72.7 per cent of the systems in categories V and VI, 

respectively, as compared to 39.0 and 48.5 per cent reported in the 

systems in categories I . and II, respectively. The degree of use on a 

"systematic basis at regular intervals" or "with individuals or groups 

as the need arises" varies from category to category with no noticeable 

trend. 

Directed observation as a technique is used primarily with indi­

viduals or groups as the need arises. Although all of the techniques 

depicted in Tables 86 to 89 are dependent upon observation, directed 

observation as a technique per se is not used as extensively as anec­

dotal records and behavior ratings. The observation technique has been 

developed primarily in connection with child study and finds greatest 

use in studying individual cases. This use is reflected in Table 88, 

where greatest use is reported under "with individuals or groups as 

the need arises." It is further noted that the use of this technique 

is greater in the larger school systems. Training and skill in obser­

vation cannot be overemphasized. Schools using this technique must be 

certain that teachers are properly trained prior to its general adoption. 

Sociometry is a relatively new technique which can provide a teacher 

with information that will assist him in understanding the group and in 

working more effectively with the group. Its nature lends itself pri ­

marily to group work. This is reflected in findings repor~ed in Table 

89, where use is primarily "with individuals or groups as the need 
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arises." Again it is noted that the larger school system makes greater 

utility of this technique, only 11 per cent of the small systems re-

porting its use. This may be due to aid and encouragement provided by 

specialized personnel that is not available in the small school system. 

The extent of use of the autobiography, problem checklist , and 

case study is noted in Tables 90 to 92. 

Table 90. Extent to Which Autobiographies Are Used in the School System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Used According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4_l (_5) _(_6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 7.0 7.1 16.9 10.0 3.0 13.6 10.6 

Individuals or 
groups as need 
arises 15.0 18.6 21.5 25.0 33.3 31.8 21.3 

Not used 20.0 20.0 23.8 27.5 18.2 13.6 21.3 
No response 58.0 52.8 37.7 40.0 45.4 40.9 46.6 
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Table 91. Extent to Which Problem Checklists Are Used in the School 
System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Used Accordin~ to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
regular intervals 
throughout system 8.0 5.7 7.7 15.0 6.1 9.1 8.1 

Individuals or 
groups as need 
arises 12.0 18.6 25.4 32.5 21.2 40.9 22.0 

Not used 22.0 20.0 24.6 17.5 27.3 18.2 22.3 
No response 58.0 54.3 42.3 35.0 45.4 31.8 47.3 

Table 92. Extent to Which Case Studies Are Used in the School System 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Used According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Systematic basis at 
intervals through-
out system 5.0 8.6 4.6 10.0 15.1 - 6.6 

Individuals or 
groups as need 
arises 26.0 38.6 60.0 65.0 72.7 90.9 50.9 

Not used 13.0 11.4 6.1 12.5 3.0 - 8.9 
No response 56.0 40.0 29.2 12.5 9.1 9.1 33.4 

The autobiography and problem checklist represent self-report 

techniques and find primary use in the schools "with individuals or 

groups as the need arises," as noted in Tables 90 and 91. The auto-

biography may include spontaneous introduction of personal material 

~----~~--------.u---------------------~----------------------------------- '--------------~~ 
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and serve as a basis for an interview between counselor and tudent. 

Its use may have greater utility in the larger system where he close 

personal contact between pupil and teacher may not prevail. Thi s is 

reflected in Table 90 where it is noted that the use of thi technique 

increases as the school system grows in size. 

Problem checklists find greater use in the larger syst and there 

primarily "with individuals or groups as the need arises." Varying use 

of this technique is reported by only 20 per cent of the small schools, 

while 50 per cent of the large city systems report its use. Many 

writers point to serious limitations and inherent dangers in the use 

of this technique. Writers cite that these measures should be used 

with extreme caution ,and sound judgment. Data revealing only limited 

use by the schools imply that this belief prevails in the majority of 

the New England public schools. 

Case study is taking on increasing importance as a tool of pupil 

appraisal and is advocated in the literature as a means of synthesizing 

pertinent facts about a pupil in one framework . Table 92 reveals that 

the large school system makes extensive use of this technique "with 

individuals or groups as the need arises," as reported by 90.9 per cent 

of these schools. The extensiveness of use decreases as the s ystem 

becomes smaller, with less than one third of the schools in category I 

reporting the use of the case conference . The case conference requires 

the "team" approach and varied pupil personnel functionaries, together 

with teachers, sitting down to consider diagnosis and treatment of the 

pupil under consideration. This technique impl i es the availability of 

1 
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specially trained personnel to aid in this process. The absence of 

these functionaries in the small system may limit its use. 

A general overview of non-test techniques is presented in Table 

93. 

Table 93. Extent to Which Non-Testing Techniques Are Used in the School 
System 

Percentage of Responses Accordin to Use 
Syst emat ic Basis With Individuals 

Technique at Regular In- or Groups as Measures 
tervals Through- Need Arises Not Used 

out System 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Anecdotal Records 38.2 36.4 I 25 .3 
Behavior or Personality 

Ratings 28.6 28.9 42.9 
Directed Observation 12.4 39.2 48 .1 
Autobiography 10.6 21.3 67.9 
Problem Checkl ist 8.1 22.0 69.6 
Case Study 6.6 50.9 42 .3 
Sociomelric Techniques 2.5 26.8 71.0 
Others~ 1.0 - 98.5 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: projective techniques, situation­
re~ponse type test. 

Findings presented in Table 93 and the preceding seven tables re -

veal that non-testing techniques are not used as extensively as objec-

tive testing devices. It is noted that observational techniques gen-

erally find greater use than self-report techniques. With the exception 

of anecdotal records, all techniques are used "with individuals or 

groups as the need arises," rather than on a systematic basis through-

out the system. Minor use of projective techniques and situation-

~1[~'----------------~~ 
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response type test is noted. Until such time as additional specialized 

personnel is available, schools will not make extensive use of these 

techniques. The literature reveals that the whole area of personal-

social development, involving non-test techniques, is in need of further 

development and exploration. This situation is true throughout the 

country and is not unique to the New England area. Data presented in 

this study point up the need for the schools to make more extensive use 

of these measures in appraising the "total" pupil. Although findings 

indicate advances in the larger systems where specialized personnel is 

employed, need for greater use still remains in this area. 

A significant number of "no response" is noted in Tables 86 to 92. 

Failure to respond to these items implies non-use or such insignificant 

use that it may be considered non- use. "No responses" are thus included 

in Table 93 as "Measure Not Used" in colunm (4). 

Locally- constructed achievement tests.-- Locally-constructed 

achievement tests should represent an integral part of the achievement 

testing program. Since this device is more closely related to the 

local instructional objectives, its use represents a definite factor 

in the improvement of instruction and evaluation. The literature 

strongly recommends these measures. Current practices surveys reviewed 
ll 

in this study, however, reveal that very few systems use these meas-

ures. Table 94 indicates the use of this type of measure in the New 

England public schools. 

1/Chapter II, supra. 
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Table 94. Extent to Which Achievement Tests Are Constructed Locally 
for Use on a System-Wide Basis 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent of Use Accord ing to Enrollment Gate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) {4_} (5} (6) i_7) (8) 

Never 72.0 78.5 73.8 52.5 51.5 54.5 69.1 
Occasionally 15.0 11.4 16.9 22.5 27.3 40.9 18.2 
Regularly 8.0 5.7 2.3 17.5 15.1 4.5 7.1 

Findings presented in Table 94 indicate that locally-constructed 

achievement tests find little use on a regular basis in the schools, 

only 7.1 per cent reporting such use. Although a significant number 

of large systems, 40.9 per cent , report occasional use, the New England 

public schools as a whole make far too little use of this type of test, 

approximately 70 per cent reporting no use. This is an area requiring 

attention and in need of strengthening. 

Areas requiring attention.-- In order to determine opinion regard-

ing adequacy of present measuring instruments and need for additional 

measures, the inquiry form asked the following question: 

"In what areas, not adequately covered at the present time by 
available standardized tests, are tests and measuring devices 
most needed in the school system?" 

A variety of replies was received from respondents. The responses 

received most frequently are listed below in order of decreasing fre-

quency : 

1. Tests to measure educational development at high school level 

2. Special aptitude tests, particularly in fields of music and art 
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3. More suitable tests in elementary science 

4. More adequate measures in the field of social studies 

5. Reliable personality measures 

6. Work•study skills tests 

7. Additional skills tests in the primary grades 

8. More adequate interests measures 

9. Diagnostic arithmetic measures 

10. Measures in home economics. 

It is evident from the responses that educators are concerned with 

a universe of measurement problems covering the whole gamut of the 

testing field. Although the variety of responses precludes any con­

clusion, a few implications may be gathered from the data. These are 

noted below: 

1. Apparently many educators in the field may not be aware of 

some of the more recent tests that are available, as evidenced 

by responses 1, 6, 7, and 9 noted above. 

2. Because of instability and flux in the fields of elementary 

science and social studies content, validity becomes a problem 

with many schools, as implied in responses 3 and 4. 

3. The measurement of personality, interest, and special aptitude 

remains the concern of many educators. Until such time as 

more valid and reliable measures are devised, this will con­

tinue to be a problem area not susceptible to ready measure­

ment (items 2, 5, and 8). 
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5. Organizing and Reporting Test Results 

Ci rculating intelligence and standardized achievement test re-

sults.-- A preliminary step to test interpretation and utilization is 

organizing the results in understandable form and circulating these 

data to school functionaries concerned with the test results. Tables 

95 and 96 reveal the extent to which these data are made available to 

school personnel. 

Table 95. Extent to Which the Results of Intelligence Tests Are Made 
Available to Teachers and Staff Members 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Made Available Accord i ng to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Results are regularly circulated 
to each teacher or staff mem-
ber concerned wi th class group 
or subject tested 68.0 82.8 57.7 75.0 67.5 60.6 70.4 

Results are occasionally circu-
lated to each teacher or staff 
member concerned with class 
group or subject tested 19.0 14.3 30.0 25.0 12.5 12.1 22.0 

Resul t s are non-c ~rculating , but 
are available to teachers or 
staff members upon request 6.0 1.4 8.5 7.5 - - 5.3 

Results are kept solely for ad-
ministrative or guidance per-
sonnel use 4.0 1.4 5.4 2.5 2.5 - 3.5 
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Table 96. Extent to Which the Results of Standardized Achievement Test 
Results Are Made Available to Teachers and Staff Members 

Percentage of Responses 
Extent Made Available AccordinK to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Results are regularly circulated 
to each teacher or staff mem-
ber concerned with the class 
group or subject tested 71.0 84.3 72.3 87.5 84.8 86.4 77.5 

Results are occasionally circu-
lated to each teacher or staff 
member concerned with the 
class group or subject tested 19.0 11.4 16.9 12.5 9.1 13.6 15.2 

Results are non-circulating, but 
are available to teachers or 
staff members upon request 5.0 - 7.7 7.5 3 . 0 4 .5 5.1 

Results are kept solely for ad-
ministrative or guidance per-
sonnel use 2.0 1.4 3.1 2.5 3.0 - 2.3 

Approximately 70 per cent of the systems regularly circulate in-

telligence test results, while 77.5 per cent report the practice of 

regularly circulating the results of standardized achievement tests. 

Although schools in category IV follow this practice to a greater ex-

tent than other schools, no noticeable relationship between size of 

school and practice is evident. The literature recommends that maxi-

mum utilization of test results dictates the necessity of getting 

these data into the hands of those individuals concerned with the tests 

as quickly as possible after testing. This requires a program for 

regularly circulating the results to all school functionaries. Approx-

imately 75 per cent of the schools report this procedure. This pro-

cedure dictates that all functionaries understand and make full utiliza-
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tion of the results once they are in their hands. 

Person to whom results are made available. -- Test interpretations 

must reach those who work directly with pupils, the pupils themselves, 

the parents, and those who make decisions affecting the curriculum. 

Tables 97 to 102 present data pertaining to practices in this aspect of 

the testing program. 

Intelligence and achievement tests form the core of the group 

testing and have the greatest utilization in the schools. Data per-

taining to these tests are presented in Tables 97 and 98. 

Table 97. Person to Whom the Results of Intelligence Tests Are Made 
Available 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Principal 92.0 90.9 98.4 97.5 100.0 95.4 95.2 
Classroom teacher 85.0 91.4 92.3 92.5 97.0 90.9 90.6 
Guid. personnel 12.0 31.4 74.6 87.5 90.9 86.4 54 .4 
Supervisor 22.0 32.8 52.3 45.0 81.8 72.7 44.0 
Schl. psychologist 5.0 11.4 23.1 42.5 66.7 81.8 25.3 
Parent 9.0 12.8 14.6 22.5 21.2 9.1 13.9 
Pupil 3.0 14.3 10.0 17.5 18.2 13.6 10.6 
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Table 98. Person to Whom the Results of Standardized Achievement Tests 
Are Made Available 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Cate~ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) \(4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Principal 91.0 85.7 98.4 95.0 100.0 95.4 93.9 
Classroom teacher 89.0 94.2 94.6 92.5 97.0 90.9 92.9 
Guid. personnel 12.0 31.4 73.8 82.5 90.9 86.4 53.7 
Parent 40.0 47.1 60.8 47.5 51.5 40.9 49.9 
Supervisor 22.0 32.8 55.4 40.0 84.8 72.7 44.8 
Pupil 28.0 38.6 53.8 45.0 45.4 45.4 42.0 
Schl. psychologist 5.0 11.4 25.4 35.0 66.7 77.3 25.1 

Results of both intelligence and standardized achievement tests 

are universally made available to the building principal and the class-

room teacher, upwards of 90 per cent of the school systems reporting 

this practice (Tables 97 and 98). These data are usually made avail-

able to the guidance specialists and other school functionaries in 

most cases. The lower percentage of responses under categories I and 

II for specialized personnel may be due to the fact that these sys-

terns do not employ such personnel. The predominance o f the small 

school system in the New England area may thus unduly weigh the per-

centage of responses for these school functionaries in the total New 

England sample noted in column (8) . 

Only 13.9 per cent of the schools make intelligence test results 

available to parents. Those who follow this practice report that 

parental conferences are held for general understanding, results are 

usually transmitted only in general terms and not exact scores, and 
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extreme caution is exercised in discussing results. A larger propor ­

tion of schools, approximately 50 per cent, make standardized achieve ­

ment test results available to parents. Misinterpretation of test re ­

sults by parents poses a grave danger. Schools need to give added 

attention to this phase of the testing program and embark on a program 

of parent education aimed at allowing for more extensive sharing of 

results with parents. 

Intelligence and standardized achievement test results are made 

available to pupils by 10.6 and 49.9 per cent of the school systems, 

respectively. Pupils need to have a knowledge .of their capacities, 

learning advancement, strengths, and weaknesses. This is not possible 

unless results are shared with pupils. Findings reveal that schools 

are woefully weak in this practice. Cautions and limitations regard­

ing test interpretations are cited throughout the literature. These 

factors should not deter schools from embarking on a program of taking 

pupils into partnership in utilizing test results as soon and as com­

pletely as is feasible. This is particularly true in the area of aca­

demic aptitude and achievement. 

Special aptitude tests, interest inventories, and personality tests 

are not used as extensively as standardized measures of academic apti­

tude or achievement. They are integral parts of the total testing pro ­

gram. Findings pertaining to circulating the results of these measures 

are presented in Tables 99 to 101. 
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Table 99. Person to Whom the Results of Special Aptitude Tests Are 
Made Available 

Percentage of Responses 
Person Accord ing to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Principal 43.0 64.3 72.3 82.5 78.8 68.2 64.8 
Classroom teacher 39.0 62.8 60.0 75.0 84.8 68.2 59.2 
Guid. personnel 6.0 31.4 65.4 85.0 84.8 81.8 48.9 
Pupil 21.0 41.4 46.1 42.5 68.6 45.4 40 .0 
Parent 24.0 37.1 43.8 45.0 60.6 36.4 38.7 
Supervisor 8.0 18.6 35.4 35.0 66.7 45.4 28.6 
Schl. psychologist 2.0 11.4 16.9 45.0 63.6 63.6 21.5 
No response 57.1 28.6 20.8 10.0 9.1 18.2 29.1 

Table 100. Person to Whom the Results of Interest Inventories Are Made 
Available 

Percentage of Responses 
Person Accordi;tg to Enrollme t Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) _(8} 

Principal 36.0 57.1 66.9 65.0 78.8 59.1 57.7 
Classroom teacher 31.0 47.1 56 .9 62.5 84.8 59.1 51.6 
Guid. personnel 7.0 32.8 67.7 75.0 84.8 77.3 48.9 
Pupil 23.0 41.4 53.1 55.0 60.6 40 .9 43.5 
Parent 21.0 31.4 50.8 47.5 60.6 31.8 39.2 
Supervisor 7.0 12.8 30.8 20.0 63.6 40.9 23.8 
Schl. psychologist 1.0 11.4 16.1 32.5 60.6 50.0 18.7 
No response 62.0 37.1 19.2 22.5 12.1 18.2 32.9 

~--~~--~~c·------------------~~----------------- -
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Table 101. Person to Whom the Results of Personality Measures Are Made 
Available 

Percentage of Responses 
Person According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Principal 27.0 47.1 52.3 55.0 51.5 45.4 44.8 
Guid. personnel 6.0 27.1 53.8 67.5 63.6 54.5 39.2 
Classroom teacher 28.0 42.8 40.8 47.5 51.5 40.9 38.2 
Supervisor 8.0 11.4 24.6 25.0 45.4 27.3 20.0 
Parent 10.0 22.8 19.2 22 .. 5 27.3 - 17.5 
Pupil 6.0 21.4 23.8 25.0 15.1 - 17.0 
Schl. psychologist 1.0 8.6 14.6 32.5 51.5 45.4 16.7 
No response 72 .o 45.7 36.9 32.5 36.4 40.9 47.0 

Special aptitude tests, interest inventories, and personality 

measures are used extensively in the guidance process. Tables 99 to 

101 reveal that results of these measures are generally made available 

to school functionaries with the guidance specialists being mentioned 

most frequently by schools having such services. The low percentage 

responses pertaining to school psychologist, supervisor, and guidance 

specialist, noted particularly in the smaller school systems (cate-

gories I and II) implies that such functionaries are not available in 

these systems. Results of special aptitude and interest measures are 

made available to parents in the majority of systems. The smaller sys-

terns (categories I and II) do not follow this practice to the extent 

of the larger systems. Results of personality measures are made avail -

able principally to school functionaries and are given to parents and 

pupils only to a limited degree. Previous findings reveal that a sig-

nificant number of schools did not make extensive use of personality, 
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interest, and special aptitude measures. This is reflected in "no re-

sponses" noted in the three preceding tables. A general overview of the 

findings is presented in Table 102. 

Table 102. Person to Whom the Results of Various Standardized Measures 
Are Made Available 

Percentage of ResEonses According to TyEe of Measure 
Intelli- Standardized Interest Person-

Person gence Achievement Special Inven- ality 
Tests Tests Aptitude tories Tests 

(1} (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Principal 95.2 93.9 64.8 57.5 44.8 
Supervisor 44.0 44.8 28.6 23.8 20.0 
Guidance 

counselor 54.4 53.7 48.9 48.9 39.2 
School 

psychologist 25.3 25.1 21.5 18.7 16.2 
Classroom 

teacher 90.6 92.9 59.2 51.6 38.2 
Parent 13.9 49.9 38.7 39.2 17.5 
Pupil 10.6 42.0 40.0 43.5 17.0 

Table 103 reveals that the results of standardized measures are 

generally made available to school functionaries. The principal and 

classroom teacher are mentioned most frequently as receiving results 

of intelligence and standardized achievement tests, with the guidance 

specialists, together with these individuals, most frequently mentioned 

for special aptitudes, interest, and personality measures. The lower 

percentage of responses pertaining to supervisor, school psychologist, 

and guidance counselor is due in part to the fact that many of the 

small schools included in the total sample do not number such special -

ists among their staff. Attention is called to previous findings which 

r.________.:L...---1_.~---- ·-
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indicate that measures of special aptitudes, interests, and personal-

ity are not used as extensively as intelligence and standardized 

achievement tests. Percentage of responses in columns (4), V5), and 

(6) are thus somewhat lower than those in columns (1) and (2), since 

percentages are figured on the total sample of schools participating 

in the study. Data presented indicate, however, that test results are 

generally made available to school functionaries requiring such results. 

Findings indicate that schools are not adequately making test re-

sults available to parents and pupils. A glaring example of this fact 

is noted in Table 102, column (2), where results are made available to 

parents and pupils by 13.9 and 10.6 per cent of the schools, respec-

tively. The literature strongly advocates the presentation of test 

data to parents and pupils with appropriate explanation and interpre-

tation. To accomplish this task, schools must embark upon a program 

to instruct and inform parents in bare essentials of test understand-

ing and score interpretation. Pupils must also be given training in 

test interpretation . 

Schools evidently are not carrying out this aspect of the testing 

program. This problem is not unique to the New England public schools, 
ll 

as evidenced by previous surveys reviewed in this study. If test 

data are to function in the lives of pupils and assist them in personal 

assessment and educational growth, schools must make results available 

to all those concerned with the educational process. 

l/Chapter II, supra. 

II 
~. 
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Form in which test results are made available.-- The l i terature 

advocates that test results be presented in a meaning f ul way so that 

the strengths, weaknesses, patterns, and trends may be easily discern-

ible to all school functionaries. The practice followed in the schools 

for presenting intelligence and standardi zed ·achievement test results 

is noted in Tables 103 and 104. 

Table 103. Form in Which Intelligence Test Results Are Gene~ally Made 
Available to Teachers and Staff Members 

Percentage of Responses 
Form According to Enrollment Cate~ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Class record sheet 
giving total 
scores of pupils 61.0 64.3 59.2 62.5 48.5 50.0 59.5 

Individual pupil 
profile chart 48.0 42.8 42.3 45.0 57.6 31.8 44.8 

Class record sheet 
giving part and 
total scores of 
pupils 33.0 32.8 26.1 40.0 39.4 36.4 32.1 

Class or group 
prof1}e charts 30.0 32 . 8 31.5 37.5 30.3 36.4 32.1 

Others- 3.0 7.1 10.0 5.0 15.1 27.3 8.6 

~/In order of decreasing frequenc y: individual pupil permanent record 
card giving total score; indi vidual test booklet; mimeographed summary 
sheets giving scores for various schools as well as grade, class, and 
city medians; quintile charts. 

-

1 



Table 104. Form in Which Standardized Achievement Results Are 
Generally Made Available to Teachers and Staff Members 

Percentage of Responses 
Form According to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Individual pupil 
profile charts 65.0 62.8 66.1 45.0 60.6 45.4 

Class record sheet 
giving total 
scores of pupils 54.0 57.1 55.4 60.0 39.4 45.4 

Class or group 
profile charts 34.0 41.4 41.7 50.0 36.4 45.4 

Class record sheet 
giving part and 
total scores 
of pu~ils 38.0 34.3 33.8 35.0 48.5 36.4 

Others~ 2.0 5.7 10.8 2.5 18.2 27.3 
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VII 
{8) 

61.6 

53.9 

42.3 

36.4 
8.3 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: individual pupil permanent record 
card, mimeographed sunnnary for schools throughout the system, cumulative 
record card giving total scores. 

Class record sheets giving total scores of pupils and individual 

pupil profile charts are mentioned most frequently as the forms used 

for recording intelligence test results, 59.5 per cent reporting use 

of the former and 44.8 per cent of the latter. Approximately one third 

of the schools report the use of class record sheets giving part and 

total scores of pupils, and class or group profile charts. The use of 

individual profile charts is strongly advocated by the literature, 

particularly if the multiscore type is used for studying the individ-

ual's performance. This type of measure would almost dictate the use 

of the class record sheets giving part and total scores of pupils. 

Responses provided in Table 103 may imply that only approximately one 

I. _I_I _ _____.1LI1 
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third of the schools administer multiscore intelligence tests. 

It is noted that individual profile charts are most frequently 

used in recording achievement test scores. These are usually provided 

by test publishers. It is also significant to note that 42.3 per cent 

of the schools report the use of class or group profiles. Some schools 

report the use of several forms. 

The aim of the recording system is to place the results in the 

hands of the staff in a meaningful and comparable basis which is under-

' 
standable and easy to use. Individual pupil profile charts and class 

or group profile charts meet these criteria and provide the best means 

of analyzing individual pupil scores and composite group scores. 

These means may well serve as an added stimulus for effecting improve-

ments in curriculum emphasis, teaching procedures, and methods of 

study. Findings imply that the New England public schools need to 

develop more fully this method of presentation. Too many schools re-

port simply the use of class record sheets giving total scores. 

The literature reveals that, in addition to providing group data 

in understandable form to school personnel, a systematic plan for or-

ganizing pertinent test data about the individual pupil on a cumulative 

basis is essential. The practice followed by the New England public 

schools in recording test data for the individual pupil is presented 

in Table 105 . 
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Table 105. Recording the Test Results of Individual Pupils 

Percentage of Responses 
Practice Accordinz to Enrollment Cate ories 

I II III IV v. VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) {_5_)_ (6) (7) (8) 

Recorded on pupil 
cumulative perma-
nent record card 85.0 90 .0 90.8 92.5 97.0 95.4 90.1 

Recorded on indi-
vidual pupil pro-
file card 27.0 24.3 32.3 25.0 27.3 31.8 28.3 

Recorded on indi -
vidual pupil test 
record sheet or 
card cover ing all 
tests administered 
at giyen gr. level 29.0 21.4 24.6 40 .0 42.4 22.7 28.1 

Others- 1.0 1.4 1.5 5.0 6.1 13.6 2.8 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: test covers and profile sheets, 
recorded on summary sheet, IBM typed sheets. 

Approximately 90 per cent of the schools report that results are 

recorded on the pupil's permanent cumulative record card. This prac-
]) 

tice is generally followed in other schools throughout the country 

and follows procedures advocated in the literature. Approximately 28 

per cent of the schools report the use of an individual pupil profile 

card and/or an individual pupil t~st record sheet or card. These are 

kept in the individual cumulative folder and are advocated by writers 

as providing a ready means with a high "glance value" for studying the 

pupil's cumulat i ve test record. There appears to be a recent trend for 

schools to make more use o f these forms. This is particularly apparent 

in schools in category V. 

l/Chapter II, supra. 
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Using derived scores.-- Individual test scores acquire meaning 

only when they are compared with the scores of well-identified groups. 

Practices followed by the New England public schools in deriving scores 

and in developing norms are indicated in Tables 106. and 107. 

Table 106. Derived Scores in Which Standardized Achievement Tests Are 
Generally Recorded in the School Record 

Derived Percentage of Responses 

Scores AccordinK to Enrollment Cate~ories 
I II III IV v VI VII 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Grade Equivalents 90.0 92.8 88.4 95.0 90.9 95.4 90.9 
Percentile Rank 42.0 58.6 58.5 60.0 75.7 54.5 55.7 
Age Equivalents 36.0 32.8 18.5 35.0 36.4 27.3 29.1 
Standard Scores 27.0 25.7 19.2 27.5 27.3 31.8 24.5 
Stanine' 3.0 2.8 3.1 7.5 6.1 9.1 4.0 
Others!! 1.0 - - - - - 0.7 

!!/In order of decreasing frequency: achievement quotient, numerical 
standing in class, local quartiles, T scores. 

Table 106 reveals that grade equivalents are the most widely used 

derived scores, 90.9 per cent of the schools reporting their use, fol-

lowed by percentile rank, age equivalent, and standard scores. Stanines 

find little use in the New England public schools, only 4 per cent of 

the schools reporting the use of these scores. This is undoubtedly due 

to the recent development of this type of score. Responses also indi-

cate that some systems make use of several types of derived scores. 
]J_ 

Current practices surveys reveal that grade equivalent, age equiva-

lent, and percentile rank are the most commonly used types, while the 

l/Chapter II, supra. 
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literature generally lists age, grade, percentile, and standard score 

as the most frequently used type of norms in the schools today . Find-

ings presented in this study reveal that the grade equivalent and per-

centile rank are used much more extensively in the New England public 

schools, regardless of size, than other types of derived scores . 

Data pertaining to the type of norm being used in the New England 

public schools are included in Table 107. 

Table 107. Norms Generally Used in Interpreting Standardized Test Data 

Percentage o f Responses 
Norm According to Enrollment Cate or ies 

I II III IV v vi VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7} (_8) 

Norms furnished by 
test publisher 93.0 95.7 93.8 97.5 97.0 86.4 94.2 

Norms computed on 
local level for 
school system 8.0 17.1 19.2 30.0 48.5 50.0 21.3 

Norms computed on 
regional basis 11.0 15.7 27.7 20.0 21.2 4.5 18.8 

Table 107 reveals that the majority of school systems make use 

primarily of national norms furnished by the test publisher, 94.2 per 

cent of the schools reporting this practice. Data also indicate that 

some schools make use of more than one norm. This is particularly 

true of systems in categories III and IV. It is noted that local norms 

find primary use in the larger systems (categories V and VI). The 

literature advocates the use of local norms as supplementary to the 

national norm provided by the test publisher. This applies to the 
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small as well as the larger school system. Although the larger school 

district is making limited use of local norms, only 21.3 per cent of 

the total sample report their use. Reg i onal norms find less use than 

local norms. Data reveal that the publ i c schools in the New England 

area can well expand the use of both the local and regional norms. 

6. Using the Results of the Testing 

and Evaluation Program 

The literature underlines the fact that the heart of the testing 

and evaluation program is the use that is made of the results of the 

measures of that program. Many and varied uses may be made of measures. 

All members of the staff may utilize the results of the testing program 

for administrative purposes, instructional purposes, educational and 

vocational guidance, and research. Since the results of various meas­

ures are interrelated and difficult to pinpoint, many purposes and uses 

may be served by the same data. Findings presented in this study per­

tain to the main administrative and supervisory uses reported for meas­

ures of academic aptitude, achievement, special aptitude, interest, and 

personal-social adjustment. 

Academic aptitude or intelligence tests.- - The main admin i strative 

and supervisory uses of the results of i ntelligence tests are revealed 

in Table 108. 
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Table 108. Main Administrative and Supervisory Uses Being Made of the 
Results of Intelligence Tests 

Percentage of Responses 
Common Occasional Not Used Practice Use 

Use 

_(1) (2) (3) (4) 

To identify those pupils achieving 
significantly below their capacity 
to achieve 

To aid in grouping within grades 
To aid in placement of pupils in 

grades 
To aid in determining the expect­

ancy level in achievement within 
the class group and schools 

To assist in planning special pro­
grams to meet the needs of indi­
vidual pupils and class groups 

To determine how different groups 
compare in ability levels from 
school to school and within 
schools 

Other uses 

68.6 
64.0 

53.2 

47.8 

45.8 

31.4 
8.6 

26.1 
23.3 

23.3 

29.4 

31.9 

26.1 
38.0 

5.6 
12.9 

23.8 

23.7 

22.3 

42 .5 
87.6 

Other varying uses are reported by respondents. As indicated in 

Table 108, these do not receive a high degree of emphasis or utility, 

only 8.6 per cent of the schools report ing their use as a common prac-

tice (column 3). Those most frequently appearing in responses are 

listed in order of decreasing fr equency: 

1. To identify except ional pupils for special class and honors 

groups 

2. To identify over ~ and underachiever. 

3. To aid in educational and vocational guidance 

4. To aid in determining promotion and nonpromotion 
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5. To aid in program evaluation and curriculum planning 

6. To aid in determining expectancy level of the school system 

7. To aid in making referrals for psychological clinics, etc. 

Findings disclose that many uses are being made of intelligence 

test results by the New England public schools. Major uses reported in 

this study are pupil identification, grouping and placement, and cur­

riculum planning, with emphasis in the order named. The majority of 

schools report greater use in aiding the individual's school adjust­

ment and development as contrasted with the broader aspect of over-all 

program planning, curriculum evaluation and adjustment, and the evalua­

tion and improvement of instruction. The literature advocates full 

utilization in all these areas. No use is reported for educational 

research or interpreting the schools to the public. Responses in 

columns (3) and (4) point clearly to the fact that many school systems 

are not making full utilization of test results. 

Standardized achievement test.-- Practices pertaining to the uses 

made of standardized achievement test results are reported in Table 109. 
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Table 109. Main Administrative and Supervisory Uses Being Made of the 
Results of Standardized Achievement Tests 

Percentage Respon es 
Use Common 

Practice 
(1) (2) 

To identify instructional areas need-
ing special emphasis 71.1 

To aid in counseling of individuals 
regarding educational and vocat i on-
al planning 63.3 

To reveal extent to which instruc-
tional objectives are being 
attained 59.5 

To aid in grouping within the grade 
or class group 58.2 

To aid in placement of pupils in 
grades 53. 4 

To determine how achievement of local 
groups compares with that of other 
systems 46.8 

To aid in curriculum revision and 
evaluation 31.6 

To interpret the work of the school 
to the public 25.6 

To compare the achievement of dif-
ferent class groups within the 
system 18.5 

To evaluate different teaching 
methods and materials of instruction 11.4 

To rate the pr oficiency of dif f e r ent 
teachers 2.8 

Others 4.0 

Occasional 
Use 
(3) 

21.0 

22.8 

22.8 

25.6 

24.0 

24.5 

34.4 

39.2 

23.5 

27.8 

14.7 
2.8 

Not Used 

(4) 

7.8 

13.9 

17.7 

16.2 

22.5 

28.6 

33.9 

35.2 

58 , 0 

60.7 

82.5 
93.2 

In addition to the uses stated in Table 109, respondents indicate 

many other varied uses of standardized achievement tests. Listed in 

order of decreasing frequency, they are: 

1. To identify under- and overachievers 

2. To determine proper electives within the program 
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3. To inform parents of pupils' progress in certain areas 

4. To identify gifted pupils 

5. To aid in planning special programs for the slow learner and 

the gifted . 

6. To aid in establishing special groups 

7. To provide informational material for school board 

8. To compare teachers' achievement ratings with those of test 

ratings 

9. To aid in determining promotion and nonpromotion 

10. To serve as a teaching device with teachers. 

Uses listed in the accompanying table point to the following major 

areas of use of achievement test results: evaluation and improvement 

of instruction, grouping and placement of pupils, curriculum evaluation 

and revision. Wide use is made of results as noted by the ~ariety of 

responses. The relatively low percentage of responses in column (2) 

denotes the fact that many schools are not making maximum use of the 

results. Responses for use, "To evaluate different teaching methods 

and materials of instruction," is cited as one example. Certainly more 

than 11~4 per cent of the schools should take advantage of the data 

provided by the results of these measures to study and improve method­

ology and teaching materials. 

Attention is called to the responses noted for "To rate the pro­

ficiency of different teachers." It is gratifying to note that 93.2 

per cent of the schools recognize this malpractice. Several adminis­

trators expressed concern over this item and other areas of test 
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utilization, as evidenced by the following comment extracted from one 

inquiry form: 

"We are extremely careful to defend the testing program from 
any suggestion that it will be used in any way to evaluate 
individual teachers and from the danger that the goals of 
instruction come to be the outcomes measured by standardized 
instruments." 

Although standardized achievement test results are being put to 

many uses, responses clearly indicate that many schools are not making 

full utilization of these measures. Percentage responses recorded in 

columns (3) and (4) reveal that a large proportion of the schools are 

merely scratching the surface in receiving maximum benefit of the test-

ing program. 

Special aptitude tests, interest inventories, and personality 

measures have only limited use in the New England public schools 

(Tables 53, 55, 57) and find primary utility for guidance purposes. 

These measures, together with other data, can be used to great advantage 

by administrators and supervisors concerned with the total educational 

program. Major administrative and supervisory uses made of the results 

of these measures by the New England public schools are indicated in 

Tables 110 to 112. 

Special aptitude tests.-- Table 110 provides data pertaining to 

uses made of special aptitude test results. 
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Table 110. Main Administrative and Supervisory Uses Being Made of the 
Results of Special Aptitude Tests 

Percentage Responses 
Use Common Occasional Not Used 

Practice Use 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

To aid in the placement of pupils in 
grades and for grouping within the 
grade or class 23.5 24.5 51.9 

To place pupils in remedial or cor-
rective classes 18.2 22.5 59.2 

To determine the needs for special 
schoo} programs 13.9 18.7 67.3 

Others.§: 7.8 7.6 84.5 

.§:/In order of decreasing frequency: to aid the counseling procedure; 
to aid in educational and vocational planning; to aid in course selec­
tion at the senior high school; to aid placement of pupils in trade 
and vocational schools; to aid in determining proper electives with 
the program of studies; to aid in setting up accelerated class pro­
grams; to aid in identifying special talents; to aid in job placement; 
to aid in establishing special school and out-of-school programs. 

The primary use made of the results of special aptitude tests is 

for pupil placement and grouping, with minor use being reported for 

curriculum revision and evaluation. Other uses reported may be con-

sidered primarily in the general area of individual pupil guidance. 

It is somewhat disturbing to note that less than one fourth of the 

schools report that it is common practice to use the results of special 

aptitude tests for the more commonly accepted administrative and super -

visory uses. It is evident that the majority of the schools are making 

only minor use of these measures for administrative and supervisory 

purposes. 
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Interest inventories.-- Administrative and supervisory uses made 

of the results of interest measures are presented in Table 111. 

Table 111. Main Administrative and Supervisory Uses Being Made of the 
Results of Interest Inventories 

Percentage ResEonses 
Use Common Occasional Not Used 

Practice Use 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

To provide a partial basis for 
parent-pupil-teacher and/or coun-
selor conferences on educational 
and vocational planning 45.8 22.3 32.1 

To identify special interest areas 
coinciding with special or high 
level general ability 27.6 22.0 50.4 

To provide a basis for an occupa-
tion ;nit in various courses 9.1 14 .4 76. 4 

Others2. 22.8 2.5 95.2 

2,/In order of decreasing frequency: to aid in educational and voca­
tional planning; to aid in counseling; to aid in English department in 
assigning outside reading; to aid pupils in subject choices (explora­
tory study); to aid in selecting avocational activity; to provide in­
formation t o outside agencies for the terminal student seeking employ­
ment, etc.; to aid in school referrals. 

Interest inventories find major use in the general area of indi-

vidual pupil guidance as evidenced by the responses provided in Table 

111 (item 1). Responses to items 2 and 3 in the table imply some use 

for curriculum evaluation and revision. As indicated in Table 55, 

interest inventories have limited use i n the New England public schools. 

Those schools that do include these measures in the testing program 

make only minor uses of the results for administrative and supervisory 

purposes. 
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Personality measures.-- Major administrative and supervisory uses 

reported for personality measures are depicted in Table 112. 

Table 112. Main Administrative and Supervisory Uses Being Made of the 
Results of Personality Measures 

Percenta~e Responses 
Use CoiDIWn Occas ional Not Used 

Practice Use 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

To determine the need for special 
attention to certain areas of the 
curriculum 5.1 14.4 80.5 

To determine the personal and mental 
health problems which characterize 
class groups, schools, or school 
districts 4.5 19.0 76.4 

To determine class groups or schools 
that need special assistance in 
the social school situation 4.5 13.2 82.3 

Others~/ 7.1 8.6 84.3 

~/In order of decreasing frequency: used chiefly in individual coun­
seling situations and case work--individual analysis; to discover basic 
emotional needs in individual cases; to aid in referring individual 
problem cases to specialists; to aid in identifying pupils needing 
special help; to aid in appraising individual maladjustments; to aid 
in determining personal and mental health problems which characterize 
individuals; to aid counselors to give direction to interviews with 
emotionally disturbed pupils. 

Personality measures have very limited use in the New England 

public schools (Table 57). Many respondents indicate that group meas-

ures are rarely used, and then only with parental permission. Findings 

further indicate that these measures are used chiefly by guidance 

counselors and specialists. It thus becomes evident that results of 

these measures are used principally for individual pupil guidance and 

_I_ I_ .. 
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case work. A review of Table 112 shows this fact to be very apparent, 

the large majority of schools reporting "not used" (column (4)) for the 

items enumerated in the table. Limited use of the results of these 

measures for administrative and supervisory purposes will continue until 

these measures have greater use in the schools. 

Other uses.-- Many and varied uses are being made of the results 

of the testing program. Findings reported previously reveal that tests 

serve many purposes, several uses or purposes being satisfied by the 

same data. Standardized measures are not the exclusive tool of any one 

branch of the profession. To attain maximum utilization, these measures 

must be considered in relation to other available data. 

As a further means of determining the use made of test results, 

respondents were asked to cite specifically anything that has been 

done in the past two years by way of use of the results of the testing 

program, not noted in responses previously recorded in the inquiry form. 

Upwards of 375 separate comments were received. These comments 

represent specific ways in which test results have been used at the 

local level in affecting significant improvements and changes in the 

total school program. All comments were carefully analyzed and tabu­

lated, and may be found in Appendix H. A study of these comments re­

veals that test results are being used in many and varied ways at the 

local level and are influencing many aspects of the school program. 

Findings in this study reveal that comments may be categorized under 

the following five administrative and supervisory uses : 
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1. An aid for expanding educational services and effecting major 

improvements in the instructional program 

2. An aid for initiating program expansion and instituting enrich­

ment activities 

3. An aid for initiating curriculum revision 

4. An aid for instituting changes in methodology and instructional 

procedures 

5. A public relations medium--an aid for informing the public of 

basic need of the local school system. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS 

Responses received on the 395 inquiry forms analyzed in the 

present study reveal certain discernible trends and patterns in the 

pupil-centered testing and evaluation program in the New England 

public schools. This chapter summarizes the general findings of the 

study, sets forth certain conclusions and recommendations pertaining 

to present practices, and makes specific recommendations for further 

research and study in the area under consideration. The reader is 

referred to Chapter IV for detailed findings pertaining to various 

aspects of the appraisal program. 

1. Summary of Findings 

General program. - - Major findings pertaining to general aspects 

of the over-all program in the New England public schools are : 

1. Wide diversity of practices is noted in the pupil-centered 

testing and evaluation programs ranging from a comprehensive 

program to the traditional program hopelessly mired in the past. 

2. The expenditure per pupil (exclusive of salaries) for the pupil 

appraisal program ranges from less than twenty- five cents to 

slightly more than $2.00, with a median of forty cents, the 

25th percentile at twenty-five cents, and the 75th percentile 

at sixty-two cents. 

- 319-
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3. The larger school systems provide a more comprehensive ap­

praisal program than the small school systems, both in terms 

of areas of evaluation and specialized personnel to aid in the 

program. 

Organizing and administering the program. - - Salient features of 

the organizational and administrative aspect of the program are noted 

in the findings. These are summarized below. 

1. The general school administrators are responsible for direct ­

ing the pupil appraisal program in the majority of the schools. 

This responsibility shifts to pupil personnel functionaries in 

the larger school systems, wi t h the guidance director most fre­

quently assuming this responsibility. Many varying titles are 

reported for the functionary directing the appraisal program. 

2. Less than 5 per cent of the school systems report a full-time 

director of the testing and evaluation program. 

3. In approximately one third of the school systems the person 

responsible for directing the testing and evaluation program 

holds an advanced degree with specialization in the field of 

tests and measurements. 

4. It is not common practice for school systems to have a school­

wide testing committee to aid in program planning and develop­

ment, only 5 per cent of the systems reporting such a committee. 

5. Scheduling and test selection are done mainly by the general 

school administrators. This responsibility shifts to pupil 

personnel functionaries in the larger school systems. 

~------JL-----------------------------~~------------------------------------------
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6. The classroom teacher most frequently administers group meas­

ures in the standardized test i ng program. 

7. The majority of schools hand- score standardized group tests at 

the local level. This task is usually done by the classroom 

teacher. 

8. Very limited use is made o f outside consultative services. The 

majority of school systems indicate that they would use such 

services if they could be made available, The small school 

system evidences the greatest desire in this area. 

9. The New England public schools do not participate to any great 

extent in state-wide or regional testing programs, only 13 per 

cent reporting regular participation. 

10. Approximately one half of the school systems have an in-service 

program in measurements for teachers. The larger school sys ­

tems are more active in this area than the small systems. 

11. During the past five years the pupil - centered testing and eval­

uation program has steadily expanded in approximately 70 per 

cent of the school systems. Fifty- eight per cent of the systems 

reported that this was brought about chiefly because of recog­

nition of new needs. 

12. The major problem or weakness reported by the schools centers 

around test utilization and staff limitations. 

Measurement devices used in the program.-- Certain trends and 

practices pettaining to the general areas of pupil behavior being 
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evaluated by standardized measures are summarized below. 

1. The major emphasis in the pupil-centered testing and evaluation 

program is upon tests. 

2. Intelligence tests and standardized achievement tests form the 

hard core of the group testing program, both measures being ad­

ministered on a systematic basis at regular intervals through­

out the school systems. 

3. Group tests of intelligence are usually administered at grades 

1, 3, and 6 or 7. The majority of schools use individual in­

telligence tests to retest and check questionable cases, the 

larger school systems leading in this practice. 

4. Tests of special aptitude, interest, and personality are 

available for special needs or purposes but are not used ex­

tensively on a systematic basis in the majority of schools. 

Their use is largely limited to the secondary level. 

5. Standardized measures in reading, arithmetic, language usage, 

and spelling are used regularly on a systematic basis in the 

schools at the elementary level. Social studies, science, and 

work-study s~ills are measured regularly by the majority of 

schools, but not as extensively as the first four named areas. 

6. A wide variety of patterns pertaining to grade level of usage 

o f standardized achievement measures is noted. The greatest 

level of concentration is at grades 6, 8, 4, and 3, in the 

order pamed. 
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7. Standardized achievement testing is not carried on as exten­

sively at the secondary level as at the elementary level. 

Reading receives the greatest emphasis, followed by mathematics, 

language usage, science, and social studies. Limited use is 

made of standardized measures in the fields of literature, 

study-skills, modern language, and business education. Stand­

ardized measures are rarely used in ho~e economics, industrial 

arts, music, and art. 

8. The end of the year or spring testing predominates in the 

schools, with the smaller school systems leading in this prac ­

tice. 

9 . Non-test techniques find limited use in the schools. Anecdotal 

records and behavior or personality ratings have the greatest 

frequency of use. pirected observation, autobiography, problem 

checklist, case study, and sociometric techniques have very 

little usage. 

10. Very few school systems make use of locally constructed achieve­

ment tests of a system-wide basis, only 8 per cent of the schools 

reporting regular use of these measures. 

11. The areas where educators indicate the greatest need for stand­

ardized measuring devices are : general educational development 

at the senior high school, aptitude in music and art, elementary 

science, social studies, and personality. 

Organizing and reporting test results.-- Provisions made for or­

ganizing and .recording test data and pertinent information about the 
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individual pupil are integral phases of the testing and evaluation 

program. Circulating these data to various individuals is considered 

to be essential to the success o f the program. General findings per­

taining to this aspect are noted below. 

· 1. The majority of schools regularly circulate the results of 

intelligence and standardized achievement tests to each teacher 

or staff member concerned with the class group or subject 

tested. 

2. Although the majority of schools make test results available 

to school functionaries, only a limited number of schools make 

such results available to pupils and parents. 

3. The form used most frequently for recording test results is 

the class record sheet giving total scores and the individual 

pupil profile card. 

4. Test data for individual pupils are recorded on a cumulative 

basis in the individual pupil's permanent cumulative record. 

5. The most widely used derived scores are : grade equivalent, 

percentile rank, age equivalent, and standard score. The first 

named score has by far the widest use. 

6. National norms furnished by the test publishers are primarily 

used by the schools. Local and regional norms are used on a 

limited basis, chiefly by the larger school systems. 

Using test results.-- Major findings pertaining to utilization of 

test results are: 

----
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1. Many and varied uses are made of test results. 

2. Major uses of intelligence and standardized achievement tests 

are: pupil identification, grouping and placement, curriculum 

planning and evaluation, and evaluation and improvement of in­

struction. 

3. Results of special aptitude tests, interest inventories, and 

personality measures find primary usage for individual pupil 

guidance purposes. 

4. Test results are being used, to a limited extent, for the fol­

lowing administrative and supervisory purposes : (1) an aid 

for expanding educational services and affecting major improve­

ments in the instructional program; (2) an aid for initiating 

program expansion and instituting enrichment activities; (3) 

an aid for initiating curriculum revision; (4) an aid for in­

stituting changes in methodology and instructional procedures ; 

and (5) a public relations media--an aid for informing the 

public of basic needs of the local school system. 

2. Recommendations 

Several recommendations suggest themselves to the writer : 

1. The expenditure for pupil appraisal programs by the New England 

public schools appears to be exceedingly low when reviewed in 

terms of the total per pupil educational costs. Schools must 

exert a greater effort in providing funds for this program if 

it is to meet the needs of a modern education. 
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2. Expanded budgetary provisions are needed for research, testing 

materials, specialized personnel (including psychological ser­

vices) essential in a comprehensive evaluation program. 

3. Adequate time and personnel should be provided to give the 

necessary direction to the program. In the large system a 

specially trained person should be charged with the responsibil­

ity of the total program. In the small system a teacher should 

be allowed some time to function as the program specialist. 

The schools must strive to attain these aims if the program is 

to attain maximum effectiveness. 

4. Considerable upgrading in training of the professional staff 

is required if the appraisal program is to attain its rightful 

professional status. 

5. Added consultative services and increased personnel are needed 

to operate an expanded testing and evaluation program required 

in today's schools. The small schools may secure this by 

banding together and sharing specialists on a regional basis. 

The State Department of Education could well consider increas­

ing its consultative or advisory services to schools to meet 

this need. 

6. Professional personnel still are required to score tests in 

the majority of schools. In the interest of efficiency and 

economy greater use should be made of clerks, outside agencies, 

and machine scoring. 
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7. Since the classroom teacher plays an important part in the 

testing program, schools should direct added emphasis to the 

education of the teacher in test administration, interpretation, 

and utilization, as well as in newer evaluation techniques. 

This implies an expanded in- service education for teachers and 

other staff members. 

8. The New England public schools as a group seem to be meeting 
I 

minimal standards in the measurement of basic skills and in-

formational areas in the elementary grades, with reading and 

arithmetic receiving the greatest coverage. They appear to 

fall far short of a minimal program in the secondary level, 

both in the broad field areas and in separate subject measure-

ment. Increased test coverage is evidently required at the 

secondary level. 

9. Although many schools are providing excellent testing coverage 

at critical points in the pupil's school career, the New Eng-

land public schools as a group could increase the effectiveness 

of their testing program by concentrating more testing at 

transitional periods in the pupil's career. This implies 

grades 3 or 4, grades 6 or 7, grades 9 or 10, and grade 12. 

10. The traditional test approach dominates the New England scene, 

with emphasis upon the three R's and subject content areas. 

Newer techniques for the most part are neglected. Additional 

emphasis on measurement of the functional aspects of learning 

is strongly advocated. 
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11. The greatest need for improvement in the present programs 

might be found in the area of personal-social development. 

Very little is being done to evaluate social attitude, emo­

tional adjustment, social adjustment, and related needs of the 

learner. Increased use of informal non-test devices, creative 

attempts to secure new clevices, and research on improved methods 

of measurement remain a crying need of the schools. More atten­

tion and effort should be directed toward these needs. 

12. Data imply that achievement test s are used more extensively for 

administrative and survey purposes than for instructional and 

classroom purposes. Programs might attain greater effective­

ness if the reverse were true. 

13. The New England public schools, as a whole, make little use of 

the locally constructed achievement test on a system-wide basis. 

This is an area requiring attention and added emphasis . 

14. The schools, as a whole, do an adequate job in circulating and 

making test results available to school functionaries, but fall 

far short in making results available to parents and pupils. 

It is evident that schools need to present these data to pupils 

and parents with proper explanation and interpretation. This 

dictates a pupil and parent education program in test interpre­

tation. This would seem to be a definite need requiring atten­

tion. 

15. Additional use of stanines as derived scores and more extensive 

use of the local and regional norm as a means of making scores 
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more meaningful and comparable are advocated. 

16. The primary use of test results is more for purposes of guid­

ance and aiding the maximum school adjustment of the pupil. 

Greater utilization would be achieved if results were used to 

a greater extent to improve the more broad aspects of the edu­

cational program. Greater use for the following purposes is 

thus advocated : curriculum evaluation and improvement, eval­

uating and improving instruction, educational research, and 

interpreting the schools to the public. 

3. Possibilities for Further Research 

It is apparent that a real need exists for further investigation 

of many aspects of the pupil-centered testing and evaluation program. 

A few suggested studies for pro f itable research follow. 

1. A follow-up study of the present investigation could be made 

to determine the impact of the National Defense Education Act 

of 1958 on the testing and evaluation programs in New England 

public schools. 

2. The present study could be expanded to include a sampling of 

schools throughout the country in order to determine the present 

testing and evaluation practices in the public (or private) 

schools in the United States or in a selected geographical 

area. 

3. A more detailed analysis could be made of many aspects of the 

testing and evaluation progr am investigated in this study . 
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4. A follow-up study of measurement practices of classroom teachers 

in New England public schools would prove to be a profitable 

supplement to the present study. 

5. A study to determine the criteria used to select tests could 

be made. This study would involve an analysis of the purposes 

behind the use of a particular test. It could seek to deter ­

mine if there is any relationship between the school's educa­

tional objectives and the purposes underlying test selection. 

6. A detailed analysis could be made to determine the specific 

aspects of achievement being emphasized in the school's stand­

ardized achievement testing program. This would involve an 

analysis of the specific measures used in the school-wide 

program. 

4. Limitations of the Study 

This study is limited to those major items included in the inquiry 

form. It does not include every possible testing and evaluation prac­

tice. The study shares the limitations of all such surveys using an 

inquiry form in that it depends for its validity on the truthfulness 

of the person reporting. Except for the six systems which were checked 

in person by the author, it was impossible to judge the accuracy of the 

replies. The reliability of the replies is limited by variation in 

individual interpretation. 
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General 1.nforma·c ion 

~ote: The i nformat:ton requested in th. s I nqu:try FOI'm appl iecl to ·c~1e 
school year 1955 - 1956. -

l. NamE~ of town (city) ________________ _ Date ____________ __ 

~. Population of tO\m (c i ty) _________ _ 

5. Total number of pupils enrolled in school system as of October 1st 

~. UndE~r what plan i s the school system in the town (city) organtzed? 
Che<:k ( v) one. 

a (' 18 - 4 b(' 6 - 3 - 3 
c( 6 2 - 4 
d ( 6 .. 6 
e( Other (Specify) 

)• If there is no hi gh school in the town, t+Vhere do the major ty of students 
at te~nd high school? 

name of school tmm ( city) 

, • Is a. definite provision made in the school budget for the pupil appra: Sell 
program? Checl< ( v) one. 

Na·te: The pupil appraisal program is intended to inclt,de the school 
---- program for measuring pupil inte111gence 3 ach~evement, special 

aptitudes, interest, and personality trai ts. 

Yes 
No 

If "Yes" in item 6 1a checked, answer the next i·cem. 

How is this amount allocated in the school budget? Check {v) 

Allocated separately to elementary and secondary schools 
Allocated separately to individual school buildings in the system 
Included in the budget in one lump sum 
Other (Specify) 

,. Approximately tJhat amount is spent each year for the. pupil appraisal 
program? 

Note: This amount should include the purchase of tests 9 materials, 
---- scoring services, and other items exclusive of salaries of 

personnel. 
$ _________________ __ 

• Name of person filling out this Inquiry Form----------------~---------·--·-
Offjcial position ___________________________________ __ 
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Part I . HOW IS THE PROGRAM ORGAI'JIZED AND ADr.UNISTERED AT THE LOCAL LEVEL? 

A. Responsibility for Administering the Program 

lo Who is charged with the responsibility of planning3 organizing 
and supervising the system-wide pupil apprai sal program in the 
school system? Check {v) one or more. 

Superintendent of Schools 
Assistant Superintendent of Schools 
Committee on testing and evaluation 
School Principal 
Director of Testing 
Director of Guidance 
School Psychologist 
Other (Specify) 

2~ If a committee on testing and evaluation exists in the school 
system# who are members of this committee? Check (v) 

a( Superintendent of Schools 
b~ Assistant Superi ntendent of Schools 
c Principal 
d Supervisor 
e Director or Testing 
f Director of Guidance 
g School Psychologist 
h Guidance Counselor 
i Department Head 
j Classroom Teacher 
k Parent 
1 Pupil 
m Others (Specify) 

3 What is the title or the person in charge of the system-wide 

testing program? (Specify) ______________________________ __ 

a. Has this person special traini ng in tests and measurement 
~mich qualify him for this position? Check {v) one. 

a ( ) Yes 
b( ) No 

b. Approximately what proportion of this person~s time is 
spent in testing and evaluation activities? 

. (Specify} 

l l-.. l~ho is charged with the respons :tbil:tty of scheduling the 
system-wide testing program? · Check (v)~ 

a~ l Class~oom teacher 
b suoervisor 
c Principal 
d
0 

.) ·' Di.rector of Testing 
t ~ommtttee on testing and evaluation 

f' { ) Ass i stant Superintendent of Schools 
g ( ) Supe::•!n endent of Schools h( ) Other (Specify) __________________________________ ~ 



Indicate by checldP...g tv) in the appropr .ate ·co1uc:ns tho is res pons~ ble 
for ..s,h~s: D~ the various t;y-pcs or meas1X".,es used :tn the testing and 

,...:-avalv.a:cion progr>arn. 

Person. 
t I 
!.Group 
tintell. 

6- II 
tin.divido 
O..Xntell. 

u_Tests tTests 
~ssroom teache~ t t 
D_artment head t §_ 

lt:ee of' 1~reasures 
1 III 1 --I~v=---r-tr --:V:":!:"'. --~r=~v==t=-. -
tStando '-Special a.Person- n.tnterest 
nAchieve. tApt1t. ~ ality ~Inventor-
ll]ests i.Tests tTest.s '- ies 
o_ e_ t '-

._ t '- ·-
Q.exviso r t a. ~ o_ '- o_ 

~"ector of Guidance '- '- '- t 

dance Counselor L t '- l t 
;iti.ng s·oec ia 11§:'(( i_ v_ r_ Q_ ' t 

pnm~i~t~te~e~-o~n~~~e~s~t~-i~ng~N~r~--------~t--------~t----------~'---------~~--------~'---------
~-cher C omrni t t~e v_ ~- '- 9_ 1 o. 
ncipal l l l t ~ 

~!..§t. S'::!£t 0 of S..Qh t _ '- '- '- r e. 
bt. of ;3chool~sM-----~~--------~t--------~t----------~t--------~~---------~t ______ __ 
aexJ~~~ci;LYJh: ________ ~·~------~~---------·------------~~------~~--------~'----=---=-t l I 1. 

I Indicate by checki~g (v) in-the appropriate column who usually administers 
the va:rious types of measures used in the testing and evaluation program. 

I 

3chool :Personnel u.· r " r II 1 !11. t !iJ -r v 
tGroup tind:l vid. tStand . tSpecial •-Person­
tintell. '-Intell o •.Achieve. i_Aptit. s_ a 11 ty 
tTests '-Tests lTests tTests tTests 

1 Vf 
tlnterest 
'-Inventor­
i_ ies 

assroom teacher v_ '- r. I. 

partmerr~ head t '-
berviso:r t t 

t 
t 
t 
t 

'­
s_ 

1. 
v_ 

t 
t 
t 

' 

-
9_ 

'-
~-
o. 
n_ 

;_ 

Indicate by checking (v) in the appropriate columns the procedure that is 
usually follm1ed in .!~.CJ>ring tests in the elementary and secondary schools o 

o Scoring Procedur~--
t-c=-----~E~~-e-m_e_n~t-a_r_y~S~c~h.-o·o~l~s~~--~t----~s-e-c_o_n~d-a_r_l~S-c~h-o-o~l-s ____ _ 
a.......,_l"""~;;.;;...;.~,.-....~.,.,r,~::c.P----..._~. -~rr.r--'- tv= • v • vr 

~ype of r~easure tLocal n_Local tOutside tLocal tLocal tQutside 
r..Eand ttvlachine tA.gency a.Hand a.r.~achine a.Agency 
tScoring tScoring ~or Person ~Scoring ~Scoril)g ~of Pors~n 
t t l l t l 
t t ._ §_ o_ '-._ '- t ._ ._ '-
'- t t t t ;_ 

t t t t Q_ o_ 

t t t t 8_ t 
t t ~ t t t 
i. t 0.. Q_ t a_ -~ l t l s_ t 
t t I_ t &_ t 
- - - - -

11 JJ 11 



(_, . r::: Jx,\x~).l : ~- c·-: :.c:t 3tR ... ·:iiz""'2 l c ' ; i .ve .en· '~ r s·~s are :corer.' 1 i!:J.l l y :0~7 
. 1;; l.''"' '·-~l:t;:r '· ·( 1 \ I!: ·. ' i._: ~ 0~· ._; '1 .C -7 .. ._; .'. ) an:_)l~v .. · .. ;.· ·:: r>QJ.U'.Ji19 - t'?.) 

"1- 4ii46EL i rr 
Scbool Personnel 9_ Intelligence Standardized 

i_ Tests 1 Ach:l.evement Tests 
a:-G'lassroom teacher-
~ Committ~e C)l~~~Le~a~cm.h~e~r~s~----------~------------------F---------~--------'- i 

G_ 0 

c. fJLii'dance s~~c1ariat -
cr.P:!-'inciE_al ----------~-::--------~'"':."""'---------

I_ ~-
I_ D_ 

e. Clerk i_ u 

r:- otfier -Tspecrfy) l l 
i_ a_ 

B. Using Outside Services 

1. To l-.rhat extent does the school system use the services of 
outside testing specialists on a consultant basis? Check (v) 

a~ l Regularly 
b Occasionally 
c Never 

' 
2. \vould the school system use the services of a consultant if onE 

could be made available? Check (v) one. 

~~ l i~s 
c{ Comment 

~-----------------------------------------------
3. Does the school system make use of the servi.ces of an outside 

t esting agency or service? 

a( ) Yes 
b( ) No 

If 11 Yes 11 in Item 3 is checked, amn'ler the follot'ling two items 

a. Who directs or sponsors this service? Check (v) 

lf l College or University 
2 State Department of Education 
3 Commercial Service Agency 4 Other (Specify) ______________________________ ___ 

b . What test ing services are provided by the agency or servic 
Check (v) . 

Complete "pacl~ged 11 testing program 
Tests provided on rental basis 
T~st scoring 
Consultant and field service Others (Specify) ______________________________ __ 

!J.. Does the school system participate in a state-\"ride or regiona l 
~esting program? Check (v) one. 

a( ) Yes 
b{ ) No 
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5 

1. I s there an organized in-service tratning program to as.sist 
teachers :tn interpreting and using tests and other evaluation 
devices in cai";r.y:tng out their regular instructlonal functions? 
Check (v) one . 

a( ) Yes 
b( ) No 

I f nyes 11 in item 1 is checked~ answer the follotd ng three tans·. 

a . li'Iho is responsible for d:trecting a.nd coordinating the 
program? Check (v} 

1 
2 

~ 
g 
7 

Superintendent of Schools 
Assistant Superintend~nt of Schools 
Pl"incipal 
Supervisor 
Director of Testing 
Director of Guidance 
Other (Spec:U'y) ________________ _ 

b. What means are used in the in-service training program? 
Check (v) 

!! I 
6( ) 

Extension courses offered by a University or College 
Group conference and discussions 
Grade level or subject meetings 
Workshop in measurement s 
General teachers¥ meet ing devoted to measurements 
and test i ng problems 
Others (Spec:tfy) _______________ _ 

c. Are teachers given re l eased time for this in-service TrJ'Ork? 
Check (v). 

1( ) Yes 
. 2( ) No 

2. Are mimeographed teacher directions, supplementing those of the 
test publisher, prepared for classroom teachers administering 
standardized tests? Check (v) one . 

·a! l Regularly 
b Occasionally 
c Never 

D. Status of Program 

1. Checl{ ( v) the statement be loti which best: describes the status 
of your testing and evaluation program during the past~ years. 

a! l Program has steadily expanded 
b Program has remained essentially the same · 
c Program has substantially diminished in scope 

• 

~--~~----------~-------------------------------------------



2. Has the budgetary allotment for testing and evaluation in­
creased any during the past five years in proportion to the 
total budgetary all otment for instruct:i.onal services? 
Chec~t ( v) one. ·-

a~ l No appreciable increase 
b Slight increase 
c Significant increase 

3 . It the program has undergone change or revision during the pas 
!.~ year·s, indicate the chief reason for the change. Check ( 

c( } 

The change came about because of new needs 
The change came about because of dissatisfaction with t 
previous program 
Other (Specify) ______________ . ____ _ 

1!- . linat do you consider to be the major problem or ~~eakness 1n yo· 
present testing and evaluation program? Check {v) 

~ I 
f( 

Laclt of trained personnel in testing and measurements 
Teachers not properly trained in use of test results 
Only limited use being made of test results 
Not proper follow-up of testing program 
Program too 1 mited in scope 
Other (Specify) _________________ _ 

Part Il wa~T ~3STS AND OTHER EVALUATION DEVICES ARE USED IN THE SYSTEM 

1. 

A. Standardized 'I'esting Program 

1 . Measuring Intell i gence, Special Aptitude, I nterest, and 
Personality 

~ 

0_ 

i. 

a. Indicate by checking (v) in the appropriate columns the 
extent to which various measures are used in the school 
system . 

I II III IV 
Used on system- l Used on one- v Used only w1 th r Not us~ 
a tic basis at '- time or spas- individuals or a 

Measures .. regular inter- l modic basis class groups as l 
t vals thruout I_ e need arises 

'· school system 1 . 

Group 9_ t 
::ntell . i '-

'· Tests 1_ 
2. 1nd'Ivi.duai -o?-=o. -------~-~,----------;.---------~---

Intell. l 
Tests 

3. Special -
Ji.ptitude L 

Tests ;_ 
4 . . __ n-re=rest r--

lnventorie::: t 
5. Personalit~~:--~ 

Tests i. 

--~----------~--~----------~-------------
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b. I ndicate the grade levels at which the follo\'ti ng measures 
are generally adm1n3 s tered by encircling the appropriate 
numbers to the right . 

• Ol'Ot:tp Intelligence Tests •.••• K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

I Individual I nte11. Tests •••.. K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

'·Special Aptitude Tests ••• •.•• K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

I nterest I nventories ••.••••.• K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

'• Personality Tests •••.•••••••• K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

2. Neaaur1ng Achievement 

a. Indicate by checking (v) in the appropri ate column~ the 
extent to which different skills and informati onal areas 
are measured by standardized achievement tests i n grades 
K to VII I inclusive. 

I Practice 
i. I II l III IV 

l 

Skill a.syatemati c basis 1-0ne time vTo indi viduals Not measured 
or 

'ormational 
Area 

Ar1thmet1 c 
Heactrn:5 
La:nfuusaee 
Se_ell ... ~ 
Science 
soc3 ai-stua. 
Work-stu y 
skills 

9-at regular 1-or spasmodic 1or class groups 
'-intervals thru- '-basis 1-as need arises i 

tout S;i:Stem 9_ ' 9 

t I_ w 

t -
t [ I I 
g_ '- t i 

'- 1. 

i_ 

l v. i. , I. g 

. . 

b. Indicate the grade levels at which the following skills or 
informational areas are generally measured by enci rcling the 
appropriate numbers to the righto 

1. Arithmet i c •.•.•••••••••••• K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

2. Reading •.• ooooooe•o• o ••••}C 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

3. Language Usage •••.•••••••• K 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 

4. Spelling •••••••.•.••••• • •• K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

5· Sc1ence •.•••••••••.•.••••• K 1 2 :; 4 5 6 7 8 

6. Social Studi es • • .• •••••• .• K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

7 . Work-study Skilla •••••• ~ •• K 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 
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c. Indicate by checking 'v) in the appropriate columns the 
extent to ~rhich d:_f.f'ercnt sk1lls and subject areas are 
measured by standard·zed ach evement tests in grades J.X 
to XII inclusive. 

t 
i_ 

do 

---

v_ 

i_ 
,_ 

t 

I_ 

i. 

i_ 

l 

'-
i_ 

v. 
v 

t 
t 

i. 

1 J I 1V 
Individua ls 1Not meas1 
class groups ~ 

need arises '· 

'· 

I f s t andardi zed ach i evement t es ts are admi ni ster ed i n the 
s chool system, indicate by checki ng ( v ) i n the appropri at 
columns t he time of ~ar at which they are general ly ad­
minis t ered at the-vari ous s chool l eve l s . 

----~-----------------------------------~--~------~--~~-----r--~~~ I IX I I I 
' Eleme ntary 
0. 

i Jr . H. s. I Sr. H. s 
Q_ 

Time of Year 
r.-Be,-~-g.""'i-nn--7-in_g __ or the year or term 
2..- l!::Tadl e of-thtLXear =£r te~..;;r;..;;m;;._ _____ --:r----------,~-------r------Y.E nd of tfle year or erm · lf.. _l}!_~lle CC?.!~ :refi;-o~n.;;..;.;...o~i'i:-• ...;a~t~~ o~p~irc~o:-:r:::--:u~n:-:i;n:t~--rr---·----.-------,-----i_ 

i_ i. 0.. 
.u. R_ I. .2. N·o def'i ni te ~~~o~l:;..;i;..;c~y----------,,...-------.r-----.....,----­

(J-:-6thel~ {Spec i 1y) 
'- 9 I 

B. Non- ~eat Techniques 

I nd c:a te by ( v) checl-ci ng in the appropri a te col umns the exte nt t o 
whict~~test ~chniques are used i n the school sys t em . 

' Practi ce 
XII 

'-Systemat i c basis t Wi t h i ndividuals tMeasures 1 
tat regular inter-'· or groups a s ,_us ed 
tva l s t hruout the 1 need ari ses e. 

1. necdotal Re~~c~o~r~d~s~------~t-------------------~~~---.----------------=t _________ __ 
2. AutoblograJ2hY a_ r w_ 

). Beha v~ or or~p~e-r_s_o_n_a~l~i~t~y--~t-----------------~~~- --------------------~,_-----------

tsystem r u_ 

ra t t nga i_ '· 
4.Case-stu Ies v. 
5 . . Directed Observation t s 
O.SOC'IOrne tr1 c ...;T;:..;e:.:c~hr:.n;;;;i::.;q:o!,;u::.;e;;;.;s;;....._~s. _ _ ..... ___ __ --'l~---------------::-'---------
7. Others (Specify) '- t. 

i_ I_ t 
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c. Locally-lade Tests 9 

~~o lihat e1ctent are achievement tests constructed locally f or use 
1 , 

1
throughout the . system? Check ( v ) one. 

1 ( ) Regularly 
2( ) Occasiona l l y 
3( ) Never 

D. I n what areas, not adequately covered at the present t ime by ava i lable 
t:.tandardized tests , are tests and measuring devices mos t needed in 
the school system? 

Specif y)- ---- -------------- --------- -

•t I II HOW ARE THE RESULTS OF . ~~ PROGRAM ORGANIZED AND REPORTED? 

A. Recording and Circularizing Test Results for Staff and Teacher Use. 

1. Indicate by checking (v) in the appropriate columns the statement 
which most nearly describes the extent to which the results of 
·intelligence and -standardized achievement tests are made avail­
able to teachers and staff members. 

' I 
1- . Intelligence 

Practice · -~- Tests 
;_ 

II­
'-Standardized 
'-Achievement 

Tests 

1. 

'-
• 
e_ 

2 . I ndicate by checking (v) in the appropriate columns the person to 
tihom the :results of the various types of tests are made a vailable. 

' I r----rr . I . III c IV 
Per son 9- I nte,ll. '- Standard L Special ' Personal­

~ Achieve. t Aptit. ~ ity . 

v 
nterest 

I nven-

.nc lna l 

'- Tests 
t 
f_ 

~ Tests '- Tests '- Tests · 8 tories 

~~~Teacher 
1

~---------~---------~~------~----·-------,------------
ent ~.~- ---------r--------~~------~r-----------r------------
j~-------~--~~------~------~------~------~--------



332j 

3. Jndicate the form n which intelligence and standardized 
achieve .ent test results are made ava i lable to teachers and 
staff members. Check (v) 

Class test1ug record sheet giving total scores of pupi: 
Class analysis sheet giving part or subject as well as 
total scores of pupils 
Class or group profile charts 
I ndividual pupil profile chart Other (Specify) ________________________________ ___ 

4. Jn terms of what derived scores are the standardized achi evemc: 
tests recorded in the school records? Check (v) 

a Standard scores 
b Grade equivalents 
c · Age equivalents 
d Percentile rank 
e Stanines 
f Other (Specify) __________________ _ 

5. What norms a~e generally used in interpreting standardized 
achievement test data? Check {v) 

a~ l Norms furnished by the test publisher 
b Norms computed on a regional basis 
c Norms computed on the local level for the school system 
d Other (Specify) ________________ _ 

6. How are the test results of individual pupils recorded? Check 

a( ) 

d( ) 

Recorded on an individual pupil test record sheet or 
card covering all the tests administered at a given 
grade leve 1 . 
Recorded on an individual pupil profile card 
Recorded on the permanent i ndividual pupil cumulative 
record card. Others (Specify) ____________________________ ..._ ____ __ 

B. Pupi l Personnel Record 

1. Is an individual pupil cumulative record card kept for each 
pupil in the school system? Check (v) one. 

a ( ) Ybs 
b ( ) No 

f nyes~1 in Item 1 1s checked answer the following three items. 

2. Check {v) the statement which most nearly describes the pupil 
cumulative record used in the school system. 

a ( ) 

b ( ) 

c( ) 

d( ) 

The pupil cumulative record is s tarted when the pupil 
first enters the school system. 
The pupil cumulative record 1a continuous from grade to 
grade. 
The pupil cumulative record follows the pupil from grade 
to grade and from school to school within the system. 
Other (Specify)----------------~ 
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3. Indicate by checking (v) jn the appropriate columns where the 
pupil cumulative record .s f led at the various school levels. 

Place Filed 

, Central administrati ve offi ce of 
t he ochool system 
r naividual school of fice 

, Guidance Offi ce 
, Homeroom . 
. Othet• (Specify) 

r 
1 Eleme ntary 

School 

II 
Junior 
H. S. 

rtx 
Senior 
H. S . 

4. If test results are recorded on the i nd i vi dual pupi l cumulative 
record card, indicate by checking (v) in the appropriate columns 
the person who is responsible for recordi ng and keeping these 
results up-to-date at the various school levels. 

Person 

Classroom teacher 
Homeroom teacher 
Guidance Counselor 
Prine: i a 
Clerk 
Othe(]Specify) 

I 
Elementary 

1 School 

'· 

II 
Juuior 
H. S. 

III 
Senior 
H. S. 

trt I V WHAT USE IS MADE OF THE RESULTS OF THE TESTING AND EVALUATI ON 
PROGRAM? 

Directions: I ndicate the main administrative and supervisory uses that are 
being made of the results of the measures admi nistered in the 
school system. Check (v) once if use i s only occasional or 
spasmodi c. Check (v) {v) twiCe if use i s regular or common 
pract i ce. 

A. Intelligence Teats 

1 . ( ) ( ) To determine how different groups compare i n abili ty 
levels from school to school and wi thi n schools 
To aid i n the placement of pupils i n grades 
To aid i n grouping within grades 

11 

To aid i n determining the ehpectancy level i n achievement 
wi thi n the class group and schools 

5- ( ) ( ) 

6. ( ) { ) 

7 - ( ) ( ) 

To assist in planning special programs t o meet the needs 
of individual pupils and class groups 
To identi fy those pupils achi evi ng s i gnif i cantly below 
their capacity to achi eve . 
Ot hers (Spec i fy other major ~ses of i ntell i gence teats i n the system) ______________________________________ ___ 
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B. Star,dard zed Achievement Tests · . 

1. ( ) ( ) 

2. ( ) { ) 

}. ( ) ( ) 

~: ~ j ~ ~ 
6. ( ) ( ) 

~: ~ l .f l 
iZ: { l ! l 
12. ( ) ( ) 

To reveal the extent to which instructional object1vee 
are bei ng attained 
To i dent i fy i nstructional areas needi ng special emphae 
and attack 
To evaluate different teachi ng methods and materials c 
instruction 
To rate the profi ciency of different teachers 
To determine how the achi evement of local school grou~ 
compare with those of comparable groups in other syate 
To compare the achievement of different class groups 
within the system 
To aid in the placement of pupils in grades 
To a i d in grouping within the grade or class group 
To a i d in curriculum revi sion and evaluation 
To interpret the work of the school to the public' 
To aid in counseling or individuals with respect to ed 
tional and vocational planning 
Others (Specify other major uses that are made of 
standardized achievement teats) 

----------------------
. c 

Co Special Aptitude Tests 

1 .. ( ) ( ) 

2. ( ) ( } 

}. { ) ( ) 

To determine the need for curriculum revision at1d 
special school programs 
To aid in the placement 'of pupils in grades and for 
groupin~ within the grade or class 
Others {Specify other major uses that are made of 
special aptitude tests) 

------------------------------

Do Pers<>nality Measures 

1. ( ) ( ) 

2. ( ) ( ) 

3. ( ) ( ) 

4. ( ) ( ) 

To determine the personal and mental health problems 
which characterize class groups, schools, or school 
districts 
To determine the need for spectal attention to certain 
areas of the curriculum 
To determine class groups or schools that need special 
assistance in the social school situation 
Others (Specify other major uses that are made of personality measures) ______________________________ __ 
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E. Interest Teats Ol" J:nventol .. ies 

1 • ( ) ( ) 

2. ( ) ( ) 

3- ( ) ( ) 

To assist in curriculum plann ng in meeting the needs 
of class and school groups 
To determine if -the curriculum offerings are meeting 
t he needs and interests of class and school groups 
To aid in the placement of pupils in grades and for 
grouping with n the grade or class 

~: ~ l ~ ~ To a i d 1n educational and vocational planning 
Other s (Specify other major uses made are made of 

Fo Comments: 

Interest Tests or Inventori es) ---------------------------

It would be appreciated if you could ci te specifi cally 
anything that has been done in the last two years by way 
of use of the results of the testing program. For example# 
11 \4Ie reivsed our lOth grade mathemati cs program last year 
as the result of a lOth grade survey testing program in 
mathematics." 
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Curriculum Coordinator 
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't 't ,- • i . I .J'c 

me '· 
. ( ~ . ' 
r,a ,r• : •·. -'.-

------ ----. ·-~--- ---
t .• -----------· ~ ---- .. -· --

~i·~·:Lc o."' p~1·::on complet:i.ng this f.or·m ------------·---· -·--- -~-

.iu.mo::r o.-:: p-:.1pilu 8d!'Oll8d in t.he school system ---------···--- ---- ~ ---
Ji'. TTildcr what. pJ.3.r. i~ 'l;hn school sy~rGern :in the ·C;ow:n(cil'y) organized? Ch· c c(,·t c. r.;.l 

< ) 1.. e-4 
( ) 2., 6 .. 3"·3 
( ) J. 6 ·2··4 
( ) ~.n 6-6 
I J 5o o·<.her(f;pec:i.fy)~--------------·----------- ··~-·--

·------------------·--
G. 1~ a de·?i~ite pro•rioion lJl.ade in the school budget for the pv.pil 2.ppraisa 

P"O{.{l'a.m? Encir"1.er Yes No 

!'c~e: 'rhe "pupil appraisal. prorrrrun11 is intended ~~c j.r1clude 'l:.he sd1<KJ1 
p:.:-og:c.:-tiD. fm· ro;C'asuring r,>upil intell "tgenee., ar;hiEVe:"1~.mt.; spec:L?J 
arycj:tudes: intGrests, anc:! personili.t.y tra:lts" 

tf "Ye n in ivem o. i.:; encircled, answer the ne::rt itc.Tfl., 

r;. ri.,;; L tM n am.ou..rrl:. allocated in the schco) budgst.? Ch~ck(v) one..o 

( ) 1. Allocat.ed SE::para.tcly to alementar:r and seccndar~r schoo:~s 
( ) 2o Allocated separatel;j to individual school bu:D.MngG in the syat J 

( ) )n Included in the budget in one lump sum 
( ) h. Other(Specjfy)_~--- -------~--------·--·-· 

I. Approximately wha•G amoun-t is spent. eac3 yes1~ for ths pupil appraisal r; .L'O _;"'a£-; 

Note: 'l'his a..lJlOlmt shot1ld include t,he purchase of' tests;~ nater•ia~s :;cor·, 1~ 
senlices, anci other· items exclusive:; oi' sala:r·les of pe1·sonncl, 

~-----------------------· 
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-~S'J ):ltm ·\h~ rc.:::~cnd.b"lj;i;~· of pla~mi l'h o .. gcLuZ~ilG.:- c...•1d '1!-.P·"tr~ :.i ~~ 
~~~ -.... · ·.~ pup.:.l ::. .. px·a:tsa.l program in t.be sella, .L syc·0en'1 2hed~( v) 
nr n.crad 

..... S'JJ)e;:.•ir•tenden·;;, of 2chooJ.s 
1-J o !LsGir.r,.unt Super:L:ntendent of Schools 
c. Co;tuni t.t.ee on testing and evaluation 
d., Sc' ool :P:dncipa1 
e. D:i.::·ee·c.or of Testing 
f o Directo:r· of G,rldvnce 
g. School Psychologis·i:; 
h. Other(Specify) ____________ ·------------··~-·-

---·-----------·---------~-------

2 o What, is the t:.tle of the person who is charged with coordinating anc~ 
;,_dministering the ~~~ testi.tsg program? 

(~~pocify) _____________________________ _ 

a.. Does -this person hold an a.dvanced degree ·ni-th specialization in i.be 
field of tests and measurements? Encircle: Yes No 

b Approx:t;~.te~y what proportion of this person's time is spent in 
ter:;Jting and evaluation actlvi ties? 

per cent --------
3 ~ If a commi tteo on testing and evaluatiol"l exists in the school sys-tenl \<;ho 

are members of this comnittee? Check(v) one or more~ 

( ) a. [:)upei':lntende.n-t r)f Schools 
( ) bo Assistant Superintendent of Schools 
( ) Co Sci100l Princj.paJ. 
( ) do Directo:t ... of '?eating 
( ) 0o Direc-tor of Guidance 
( ) f, School usychologist J 

( ) 8<> Gu.tdanc:e Couneelor 
( ) hs Department Head 
( ) i. Classroom Teacher 
( ) j. Parent 
( ) k. Pupil 
( ) • Other{ Specify) .... 

-- --· 
___ '" ____ ... ___ ._ 

L.. Who is charged Vlith the responsibility of scheduling the ~tern-~!.:_.<!'~ testing 
p~ogr~? Chec~(v) one or moreo 

( ) 
( 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

a. Supc~~~tendent of Schools 
bo :\sslst.ant Super'b'ltende..l'lt of Schools 
co School P:dncips~ 
d. Com'li ttee on Testing and Evcluation 
e~ Director of Testing 
f., m.roct.or of Guidance 
go Classroom Teacher 
h. ther('-'· ecif'y) ---- .. --------------------- -·---



.).)4C 

··--· --·-----·---·---r-·-- ---- .. ----------... --·-- ---- -· -------·-· --- ·-~ 

l'J?t: of M:: .. .;;l:_ras --- ·· ---- 1--r·-~- ., Tr --~~--· :;--·--r--.~-- --- ·----·;I-----
• J. • ~ ~ __ J. •• f y 

Gro !p I :i)K_tivid--1_ sta.ndarJ.-1 Spcciai I! Pe r'soncl- I 1t.er~st. 
I ' l ] 1 - ~ -1 A . • . 1 ' . ~ .l . 

Person 

n"te ... ___ 1 .LnveJ.. --, cmev_e-~ li.Jt; ~~-~.-u., e ~--:, , l l1 vern .. oi·-
Tests Tests Teste· 'I't:sts 1 'J.'est.~> iGs 

·e~:--per.Tnt-end._ ent of-r-·--=+---~+- ------;-------- ---
Schools I I 

£.; Assic~tartsuperir::-r--- -

1 

- -r----·--r----~--------· ---
t.endat o:~' Schools I _ ! 

c:-Tesi~ilrZ' .. cormnmee-r - :1~-----==----~~ _____ _ 
d . Scflocl Principal I I 
e, El.ern~nt-:r-Y" -r· - I T--------------·· 

SupE::!."Vl.S~;t" __ _ -----+~----~ 
f . Director.of Testing · 1 
g:GUI'd?.ilce D~rector ! 1---- ,------
h. Guidance Counselor! ::. ~ :1 '-------~--_) _______ _ 
1., Department H~ad __ 1 _ : I -r· ___ -·---±---- -------
J , Teacher Cormm t T.ee-T _____ -i-------f-----~ -L. 
k. Classroom Teacher! += i ____ ..__ 
lo Othei{Specify) ·1 I ---~ ~-------

."'1---,- -- 1 ---·-r-------· 
--------------!.... l•• ___ __t r " ? -----

>o Indicate who gene:ea.lly administers C.he various types of measur·es used in ·:,lu'3 
testing program by checBng(v) ilie app1. .. opriat co1umnso 

·---....-----------------·-··----- - ----
Type o.f Measures 

School Perso~nel 

C D Director of Testing r T ,---·--·- I r· 
d~ School Psychologis·ij F---,- ---r r------
eo Guidance Specia~is·a ----- --· I ·--;----r--
f o Department Head --r--· -~ !.. --r '1·---
g, Clas'sroom 'I'eachex• I" -. J i r· 
li. Ot;her {Specii'Y} I I ,-- ---, ----- r-

_L ___ !, - !_ ____ y-----1~---= 
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Lr:cl:l.c...,.J-c :l1 p ' ~ce ·.u..:'e th"'" t .l.s "'UaJ.ly follo.:ed in 
clc: oLtary d 1d :::ceo 1:<. l"".f sc.1ools by tJheck' n7 (v) ---~ 

~-- --------~;;, :;~E.du.~e---·-­

I. 
'r· e of Ue?..su.re 

- ~;:;;;..ntary Scnools r· S<c~nd;.-y ·;;;;,;;1. ---- .. 
I II - III··- . ~1-i ----v------r- -~l ---

Loca1 Local Ou.tside ~ Local r.ocal ~~ O•.ts:~ 'e 
Machine Agency or1 S~1.d t:achine A, ,o:.1.:!Y or 
Scoring Person f '3cor:tng Scoring . , er.:>on 

-t-~--·-
• I ------r·------­. 

e:-Jnterest -------4--------~I--------~~------~~------~~-------~~~-------

----~I~n-~~e_u~t~o_r_i~e~s------~------~~--------~-------~---------'·-------~--------

• If intelligence and standardized achievement tests are scored locally b;y h~1(.:$ 
ind.:i.cate who generaD.y scores the tests by checking(v) the appropriate colunnso 

I 
Intelligence 

Tests 

II 
Standardized 

Achievement 'rest. s 

c. Guidance Specialist 
de Principal---------r--------------;-1-
e., Clerk --- I --------------
~clie~(Spec~f.y) 

------------------ -----------_______________ ...:..,. ____________ __, ____________ _ 
~ To what extent does the school system use the services of outside tesM.ng sp 1~ialist ' 

on a consultant basis? Check(v) oneo 

( ) ao Regularly 
( ) bo Ot;casionall.y 
( ) Co Never 

', Would the school sys·cem u.se the services of a consultant if one ,ould. be rr.adCJ 
ava1.lab e? Encircl~: Yes No 

Comment: ------
----- ·------------------------·---------



t' e school ... ystem ma!'e U£ of th 
rvice? in:le: Ye o 

If " '' in it 3 · o eire ed, kindly an 

a .ho direc or sponsors thi ervi ·e? # 

( ) 1. C"ll e or Univ. ity 
{ ) 2 ta · Depa Gment of Education 
( ) 3. Comm rcial Service Agency 

outside t ting agenc' 

following two it • 
o1•o or more. 

( ) 4 .. Other(SpGCif'y) 
----------------------------------------------

b. • hat testing ::Jervices are provided by the a cy or service? Ch.eck:(v) 
one or mora. 

( ) 
I 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

lo Complete 'tpaekaged" testing program 
2. Tea~s provided on rental basis 
3.. Test scoring . 
ho Ccnsultant and !: al.d service 5 .. O.,he:r:-(Specify) _____________________ _ 

. ., To hat extent does the school syst participate in a st.a.te-wido or rcgicnal ·ss 
ing prograM? Oheck(v) one .. 

( ) a. R ar~ 
( ) b" Occasiona.l.ly 
{ ) Ce Never 

>ersonnel o-rientation 
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.o Is t. ere an organized in-service training program to assist teachers in iu1;crpretln 
and using tests and other evaluation devices in carrying out their regular 
instructional functions? Encircle: Yea o - -
If Yes" is encircled in item 1, kindly er the following ·Ulz'ee itemso 

direct 
a. Who is given the/responsibility for directing and coordinating the pre;~ram? 

Check( v) one. 

( ) lo Superintendent of Schools 
( ) 2. Assistant Superintendent of Schools 
( ) 3.. School Principal 
( ) 4. El tary S\tpervisor 
( ) S, Director of Testing 
( ) 6. Director of Guidance () 1. Other(Speeif1} __________________ _ 



( ) 
{ ) 
( ) 
( ' \ ; 
( ) 
( ) 

J" .:::tcms::.rm courses offe::.·ed by a Univcrsi t.l' 
2. Group confercrces z.nd discussions 
3. Grade l ovel or subject meetings 
4. Workshop in measurements 
5c r:--noral teachers' meeting devoted to 1':1$r.J.S'l r c••'tml".s .:'.Dd +,s . · r i: 
6. Others(Speci.ty) ___________ ·---·· ·--··~ ----· 

Co Arc te~.cl1ers e;i.ven released time for this in-service wol'k? Che-;1 ~ (;) one 

( ) 1.. Rcgul<:>.rJ.y 
( ) 2. Ct;ensio·ially 
( ) 3. Neve:.oro 

• Arc tnimeograpl:1ed teacher directions, supplementing those of t he tes r, 1) ~--1 ~ :.,~l""::r, 
:prepared for class-room teachers administering standardized tests? C.1eck ('v: :.>lK·v 

( ) " c Prepared regularly for all standardized testing 
( ) b" 1)repru:·ed only fer certain tYPes of standardized tests 
( ) c .. Not prepared for tea.cher:3 use 

Status of the program 

n Gheck(v) the statement. below wh~~.ch best describes the status of yo·x.,~ ·cot.tj !"l f ar.c. 
evaluation program during the past~ years .. 

( ) ao The program has steadily expanded 
( ) b, The program has remained essentially the same 
( ) c.. The progrr.un has substantia.Uy diminished in scope 

., He.s the budgetary e4'lenditure for testing and evaluation incr€ased a:rr~r { LU i n,: ~.h<o 
past five years in proportion to the total. budget expenditure for innt !'c..~t iorwl 
.services? Check(v) one. 

( ) a. N0 appreciable increase 
( ) bo Slight increase 
( ) Co Signific~nt increase 

• If the prograru has !.lndergone change or revision during the past f~:'_~ yc-J. r:: ~ kil cry 
indicate the chief reason for the changeo Check(v) one or more 

( ) ao 'J.9:le change came about because of the recogn:i.tinn of r:mv need.:3 
( ) b., The change came about because of dissatisfaction with the prcn 01 s p:..'Qt~-~am 

( ) Co Other(Specify)_ ------- -·-·-~ _ 

o lhat do you consider to be the major problem o:::- weakness in your p1·r; .;c.:m ·, · .... " 0 i. 1r., 

and evaluation program? Check(v)' orieo 

( ) ao 
( ) b~ 
( ) Co 

( ) do 
( ) eo 
( ) f11 
I ) g. 

Lack of trained personnel in testing and measuremonis 
Teachers net properly trained in the use of test results 
0nly limited use being made of test results 
Not proper follow" up of' testing program 
Program too lim5.-ted i n scope 
Insu.ffi<•i ent time and resources for full util:i za·C.i m• 
Other{s. ecify ) ___ ._ ·------ -----·---- ·- ---~-- . ·---
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···-~-_ .. ________ .r _--r---~-~..,------~"i------·
1
-- rfr-_ ---r ---:r·-·~-

Used on sy::;~.em- Used cr... 0ne~ •
1 

uszcl onlj v:l.V: 1 :b·(, ··s.·1 
._,.; .. ir. ~"' .... s·i .. , .... ,. ... l.·r~o "r ;-....... -·--·j rh..,-1,. o·· I I ..:. J.J. -· i..J(...\,. ..L.l..' a.lJ lJ -u..... \.: I .. :..&. .... '-.L.J. 1./ -\.-v_o ___ .w •. 

\ieasUJ.•ed l .~eguJ.ar in·t.ezo- sporadic I class grou.ps <~S 

I vals througl1out basis I ne:;d arises I 
the school system 1 • 

1~ ·c-rou.p -:c:it71li- r---- 1 --~r- -----·-···-----t ··---·----
~€nee 'i'es1:.s ; 1 ·2: ind.iv:t·!wu---l·------------1 ··--~r--~--·- ·-1· ··-· ·-·-·----
rntell:t.sence I I I 
'l'est.s : 1 

~:Special Apt.::.~r----- I --~----r-------·1------·-
tude Tests ! 

4.lnterest ---- r 1 ~ ·--~-----·--"l~·--·----
.u:verrt-:)ri0S 1 1 

;-:tBr'sonaJ.Ity 1 ---- I -r- -,---·----
_Te~ 1.. ---~--l------·--·-

b ~ lndicat.e the grade levels at vrhich the follov.Jing rr•easureo l}:Ce gene:;:•a] ly 
aorrJ.nistcred cyencircling the appropriate numbers t-c t..~e l'i.ght.,. 

.. Croup In.tellieence Tests •• ~ .•••••••• K 1 2 3 L 5 6 ? (> 9 1C J •• 0 

2. I:..1.:li vidual Ini:.elligenca Tests~ •••••• K 1 2 3 L~ s 6 7 8 c 10 "' 
3. Sp~cial Apt.itude Teuts.~u•~o•••o•~••K 1 2 3 4 5 / 7 

.., ,, 10 0 () , 

4o Interr~s·~ .Il1Ven.t,ories •• o "' • o. o ~ •••• ~~ • ~ eK 1 2 3 ll 5 
,. 

'7 '~ n 10 r-; 0 
" 

5. Per;3onali t,;y Tes·~s .. .• ~ •• o. •• fl: .. # • o ••••• • IC 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ;3 u ].0 / 

i'feasuring Ach:i.ever,lent 

).]_ 

ll 

11 

1.1 

J~ 

a L'1dic~te ·C.he extal'lt to Hhich different sldlls and infcrHiat.:i o:u~J. r..rc)as <1.!'8 

l'fl$l!Sured b;y .stanctarctized .sch:ie~rerr.ent t.t:.sts 5.n e:r.ade~ K ·'?;;: V:fl;: :i..re;:':.:..t i.vr= by 
checking ( ./) t.he approprl ~:l:.e colunr...s. 

. ,... 
.J...t 

.!.2 

'.2 

r: 

1.2 
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b. I dicete the tp•·>de levolc at ~.rllich bo cllor:L'I'lg sld.lls o.c .:.nfcl'l' : .. ti ·m .t 

.:.reas a:A.'\J generallyrnc5S\U"'d by enci,..clint,; th G\1pzopriat.e :n.un.)er·ti t 
the right. 

c. 

1 . .A ri tr.J,"l.l t..i.c • . . . . . . . . . • • .. . • • • • • ••• .K l. 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 

2. Reaa.ing .......... ~ ••••••••••••••• • K 1 2 3 l! 5 6 7 8 

3. Language Usage~··••·············•K l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

h ., Spelling" ......................... It 1 2 3 il , 6 'I 8 

5.. Science •••. ......• •. .• • •.•••.. ., .• !{ 1. 2 3 L 5 6 .., B , 
6. Social Stuaien ••••• •• • ••••• • • ~···K l 2 3 L 5 6 7 8 

7. i.>rork-s t.udy Sld.lls •••••••••••••••• K l 2 3 ~ 5 6 7 8 

Indice.te the extent to which different s kills and subject a.r-eaof> are ,,1e<t:::u.red 
by standaroae<l acliievement tests in gl"!des IX to XII inclusive by c:1ed:in(, { ../) 
the appropriate colUZliDS. 

--------------~---------------------------------------------------

Sld.ll 
OT 

In:rorma·~ional 

Area 

Practice 

I II III IV 
Systematic basis One time or To individuals jfot 
at regular :Inter- spor adic basis or class groups ln.ea:mred 
w.ls throughout as t.l:le need I 

. I the system I arises II 
~1-. ~R-ea~d~in-~----~i------------~f-----------+------------~u~--------

~j:~~~~-:i~~~s~~------l--· --~--:-_: ___ :k_r=-----
li. V!at1ie!.lntics -f i -ff-
;~.~S~c~ie~n~c~e~~~~--------------+f------------~----------..... t-------
~~~.~S~o-c~ia~l~S~t-udi~e-1~1--------------+t------------+-------------~l~l ---------
.;.,.;;-A: ...._.ru:.;..,.a:..ft......;.._e;r--...m~f ____ :--t~----+1--:-1f==--
~~~~Ed~uc~a-t~·i-o_n __ -rJ--------------~l------------~l---------~~ ----------
7. HOde:rn • I r 
~~Lan~~s~~e~7, -·· ----r~----11"------JL_.. -1D. Home Jcynomic . . II 

ll·~-.~In~dp..;;..l'S...,.;;:t:;.:;._~-~---+---------11------+-----·--n .... ·---w--
Arts f I I! 

12':':"""'. ~iiFUS.;..irc;.._ __ -+f -·------+------j------ff------
l;;..;~•;....;A..;..r_t ___ _.l _____ _...... _____ r -'-~------ t: __ _ 



• 

n e c ool ey te 1, 
ze:lbl:"'a..l..;l.y tin.u1i. ter!.-d a " the 

print"" c 1 ~T'il~. 
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-----------------~-----T-----..... ............-..-.....,..- .. -
I II l'li 

Time of Year J or rjor 
High 5chool Hi ' :: choo 1 

•n-Test 'techniques 

dicate the extent to wh:.i.ch non-teet techniq 
lee king ( "' ) lhe appropriate eo1iiii 8. 

a used in the school 878ten by 

Technique 

f.ocally-Hade Tests 

I 
Systematic basis 
at regular in tfi)l'" 
vals ihrougilout 
the s st 

I 

PractJ.cs 

II 
:itb indiViduals 

or groups aa th 
need nrises 

I.CC 
Hea81.&J:oes 

no·t; used 

ro what extent are achievement tssts constructed locally for use oo .a sl!teJ: ... rdde 
;)aBis? Cheek ( V') one. .. ... _ 

( ) 1. Regular)¥ 
( ) 2. Occasion lly 
( ) 3. Never 

In mat areas, not adaauately oover:d at tlle pree nt time by available stDn.dtlrdizod 
tests, are teats cmd asurin~ derlc s most n ede¢ in the chool ays m.? 

(S~Uy)--------------------------------------------------



iLcorGj.nz a:r..ci Circularizing Test Resa.lts :or Staff' and '1"-achcr . :·e 

• Irid:' cs·tc ·· .e st,ute:nnnt which most ne<?.rl., :ieccribes the "'lXt;.!d .. ·w ·, .. :hie . • 
r~sults of intollir:ance and st.~md.ardtzed achiaveu~t testr are !Q~(lQ ava:il­
able to t.!le-. :' 2ra ru1d staff me1t1bers by chec..lcing ( ,/) ·t.~s approp:r:i.a 'ljE! c o:i.UL.\,~; • 
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---~-------------------------------------T------------~-~·-------------

c. 

a. .. 

I 

Intelligence 
Tests 

...., . J.es:.s 

r---
• Indicaw the person to 'Whom the reaul.ts o! the various types of teer(,s a:··e r~ad.:: 

available by checking (v') the appropriate eolunns. 

'!Ype of Test 

I II III 
:Intelligence standardized Special 

Tests Aohievemen·c Aptitude 
Tests 

a. Principal 
!>· SuparViaot· 
c. GUidance Counselol 
d. Scl1ool 

.SPsychologist 
e:-classroom Teacher . 

IV I 
P~Srsonali t"-./ t J 

Tests 1 J 

f 
I -·- -t-
I 

i -

I· ... 
j 
i --

v 
ntcrea'i:. 
:..wentories 

.• In hat form are intelligence and standardized achicv!:".raent. ·teat results u~: ·.aJ.ly Flad'3 
available to teachers and s ta£.f mw.bers? Check ( ~) one ()!' more. 

( ) a. Class testine record sheet giving total scores of pu.pils 
( ) b. Class analysis sheet ~ving parl 0!' subject as 1-.telJ. a::; tot .. .l 

scores of pupils 
( ) c. Class or group profile charts 
( ) d. IndividUhl pupil profile chart 
( ) e. 0~1~r (Specify) 

--------------------------------------------------------
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h. In -t.s r '!!3 o:? 1:ha i; dE ':."i ved scoraa are · 
recor .. .ed in the s c' ool reco '7 ,heck (f) 

( ) a. Stan rd scoras 
r 1 h. C"rra .e equivalent:.; 
( ) c .. -~~ oqui ale ts 
( d.. Perce:ntile r nk 
( ) e. Stm"dn~s 
1

) .... Oth ~ (S c1fy) 
----------------------------

.an , te:: 't. · ,_.o:.erall · 

---------

5. · .. · · norms ara generally used in interpreting stande_T"diz-'"d achie7em~nt t :nt 
data? Cbeck (i) Ol'..e or mor·e. 

) a. . UO;t'j11S fur ·shed b~ the test p'Ublls.her 
) b . l! orms computed on a region.al basis 

' ) c. Norms computed on the local level for the school system 

( ) d. Ot.h r (Sp~ci~r) -----------------

6. How e.re the test rasults of: individ'Ulil pupils recorded? Check (v~ one or more. 

( ) a. Recorded on an individual pupil test record sheet or card covari ~; 
ll the tests adm:l.nifltered at a1ven grade level. 

( ) b. Recorded on an indi'Vid.u.al pupU profile card 
( ) c. Recorded on the pupil cunW.ative permanmt record card 
( ) d. Otba~ (Speci.ty) _________________ ----

Pupil Personnel Rae ord 

1. !s en individual pupil cUJ:Ul.a t.1 ve record card cept for e ch pupil in the~ school 
system? Fn.cil"Clet Yes No 

If •Yes 1t is eDC1rcled in 1 tem 11 an re? the £ ollowing :1 te:n. 

2. Check (../) ~t;be statements Yhich Jtl)re nea~ deseribe tbe pupil cunlllla.tive! record 
used in the school system. Check (") or more. 

( ) 

( ) 
( ) 

( ) 

( } 

a. 'l'he pnpil cumalative record is started when the pupil £i:rst en1;"':rs the 
school system. 

b. The pupil eun:ulative record 1s eontin ous from grade to ~da. 
c. The pupil ·~uruulative record fol.lovs the pupil from grade to gl'!tde 

l-:i thin the system. 
d. ~e pupil cumulative record follotJS the pupil front one school :~nvel 

to the ot,her within 'the system. 
e. Other (Speci.fY') _________________ _ 

• 
' 
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) ' .. , 

r .. 
.... 1u. ( ·'·'J tj, J. \ ;r 1 •• "'

1 J ... l .-
r.:.d .. ~ v~ ,~ _ J .. J.l o~ -~,'10 '"'lee:.:: "~G3 p ,, ,~ls',....., 3 
S~l>C .,;a.f;c:r(\r) 01..-C ~ . .: u.;-t~ is (:.:.Uy oc·.;i~J~rJ~r"ll_ :.+. ~ 
:L1 ~; ~ \r 1 ': ·v· > 7'.~; -i.C~_::..· ll..SC J.s r"IJ6 'lid.l"" o:.' e. "" .rJ t .,1 ..... +./ '.c 1 

., 
~ ' 

... ,, ~ .. "t... ..,,, • ..,.---:.~, C'l ,.l 
")~.r,. U 1 ~.) ~ .. .i,. ~. } '- ,}'"")[, tl_f""\..:. 

l 

') ::_ ... 
) 
.) ,, 
I 
.. to 

·' 
>~ 

(. v. 

7~ 

1., 

2 
3. 
4. 
!), 

6. 
74 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11" 

12. 

~ ... ') <.~~.j...,J.C'JitH} ! .. ~rf ~;ffc:t.~erlt r•roU:J8 \..,;J,. )~.~~o : l ['r):_J.' ... , __: )J 

. c"-'.o{ J. ·!:,-, n·~nClcl <:..lrl -.-r.':th.:.n 5d :>ol<; 
. ' <:. • • l ~ 

·,\..1 ~;i.d :'.•1 l;i.'O ,,•rl.L ·; r;ii:.~5.n [j:~adE:S 

r_;u "J.:i.c: .. d.1 <.\e"L€.-Y'C!iP.[: ti~8 OX])CCt.::.ncy e--~·cl i'!J. <:tCl~:i.C\~·e . .lc.rt . fl.l~ 
~..~:"'::-. uJ.~ss f!,o~,-IJ ailll scl1ools 
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TESTING AND EVALUATION PRACTICES 

IN 

NEW ENGLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

By 

WINSTON B. KECK 

Curriculum Coordinator 

New Britain P.ublic Schools 

-1951-



I. HOW IS THE PROGRAM ORGANIZED AND ADMINISTERED? 
A. Responsibility for Administering the Program 

1. Who is given the responsibility of planning, organizing, and supervising the sys­
tem-wide pupil appraisal program in the school system? Check { v') one or more. 

{ ) a. Superintendent of Schools 
{ ) b. Assistant Superintendent of Schools 
{ ) c. Committee on testing and evaluation 
( ) d. School Principal 
{ ) e. Director of Testing 
( ) f. Director of Guidance 
{ ) g. School Psychologist 
( ) h . Director of Pupil Personnel Services 
{ ) 1. Other (Specify) ------ --- ------------------------- ----- ____ __ _ 

2. What is the title of the person who is charged with coordinating and administer­
ing the system-wide testing program? 

(Specify) __ ________________________________________ _____ _______ _ _ 

a. Does this person hold an advanced degree with specialization in the field of 
tests and measurements? Encircle: Yes No 

b. Approximately what proportion of this person's time is spent in testing and 
evaluation activities? 
{Specify) _ _, __ ______________ per cent 

3 3~ ..&-· 

3. If a committee on testing and evaluation exists in the school system, who are mem­
bers of this committee? Check ( v') one or more. 

( ) a. Superintendent of Schools 
( ) b. Assistant Superintendent of Schools 
( ) c. School Principal 
( ) d . Director of Testing 
( ) e . Director of Guidance 
( ) f. School Psychologist 
( ) g . Guidance Counselor 
( ) h. Department H ead 
{ ) i. Classroom Teacher ( s) 
{ ) j . Parent{s) 
{ ) k. Pupil{s) 
( ) l. Other {Specify) ------·--_------------------------------- _____ _ 

4. Who is charged with the responsibility of scheduling the system-wide testing pro­
gram? Check ( v') one or more. 

( ) a. Superintendent of Schools 
{ ) b. Assistant Superintendent of Schools 
{ ) c. Scht)Ql Principal 
( ) d . Committee on Testing and Evaluation 
( ) e . Director of Testing 
( ) f. Director of Guidance 
( ) g. Classroom Teacher 
( ) h . Other {Specify) _____ ___ _ ------------------ ------- ------------



7. Indicate the procedure that is usually followed in scoring tests in the elementary 
and secondary schools by checking ( v') the appropriate columns. 

A . GROUP INTELLIGENCE 
TESTS 

B . STANDARDIZED 
ACHIEVEMENT TESTS 

c . SPECIAL APTITUDE 
TESTS 

D . PERSONALITY 
TESTS 

E . INTEREST 
INVENTORIES 

SCORING PROCEDURE 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS SECONDARY SCHO 

I II Ill IV v 
LOC AL LOCAL OU TSIDE LOCA L LOCAL 
HAND MACHIN E AGENCY O R H AND MACHIN E 

SCO RING SCO RIN G PERS ON SCO RIN G SCO RIN G 

OLS 

VI 
OUTSIDE 

1\GENCY OR 
PERSON 

8. If intelligence and standardized achievement tests are scored locally by hand, indi­
cate who generally scores the tests by checking ( v') the appropriate columns. 

I II 
INTELLIGENCE STANDARI 

TESTS ACHIEVEMEN 
)I ZED 
T TESTS 

A . CLASSROOM TEACHER 

B. COMMITTEE OF TEACHERS 

c . GU IOANCE SPECIALIST 

D . PRINC IPAL 

E . CLERK 

F . OTHER ( SPECIFY > 

B. Outside Services 

1 . To what extent does the school system use the services of outside testing· special­
ists on a consultant basis? Check ( V) one. 

{ ) a. Regularly 
( ) b. Occasionally 
{ ) c. Never 

2. Would the school system use the services of a consultant if one could be made 
available? Encircle: Yes No 

Comment: ___ __ _______ --·----· ______ ______ __ __ __ ________ ____ ______ _ 



b. What means are used in the in-service training program? (Check ( v') one or 
more. 
( ) 1. Extension courses offered by a University or College 
( ) 2. Croup conferences and discussions 
( ) 3. Grade level or subject meetings 
( ) 4. Workshop in measurements 
( ) 5. General teachers 

. 
meeting devoted to measurements and testing prob-

lems 
( ) 6. Others (Specify) ___ ___ __________________ ___ ___ ____ __ _______ __ 

c. Indicate the extent to which teachers are given released time for this in--service 
work? Check ( v') one. 
( ) I . Regularly 
( ) 2. Occasionally 
( ) 3. Never 

2. Are mimeographed teacher directions, supplementing those of the test publisher, 
prepared for classroom teachers administering standardized tests? Check (,f) one. 
( ) a. Prepared regularly for all standardized testing 
( ) b. Prepared only for certain types of standardized tests 
( ) c. Not prepared for teachers use 

D. Status of Program 

I . Check ( v') the statement below which best describes the status of your test ing and 
evaluation program during the past five years. 
( ) a. The program has steadily expanded 
( ) b. The program has remained esentially the same 
( ) c. The program has substantially diminished in scope 

2. Has the budgetary expenditure for testing and evaluation increased any during the 
past five years in proportion to the total budget expenditure for instructional serv­
ices? Check ( v') one. 
( ) a. No appreciable increase 
( ) b . Slight increase 
( ) c. Significant increase 

3. If the program has undergone change or revision during the past five years , kindly 
indicate the chief reason for the change. Check ( v') one or more. 
( ) a. The change came about because of the recognition of new needs 
( ) b. The change came about because of dissatisfaction with the previous pro­

gram 
{ ) c. Other Specify) ___ _____ ___ _____ :__ ______ :__ __ ___ __________ _________ _ 

4. What do you consider to be the major problem or weakness in your present testing 
and evaluation program? Check ( v) one. 
( ) a. Lack of trained personnel in testing and m easurements 
( ) b. Teachers not properly trained in the use of test results 
( ) c. Only limited use being made of test results 
( ) d. Not proper follow-up of testing program 
( ) e. Program too limited in scope 
( ) f. Insufficient time and resources for full utilization 
( ) g. Other (Specify) ___________________ ___ _ ___ ____ ___ _____________ _ 



b. Indicate the grade levels at which the following skills or informational areas are 

generally measured by standardized achievement tests by encircling the appro~ 

priate numbers to the right. 

I . Arithmetic Kl23456 :78 

2. Reading _________________ -------------------- K I 2 3 4 5 6 :7 8 

3. Language Usage ------ ---- -------- -------- - ---- K I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

4. Spelling Kl2345678 

5. Science ------------ - - -- - ---------- ----------- K I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

6. Social Studies __ __ ________ ------ - -------- ---- - - K I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

7. Work-study Skills ------ -- - --------------------- K I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

c. Indicate the extent to which different skills or subject areas are measured by 

standardized achievement tests in grades IX to XII inclusive by checking ( v) 

the appropriate columns. 

PRACTICE 

SKILL OR I II Ill IV 
INFORMATIONAL SYSTEMATIC BASI S AT ONE TIME OR TO INDIVIDUALS OR NOT 

AREA REGULAR INTERVALS SPORADIC BASIS CLASS GROU PS AS MEASURE ! 
THROUGHOUTTHE SYSTEM THE NEED ARISES 

I . READING 

2. LANGUAGE USAGE 

3 . LITERATURE 

4 . MATHEMATICS 

5 . SCIENCE 

6 . SOCIAL STUDIES 

7 . STUDY SKILLS 

8. BUSINESS EDUCATION 

9 . MODERN LANGUAGE 

10. HOME ECONOM'ICS 

11. INDUSTRIAL ARTS 

12 . MUSIC 

13. ART 

L-----------~----------------~------------------------------------------- · - _L_ __________ __ 

1 
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Ill. HOW ARE THE RESULTS OF THE PROGRAM ORGANIZED AND REPORTED? 

A. Indicate the statement which most nearly describes the extent to which the results 
of intelligence and standardized achievement tests are made available to teachers 
and staff members by checking ( v') the appropriate columns. 

PRACTICE 

A . RESULTS ARE REGULARLY CIRCULATED TO EACH TEACHER OR STAFF 
MEMBER CONCERNE D WITH THE CLASS GROUP OR SUBJECT TESTED . 

B. RESULTS ARE OCCASIONALLY CIRCULATED TO EACH TEACHER OR STAFF 
MEMBER CONCERNED WITH THE C LASS GROUP OR SUBJECT TESTED. 

C. RESULTS ARE NON-CIRCULATING, BUT ARE AVAILABLE TO TEACHERS 
OR STAFF MEMBERS UPON REQUEST. 

D . RESU LTS ARE KEPT SOLELY FOR ADM'INISTRATIVE OR GUIDANCE PER-
SONNEL USE. 

I 
INT ELLIGEN CE 

TESTS 

II 
ST f1 N 'J ARDIZED 

ri l ::VE M ENT 
1 ESTS 

AC 

B. Indicate the person to whom the results of the various types of tests are made 
available by checking ( v') the appropriate columns. 

I 
INTELLIGENCE 

TESTS 

A. PRINCIPAL 

B . SUPERVISOR 

c. G UIDANCE COUNSELOR 

D . SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST 

E. CLASSROOM TEACHER 

F . PARENT 

G . PUPIL 

TYPE OF TEST 

II Ill 
STANDA RDIZED S PECIAL 
ACHIEVEMENT APTITUDE 

TESTS 

IV 
PERSONALITY 

TESTS I 

v 
lflTEREST 

\/VEN TORIES 

C. Indicate the form in which intelligence and standardized achievement teBt results 
are usually made available to teachers and staff members by checking (1 v') the ap~ 
propriate columns. 

I 

FORM 
INTELLIGENCE 

TESTS 

A. CLASS RECORD SHEET GIVING TOTAL SCORES OF PUPILS 

B . CLASS RECORD SHEET GIVIN G PART AND TOTAL SCORES OF PUPILS 

c . CLASS OR GROUP PROFILE CHARTS 

D. IN DI V IDUAL PUPIL PROFILE CHART 

E . OTHER (SPECIFY > 

---------

ST 
II 

Afi ' DARDIZED 
H I EVEMENT 

TESTS 
AC 

l_ 

ii'l 



B. Standardized Achievement Tests 

( ) ( ) 1 . To reveal the extent to which instructional objectives are being attained 
( ) ( ) 2. To identify instructional areas needing special emphasis 
( ) ( ) 3. To evaluate different teaching methods and materials of instruction 
( ) ( ) 4. To rate the proficiency of different teachers 
( ) ( ) 5. To determine how the achievement of local school groups compare with 

those of comparable groups in other systems 
( ) ( ) 6. To compare the achievement of different class groups within the system 
( ) ( ) 7. To a id in the placement of pupils in grades 
( ) ( ) 8. To aid in grouping within the grade or class group 
( ) ( ) 9. To aid in curriculum revision and evaluation 
( ) ( ) 1 0. To interpret the work of the school to the public 
( ) ( ) 11 . To aid in the counseling of individuals with respect to educational and 

vocational planning 
( ) ( ) 12. Other (Specify other major uses that are made of standardized achieve~ 

ment tests) ___________ ____ ___________ __ ________ ________ __ _ _ 

C. Special Aptitude Tests 

( ) ( ) 1 . To determine the need for special school programs 
( ) ( ) 2. To aid in the placement of pupils in grades and for grouping within the 

grade or class 
( ) ( ) 3. To place pupils in remedial or corrective classes 

( ) ( ) 4. Other (Specify other major uses that are made of special aptitude tests) 

D. Personality Measures (Including problem check lists) 

( ) ( ) 1 . To determine the personal and mental health problems which character~ 
ize class groups, schools, or school districts 

( ) ( ) 2. To determine the need for special attention to certain areas of the curri­
culum 

( ) ( ) 3. To determine class groups or schools that need special assistance in the 
social school situation 

( ) ( ) 4. Other (Specify other major uses that are made of personality measures) 

lill 
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LETTERS PERTAINING TO INQUIRY FORM DISTRIBUTION 



PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF NEH BRITAUl 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

NEW BRITAIN, CONN. 
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A comprehensive testing and evaluating program is an integral part of the 
teaching procedure and must assume a position of major administrative i n­
portance. In this year of increased attention to student development :ln 
basic instructional areas and current charges of academic shortcomings :ln 
public education, additional emphasis must be placed upon the pupil apprais­
al program in order to secure valid data regarding student development :ln 
all areas of learning. 

School systems are concerned with maintaining a sound pupil appraisal plea­
gram based upon accepted practices. Although much has been written reg;ird­
ing these practices, relatively little is known concerning the actual sta­
tus of the programs. This study is being made to obtain this data for the 
New England Public Schools. It is being conducted as a doctorate study at 
Boston University as part of a nation-wide study being sponsored by the 
American Educational Research Association under the auspice of the Test 
Usage Connnittee. It also has the full endorsement of the Executive Commit­
tee of the New England School Development Council. 

Will you kindly aid in this project by supplying the data requested on the 
enclosed data form? Although the form looks formidable, only a reasonable 
amount of time is required to complete it since most of the responses need 
only check marks. 

It is hoped that answers will reflect as nearly as possible the actual sit­
uation in the pupil appraisal program in the system. A compilation of this 
data will contribute materially to a better understanding of what the schools 
are doing and allow you to compare your program with practices in othe~r schools 
in the New England area. 

The information you provide will be held in strict confidence and will be used 
only by the writer for analysis and study. A surmnary of the results ~rill be 
made available to you when the study has been completed. 

It is hoped that all inquiry forms will be returned within two weeks. I am 
enclosing a self-addressed, stamped envelope for your convenience in rE~plying. 

Your cooperation will be deeply appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

~~Ju 
Winston B. Keclt 
Curriculum Coordinator 



PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF NEW BRITAIN 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

NEW BRITAIN, CONN. 
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A comprehensive testing and evaluating program is an integral part of the 
teaching procedure and must assume a position of major administrative im­
portance. In this year of increased attention to student development. in 
basic instructional areas and current charges of academic shortcomings in 
public education, add i. !.:::onal emphasis must be placed upon the pupil a.pprais­
al program in crder to secure valid data regarding student development in 
all areas of learning. 

School systems are concernGd 'V'ith maintaining a sound pupil appraisal pro­
gram based upon accepted practices. Although much has bP.en \<lritten rE!gard­
ing these practices, re:!.ati vely lit t le is known concerning the actual sta­
tus of the programs. This s tudy is being made to obtain this data for the 
New England Public Schools. It is being conducted as a doctorate study at 
Boston University as part of a nation~wide study being sponsored by the 
Americatl Educational Research Association under the auspice of the TE~Ht 
Usage Committee. It also has the fu l l endorsement of the Executive Committee 
of the New England School Development Council. 

This study is concerned with the small community as well as the larg•~ city. 
A community has been chosen at random from each Superintendency Union in 
order to obtain a representative samp ling of the smaller towns in Ne1>1 Eng­
land. The conununity chosen from your district is noted on the Inqui:cy Form. 

Will you kindly aid in this project by supplying the data requested •Olll the 
enclosed Inquiry Form? Although the form looks formidable, only a r •e;:~sonable 

amount of time is required to complete it, since most of the respons·e.s need 
only check marks. 

It is hoped that answers will reflect as nearly as possible the actual sit­
uation in the pupil appraisal program in the system. A compilation of this 
data will contribute materially to a better understanding of what the schools 
are doing and allow you to compare your program with practices in other schools 
in the New England area, 

The information you provide will be held in strict confidence and will be 
used only by the writer for analysis and study. A summary of the results 
will be made available to you when the study has been completed. 

It is hoped that all Inquiry Forms will be returned within two weeks. I am 
enclosing a self-addressed, stamped envelope for your convenience in. replying. 

Your cooperation will be deeply appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
Winston B. Keck 

u Curriculum Coordinator 



PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF NEW BRITAIN 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

~mw BRITAIN, CONN. 

Recently you received an ingn:i.ry form on Testing and Evaluation 
Practices in the New EnglanJ l~tblic Schools. This form has been 
sent to communities th::oughu.1t New England in order to obtain a 
rather detailed picture of pupil appraisal programs in the area. 

This study, endorsed by the E~tecutive Committee of N.E.S.D.E.C. 
and the Test Usage c~~ittee of A.E.R.A. should contribute ma­
terially to a better unoerst~nding of what schools are actually 
doing in their pupil appraisal programs. 

Inquiry forms have been received from a great many communities. 
To date I have not received the form sent to you. Wo~ld it be 
possible for you to teke time from your busy schedule to have 
the form completed? I can assure you that the information will 
be held in strict confidence by the writer and will be used only 
in summary form withou t identifying any specific school system. 
Administrators throu ~;:-,out the New England area could profit from 
your contribution to this study. 

The return of the inquiry form at your earliest convenience will 
be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

Winston B. Keck 
Curriculum Coordinator 
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF NEW BRITAIN 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

NEW BRITAIN, CONN. 

Several weeks ago you received an inquiry form on Testing and 
Evaluation Practices in the New England Public Schools. This 
form, part of a study endorsed by the Executive Committee of 
N.E.S.D.E.C. and the Test Usage Committee of the A.E.R.A., has 
been distributed throughout New England. Returns have been re­
ceived from the majority of school systems. 

A check on the inquiry forms returned to date reveals that no 
reply has been received from you. The study is nearing com­
pletion and plans have been made to start tabulating the re­
sults on May 29. I hope that your system will be represented 
in the study. However, it will be impossible to include it 
unless the form is received by May 29. I hope that a reply 
will be received from you by this date. 

The information that you can provide will be most helpful in 
obtaining a complete picture of the pupil appraisal programs 
in the New England Public Schools. All information will be 
treated as confidential, and no individual school system will 
be identified in the final report. 

If you have misplaced the inquiry form, please let me know, 
and I will be happy to send you another. 

Very truly yours, 

~ (i3 .'it-Ja.., 
Winston B. Keck 
Curriculum Coordinator 
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EDUCATORS PARTICIPATING IN REVISION 

AND PILOT STUDY OF INQUIRY FORM 

*** 1. Walter N. Durost, Director, Test Service and Advisement Center, 
Dunbarton, New Hampshire 

* 2. Joseph Bedard, Guidance Director, New Britain Public School:3, 
New Britain, Connecticut 

*** 3. Roger T. Lennon, Director, Division of Test Research and Se-r­
vice, World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York 

* 4. George Prescott, Director, Pupil Personnel Services, Norwalk 
Public Schools, Norwalk, Connecticut 

*** 5. T. Joseph McCook, Superintendent o f Schools, Springfield, 
Massachusetts 

*** 6. William Edgar, Superintendent of Schools, Fairfield, 
Connecticut 

~ 7. Margaret E. Allen, Supervisor of Testing, Portland Public 
Schools, Portland, Maine 

* 8. Mary McGauvran, Dean, State Teachers College, Lowell, 
Massachusetts 

* 9. Harold A. Mahoney, Chief, Bureau of Pupil Personnel and Special 
Educational Services, Connecticut State Department of Educa­
tion, Hartford, Connecticut 

*** 10. Maurice J. Ross, Chief, Bureau of Research and Statistics, 
Connect icut State Department o f Education, Hartford, 
Connecticut 

* 11. Ruth Kimball, Director, Testing and Research, New Britain 
Public Schools, New Britain, Connecticut 

* 12. Anthony G. Brackett, Superintendent of Schools, Weston, 
Massachusetts 

* 13. Thomas Warren, Superintendent of Schools, Randolph, 
Massachusetts 

* 14. George C. Roy, Superintendent of Schools, Millis, Massachusetts 



* 15. Merle A. Sturtevant, Superintendent of Schools (retired), 
Shrewsbury, Massachusetts 

'*** 16. Robert A. Stoughton, Guidance Specialist, Connecticut State 
Department of Education, Hartford, Connecticut 
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* 17. James Hayden, Assistant Superintendent of Schools, New Bed ford, 
Massachusetts 

** 18. John Davis, Executive Secretary, New England School Development 
Council, Cambridge, Massachusetts 

** 19-26. Members of the Executive Committee, New England School 
Development Council, Cambridge, Massachusetts 

** 27. Harold Seashore, Director, Test Ditision, The Psychological 
Corporation, New York, New York 

** 28. George Forlano, Research Associate, Bureau of Educational 
Research, Board of Education of the City of New York, 
New York, New York 

** 29. John W. Polley, Executive Secretary, Associated Public School 
Systems, Teachers College, Columbia University, New York 

** 30. Edward J. Rogean, Superintendent of Schools, Bloomfield, 
Connecticut 

** 31. John W. Wallace, Superintendent of Schools, Newington, 
Connecticut 

** 32. E. Perley Eaton, Superintendent of Schools, Berlin, Connecticut 

** 33. E. Davis Woodbury, Superintendent of Schools, Milton, 
Massachusetts 

** 34. Leo T. Doherty, Superintendent of Schools, Worcester, 
Massachusetts 

Key: 

- * Indicates participation in rev~s~on study. 
** Indicates participation in pilot study. 

*** Indicates participation in both revision and pilot studies. 
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LIST OF TEXTBOOKS TREATING ASPECTS OF 

THE TESTING AND EVALUATION PROGRAM 

1. Ahman, J. Stanley, and Marvin D. Glock. Evaluating Pupil Growth. 
Allyn and Bacon, Boston, 1958, pp. 136-182, 468-496. 

2. Bradfield, James M., and H. Stewart Moredock. Measurement and 
Evaluation in Education. The Macmillan Company, New York, 
1957, Chap. XVI. 

3. Dailey, John G. Testing and Counseling in the High School 
Guidance Program. Science Research Associates, Chicago, 1943, 
Chaps. IV and V. 

4. Greene, Harry A., Albert N. Jorgensen, and J. Raymond Gerberich. 
Measurement and Evaluation in the Elementary School (Second. 
Edition). Longmans , Green and Company, New York, 1953, 
pp. 119-135. 

5. Jordan, A. M. Measurement in Education. McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
Inc., New York, 1953, pp. 67-95. 

6. Noll, Victor H. Introduction to Educational Measurement. 
Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston, 1957, pp. 318-343. 

' 
7. Rennners, H.. H., H. L. Gage, and J. Francis Runnnel. A Practical 

Introduction to Measurement and Evaluation. Harper and 
Brothers, ~ew York, 1960, Chaps. IV, V, and VI. 

8. Ross, C. C. , and Julian C. Stanley. Measurement in Today's Schools 
(Third Edition) .. Prentice-Hall , Inc., New York, Chap. VIII. 

9. Schwartz , Alfred L., and Stuart C. Tiedman. Evaluating Student 
Progress in the Secondary School. Longmans, Green and 
Company, New York, 1957, pp. 17-30. 

10. Smith, Eugene R., Ralph W. Tyler, and others. Appraising and 
Recording Student Progress. Harper and Brothers, New York, 
1942, Chap. I, pp. 3- 34. 

11. Thorndike, Robert L., and Elizabeth Hagen. 
Evaluation in Psychology and Education. 
Inc., New York, 1955, Chap. XVI. 

Measurement and 
John Wiley and Sons, 

12. Togerson, Theodore L., and Georgia S. Adams. Measurement and 
Evaluation for the Secondary School Teacher. Dryden Press, 
New York, 1956, Chaps. XXIV, XXV, and XXVI. 
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13. Traxler, Arthur E. Techniques of Guidance. Harper and Brother s, 
New York, 1957, Chaps. IX and X. 

14. Traxler, Arthur E., Robert Jacobs, Margaret Selover, and Agatha 
Townsend. Introduction to Testing and the Use of Test Results 
in Public Schools. Harper and Brothers, New York, 1953, 
pp. 1-113 . 

15. Wrightstone, J. Wayne, Joseph Justman, and Irving Robbins. Evalua­
tion in Modern Education. American Book Company, New York, 
1956, Chaps. II and IV. 
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SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

TESTING PATTERNS AND PROGRAMS 

1. Ahman, J. Stanley, and Marvin D. Glock. Evaluating Pupil Growth. 
Allyn and Bacon, Boston, 1958, pp. 483-484. 

2. California Test Bureau. Basic Testing Program for Educational 
Diagnosis and Pupil Guidance, Educational Bulletin No. 6. 
California Test Bureau, Los Angeles. 

3. Clark, Willis W. Articulated and Integrated Measuring Instruments 
for Practical Evaluation Programs, Educational Bulletin No. 20. 
California Test Bureau, Los Angeles, 1954. 

4. Durost, Walter N. What Constitutes a Testing Program for Ele­
mentary and Junior High School, Test Service Notebook No. 1. 
World Book Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, 1956. 

5. Fisher, Marie R. Using Test Results to Improve the Education of 
the Individual Child, Test Service Bulletin No. 76. World Book 
Company, Tarrytown-on-Hudson, New York, p. 3. 

6. Kent Area Guidance Council. A Proposed 12-Year Testing Progran!, 
Ohio Scholarship Tests. State Department of Education , 
Columbus, Ohio, 1959, pp. 14-18. 

7. Noll, Victor H. Introduction to Educational Measurement. Houghton 
Mifflin Company, Boston, · 1957, pp. 343-352. 

8. Rennners, H. H., N. L. Gage, and J. Francis Runnnel. A Practica. 
Introduction to Measurement and Evaluation. Harper and 
Brothers, New York, 1960, pp. 101-103. 

9. Ross, C. C., and Julian C. Stanley. Measurement in Today's Schools. 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1954, p. 210. 

10. Schwartz, Alfred, and Stuart C. Tiedman. Evaluating Student 
Progress in the Secondary School. Longmans, Green and 
Company, New York, 1957, pp. 273-274. 

11. Thorndike, Robert L., and Elizabeth Hagen. Measurement and Evalua­
tion iri Psychology and Education. John Wiley and Sons, Inc ., 
New York, 1955, pp. 433-438. 
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12. Traxler, Arthur E., Robert Jacobs, Margaret Selover, and Agatha 
Townsend. Introduction to Testing and the Use of Test Res1~. ts 
in Public Schools. Harper and Brothers, New York, 1953, pp . 
20-27. 

13. World Book Company. Planning the Secondary School Testing Pro ;~cam. 

World Book Company, Tarrytown- on-Hudson, New York . 
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Table 113. Grade Level at Which Reading Is Generally Measured by 
Standardized Tests in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Percentage of Responses 
Grade Level 1 ccording to Enrollment Cate~ ories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

K 8.0 10.0 11.5 17.5 12.1 4.5 
I 65.0 62.8 48.4 52.5 57.6 36.4 

II 74.0 74.3 59.2 67.5 57.6 45.4 
III 88.0 77.1 80.0 85.0 81.8 68.2 

IV 85.0 77.1 76.9 90.0 78.8 54.5 
v 90.0 78.5 75.4 80.0 69.7 59.1 

VI 91.0 78.5 82.3 90.0 90.9 86.4 
VII 86.0 81.4 73.1 70.0 75.7 40.9 

VIII 91.0 84.3 69.2 87.5 78.8 72.7 
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v: 
(. 

1 
5 
6 
8 
7 
7 
8 
7 
8 

0.6 
5.7 
5.6 
1.5 
9.2 
8.7 
5.6 
6.2 
0.2 

Table 114. Grade Level at Which Arithmetic Is Generally Measured by 
Standardized Tests in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Percentage of Responses 
Grade Level According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (!D._ 

K 6.0 4.2 4.6 10.0 3.0 4.5 5.3 
I 48.0 47.1 28.5 35.0 21.2 18.2 36.2 

II 62.0 62.8 50.0 52.5 33.3 18.2 52.4 
III 90.0 72.8 73.8 77 .s 60.6 54 . 5 73.4 

IV 86.0 80.0 73.1 87.5 72.7 45.4 77.5 
v 87.0 87.1 75.4 82.5 75.7 50.0 76.7 

VI 94.0 78.5 80.8 90.0 87.9 63.6 84.3 
VII 88.0 80.0 66.9 62.5 63.6 40 .9 72.4 

VIII 87.0 84.3 78.5 85.0 84.8 54.5 81.5 



352 

Table 115. Grade Level at Which Language Usage is Generally Measured 
by Standardized Tests in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Percentage o f Responses 
Grade Level According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (41 (5} (6) _(7) 

K 4.0 2.8 3.1 5.0 3.0 4.5 
I 43.0 34.3 23.1 17.5 15.1 13.6 

II 58.0 50.0 40 .0 27.5 27.3 13.6 
III 81.0 75.6 72.3 55.0 60.6 68.2 

IV 86.0 72 .8 73.8 75.0 69.7 40.9 
v 83.0 74.3 72.3 70.0 66.7 45.4 

VI 87.0 77 .l 78.5 82.5 81.8 77.3 
VII 83.0 77.1 70.0 62.5 63.6 40.9 

VIII 88.0 85.7 77.7 77.5 75.7 72.7 

Table 116. Grade Level at . Which Spelling Is Generally Measured by 
Standardi zed Tests in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Percentage of Responses 
Grade Level Accordin~ to Enrollment Cate or ies 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

K 5.0 17.1 3.1 5.0 3.0 4.5 
[ 48.0 42.8 26.9 20.0 12.1 13.6 

II 63.0 57.1 44.6 40.0 27.3 13.6 
III 81.0 71.4 70.7 60.0 54.5 59.1 

IV 84.0 71.4 70.7 80.0 66.7 40.9 
v 85.0 72.8 72.3 72.5 57.6 54.5 

VI 84.0 75.6 68.4 85.0 81.8 86.4 
VII 83.0 75.6 66.9 60.0 54.5 40.9 

VIII 87.0 55.7 74.6 82.5 69.7 72.7 

-
VI 
(8 

3 
28 
42 
72 
74 
73 
81 
71 
81 

,. 

I 

L 

.3 

.3 

.5 

.l 
• 7 
.2 
.0 
.6 
.3 

6.3 
32.4 
47.8 
70.3 
73.2 
73 .4 
80.0 
69.3 
74.7 
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Table 117. Grade Level at Which Soc ial Studies Is Generally Measured 
by Standardized Tests in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Percentage of Responses 
Grade Level According to Enrollment Categories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

K 3.0 2.8 2.3 2.5 3.0 4.5 
I 30.0 22.8 16.9 12.5 12.1 4.5 

II 38.0 31.4 25.4 20.0 12.1 4.5 
III 57.0 47.1 40.8 25.0 18.2 27.3 

IV 65.0 60.0 50.8 45.0 27.3 13.6 
v 72.0 71.4 56.9 55.0 33.3 13.6 

VI 75.0 68.6 59.2 67.5 42.4 40.. 9 
VII 74.0 72.8 56.1 50.0 33.3 13.6 

VIII 78.0 78.5 61.5 72.5 42.4 40.9 

Table 118. Grade Level at Which Science Is Generally Measured by 
Standardized Tests ' in Kindergarten Through Grade 8 

Percentage of Responses 
Grade Level According to E r ollment Cate~ories 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) _(_5_}_ _(6) (7)_ 

K 3.0 2.8 1.5 2.5 3.0 -
I 30.0 21.4 13.1 12.5 12.1 -

II 39.0 27.1 21.5 17.5 12.1 4.5 
III 55.0 40.0 35.4 22.5 15.1 18.2 

IV 62.0 52.8 45.4 45.0 24.2 9.1 
v 66.0 62.8 50.0 52.5 30.3 9.1 

VI 71.0 65.6 56 .1 62.5 42.4 31.8 
VII 70.0 64.3 53.8 52.5 33.3 9.1 

VIII 7.5.0 71.4 53.8 70.0 39.4 40.9 

VI 
(8 

2 
19 
26 
41 
51 
58 
63 
58 
67 

I 

L 

.8 
• 7 
.8 
.8 
.4 
• 7 
.3 
• 7 
.1 

VII 
(!ll_ 

2.3 
18.0 
2·+.8 
37.2 
47.1 
52.6 
59.7 
55.4 
62.0 
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Table 119. Grade Level at Which Work-Study Skills Are Generally 
Measured by Standardized Tests in Kindergarten Through 
Grade 8 

Grade Level 
I 

(1) (2) 

K 5.0 
I 28.0 

II 37.0 
III 55.0 

IV 60.0 
v 64.0 

VI 69.0 
VII 68.0 

VIII 70.0 

Percentage of Responses 
According to Enrollment Cate~ories 

II III IV v VI 
(_3_) (4) (5) (6_) {7) 

1.4 2 .3 5.0 3.0 4.5 
20.0 10.8 15 .0 6.1 4.5 
21.4 16.9 22.5 6.1 4.5 
38.6 35.4 32.5 21.2 27.3 
41.4 46 . 9 60.0 24.2 18.2 
58.6 55.4 57.5 33.3 22.7 
58.6 60.0 67.5 42.4 36.4 
64.3 57.7 45.0 36.4 27.3 
67.1 56.9 67.5 42 .4 36.4 

VI 
(S 

3 
16 
21 
39 
47 
54 
60 
56 
60 

I 

L 

.3 

.4 

.8 

.0 

.1 

.7 

.o 

. 7 
• 7 

Table 120. Number of Times Reading Is Measured by Standardized Tests 
During Pupil's School Career in Kindergarten Through 
Grade 8 

Percentage of Responses 
Number o f Times According to Enrollment Gate 

I II III IV v 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Once 2.0 - 1.5 2.5 -
Twice 4.0 7.1 4.6 5.0 6.1 
Three times 4.0 5.7 8.5 2.5 15.1 
More· than three 

times 88.0 79.2 81.8 90.0 75.1 
Annually 55.0 55.1 40.8 37.5 30.2 

ories 
VI 

(7) 

9.1 
4.5 

13.6 

72.7 
13.6 

' Til 
( JL 

' ' 32.9 
lj. . 5 I+ 

''II 

rl 
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Table 121. Number of Times ALithmetic Is Measured by Standardized 
Tests During Pupil's School Career in Kindergarten 
Through Grade 8 

Number of Times 
I 

(1) (2) 

Once 2.0 
Twice 6.0 
Three times 5.0 
More than three 

times 85.1 
Annually 45.0 

Percentage of Responses 
According to Enrollment Catef'ories 

II III IV v VI 
(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

- 1.5 2.5 6.1 9.1 
10.0 6.9 10.0 9.1 9.1 
8.6 8.5 10.0 24.2 40.9 

74.1 77.6 80.0 54.5 40.9 
43.6 29.2 27.5 15.1 9.1 

v: 
( I 

lt 

~ ., 3 
1 '6 
).6 

7.-),2 

3.7 3" 

Table 122. Number of Times Language Usage Is Measured by Standardized 
Tests During Pupil's School Career in Kindergarten Through 
Grade 8 

Percentage of Responses 
Number o f Times According to Enrollment Cate~ories 

I II III IV v VI VII 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Once 2.0 - 3.1 2.5 3.0 4.5 5.3 
Twice 6.0 10.0 6.1 15.0 12.1 9.1 8.3 
Three times 7.0 5.7 10.0 10.0 21.2 40.9 11.1 
More than three 

times 38.0 32.8 22.3 15.0 9.1 9.1 72.8 
Annually 80.0 75.5 76.1 72.5 34.5 40.9 25.5 
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Table 123. Number of Times Spelling Is Measured by Standardized Tests 
During Pupil ' s School Career in Kindergarten Through 
Grade 8 

Number of Times 
I 

(1) (2) 

Once 3.0 
Twice 3.0 
Three times 8.0 
More than three 

times 78.0 
Annually 41.0 

Percentage of Responses 
According to Enrollment Cate~ories 

II III IV v VI 
(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

- 2.3 - 3.0 4.5 
10.0 4.6 12.5 6.1 9.1 
4.2 9.2 . 10.0 21.2 45.4 

75.5 74.5 75.0 54.5 36.3 
35.6 24.6 20.0 9.1 9.1 

VJ 
0 

' ) ... 0 
) "3 
l . 1 

' 
( 

L 

7: 
21 

l .. 9 
3.1 

Table 124. Number of Times Social Studies Is Measured by Standardi:?.:ed 
Tests During Pupil's School Career in Kindergarten Through 
Grade 8 

Number of Times 
I 

(1) (2) 

Once 2.0 
Twice 7.0 
Three times 6.0 
More than three 

times 69.0 
Annually 26.0 

Percentage of Responses 
ccordinK to E rollment Cate 

II III IV v 
(3) (4) (5) (6) 

- 3.8 5.0 12.1 
10.0 10.0 25.0 6.1 
8.6 4.6 12.5 6.1 

64.2 55.3 45.0 27.2 
22.8 13.0 10.0 3.0 

ories 
VI 

(7) 

18.2 
13.6 
18.2 

9.0 
4.5 

v 
( 

1 

5 
1 

II 
BL 

I +.3 
0.6 
7.3 

4.5 
6.5 
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'1 able 125. Number of Times Science Is Measured by Standardized Tes1 -,, _,, 
During Pupil's School Career in Kindergarten Through 
Grade 8 

Percentage of Responses 
Number of Times Accord ing to Enrollment Cate aries 

I II III IV v VI 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) _{6) Ol 

Once 3.0 - 3.8 7.5 12.1 22.7 
Twice 10.0 10.0 9.2 25.0 9.1 9.1 
Three times 6.0 10.0 8.5 10.0 6.1 9.1 
More than three 

times 63.0 56.9 49.1 42.5 24.2 9.0 
Annually 25.0 21.3 12.3 10.0 3.0 4.5 

v 
__( 
II 
BL 

1 

4 
1 

5.1 
1.3 
8.1 

9.1 
5.7 

Table 126. Number of Times Work-Study Skills Are Measured by Standard­
ized Tests During Pupil's School Career in Kindergarten 
Through Grade 8 

Number o f Times 
I 

(1) (2) 

Once 3.0 
Twice 10.0 
Three times 5.0 
More than three 

times 63.0 
Annually 23.0 

Percentage of Responses 
According to Enrollment Cate 

II III IV v 
(3) (4) (5) (6) 

1.4 3.1 10.0 12.1 
8.6 8.5 15.0 3.0 
7.1 5.4 2.5 12.1 

54.0 54.5 52.5 30.2 
18.5 10.7 12.5 3.0 

aries 
VI 

(7) 

9.1 
4.5 

18.2 

18.0 
4.5 

Tli ' ( .. m_ 

5 
1 
2.4 
L~ .4 
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PROGRAM EXPANSION AND ENRICHMENT 

1. Extended the developmental reading program to include grades seven 
and eight. 

2. Established a broadened reading program at the senior high school 
level including a reading laboratory, etc. 

3. Established review math classes in grade twelve after discovering 
via a testing program, a lower percentile rating in math than seemed 
desirable. 

4. Established a ninth grade accelerated algebra group. 

5. Initiated a class for "gifted" pupils in grades III-VI. 

6. Added specific work in English Composition in the junior and senior 
years. 

7. Introduced an advanced math seminar in grade XII. 

8. Introduced an advanced placement program as the results of Iowa 
Developmental Tests. 

9. Introduced a program for students of superior ability at the 
secondary level. 

10. Initiated an enriched program in library and language arts for 
certain 5th and 6th grade students 

11. Revised graduation requirements to include more work in math and 
science. 

12. Established special reading groups at the secondary lev•~l. 

13. Established a program for the "gifted" pupil in the secondary schools. 

14. Established a special class at secondary level for low ability level 
pupils. 

15. Expanded guidance services throughout the schools. 

16. Developed an expanded program for the non-academic student. 

17. Established accelerated classes in math and 'science. 
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EXPANDING SERVICES AND IMPROVING INSTRUCTIONAL PROG&~ 

1. Aided in adding a remedial reading supervi sor. 

2. Used to refine groups and effecting homogeneous grouping, partic­
ularly at the junior high school level, in basic academic areas. 

3. Used to determine the effectiveness of grouping at the junior high 
school. 

4. Used to inaugurate classes for educable and trainable students. 

5. Used to set up special classes in the elementary school for 
seriously retarded pupils. 

6. Initiated tutorial groups at the junior high schools for under­
achievers . 

7. Used as the basis for establishing two in-service programs for 
teachers for improving the teaching in language arts and mathematics. 

8; Test summaries served as the basis for in- service program and work­
shop for teachers. 

9. Used as a basis for regrouping graded pupils. 

10. Aided in adding a remedial teacher for the j uni or high schools. 

11. Used as the basis for textbook selection by textbook se l ection 
connnittee. 

12. Used to aid in selection of students for trade school, as a result 
we have the lowest drop-out rate in the history of the school. 

13. Used to establish a new system of reporting, using stanines as the 
basis of this reporting system. 

14. Used to set up a new "track" program at the senior high school. 

15. Used to eliminate grade barriers in grades I - III. 
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CURRICULUM REVISION 

1. Revised mathematics curriculum at secondary level. 

2. Stressed fundamentals of arithmetic at secondary level as well as 
in elementary program, 

3. Revised arithmetic program and selected new texts as result of 
weakness shown in testing. 

4. Revised entire development reading program. 

5. Revised ~pelling program. 

6. Revised English program. 

7. Revising social studies and sc i ence program as result of weakness 
evidenced in test results. 

8. Changes science sequence at the senior high school level. 

9. Revised entire junior high school curriculum due to study made 
with Iowa Test of Educational Development. 

10. Revised group guidance content in grades VII-XII. 

11. Revised the elementary time allotment schedule. 

12. Revised the English program in grades I - VII. 

13. Revised the foreign language offerings at the junior and senior 
high school. 



INSTRUCTIONAL PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY 

1. Increased emphasis upon problem solving in entire mathem~tics 
program. 

2. System-wide study being made of the teaching of spelling and 
arithmetic because of weaknesses noted in test results. 

3. Concerted system-wide effort made to improve study skills. 

4. Greater stress placed in teaching arithmetic fundamentals in 
grades IV-VI. 

362 

5. Studying method in teaching vocabulary as result of language tests. 

6. Placing greater emphasis upon written composition at the secondary 
level. 

7. Using scattergram noted considerable underachievement in arithmetic. 
Total program is now being studied and will be overhauled to im­
prove teaching effectiveness. 

8. Developed study guide for teachers in order to strengthen the 
teaching of work and study skills and habits. 

9. As result of item analysis of arithmetic results, are placing more 
emphasis upon drill in the teaching of arithmetic at all~vels. 

10. Directed more attention to map-reading techniques and knowledge in 
grade 6 when results of Iowa Every-pupil Tests of Basic Study 
Skills showed pupils to be below par in this area. 

11. Strengthened foreign language program, particularly the oral and 
aural approach. 

12. Stressed understanding in teaching methods as contrasted with 
purely teaching facts, this because of a definite weakness noted 
in this area in tests recently administered. 

13. Revised system of teaching spelling. 

14. Formed an arithmetic vocabulary at each grade level to strengthen 
a weakness in arithmetic reasoning shown in testing. 
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PUBLIC RELATIONS MEDIA TO IMPROVE OVER-ALL PROGRAM 

1. A discussion of test results has helped to get the Board of Educa­
tion to see the need for adequate instructional supplies. 

2. Test results are used to educate the Board of Education to the fact 
that wide range of abilities exist at each grade level, thus the 
need for differentiated instruction. 

3. Test results were used to convince the Board of Education of the 
need for a remedial reading specialist at the senior high school 
level. 

4. Mathematics achievement tests of high school pupils were admin­
istered and results were presented to the Board of Education to 
prove that many changes in teachers are not good for pupils. They 
must realize that they are responsible to have an attractive salary 
schedule to retain teachers and thus have normal achievement. 

5. Using test results we are trying to educate voters on remedial work 
and to recognize the need for trained personnel in the guidance 
field. We have also used these results to aid in the elimination 
of "mongrel" course selection by students and revising the high 
school schedule. 

6. Used results to initiate a program of early entrance to school for 
youngsters whose C.A. does not permit entrance, but whose M.A. in­
dicates they are ready for school. 

7. Arguments for an upward revision of the m1n1mum school entrange age 
were strengthened by reference to findings on readiness tests. 

8. To aid in selling the school board and lay people the advantage of 
forming a larger administrative unit. 
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