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Introduction

Brom THE earliest beginnings of society, men have measured the
abilities of other men and have recognized the existence of differences in the abilities possessed by different individuals. As human societies have grown in size and complexity the recognition of individual
differences has increasingly been reflected in the social structure of
societies. Ability is not the only basis on which social differentiation
occurs, of course, and it has only been in the past half-century in the
most highly developed societies that attempts have been made systematically to evaluate intellectual abilities and to make use of this
evaluation as a basis for allocating individuals to positions in the
society.
As we have pointed out elsewhere,! all societies must train their

members to perform the tasks necessary for the continuation and
development of the society. In addition, they must provide for the
allocation of individuals to positions in the society. The importance
of these two functions is reflected in the fact that, to the best of our

knowledge, no society leaves the development andallocation of manpowerto chance, although a great variety of means have been, and
are, used to accomplish these ends. In general, the techniques by
which individuals are channeled into one position or another (and
frequently given opportunities for one kind of training as opposed
1Goslin, David A., The School in Contemporary Society. Scott Foresman and
Co., Chicago, 1965, pp. 106-107.
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Ascribed characteristics such as family background, race, and sex
still play an important part in the allocation process for many individuals, but we have gone farther in this direction than any other
nation, with the possible exception of the Soviet Union.? And we
have certainly done more about developing systematic techniques

for assessing abilities than any othersociety.
The development of standardized tests of ability has been a
major factor in this process in the United States. A person’s abilities
may be assessed by various means, the most obvious of whichis his
performancein the position for which he is a candidate. As we have
pointed out, however, it is increasingly becoming impractical to give
everyone a chance to try out for every position, especially as the
training required for most jobs becomes more complex and expensive. The result is the necessity for devising some way to predict
which individuals are best suited for which jobs before providing
them with the required training. One alternative is to use performance in school as an indicator of general ability, and to allocate
opportunities for further training, leading to high status positions
in the society, on the basis of this performance. It has long been
recognized, however, that teacher judgments of pupils are often
subjective and based on characteristics unrelated to theabilities of
the person being evaluated. In addition, standards vary from school
to school and from teacher to teacher within schools. The solution
to these problems has been the development of standardized, objective tests of ability which may be used to assess the capabilities of
large numbersof students having varying educational backgrounds.
Standardized ability tests, including intelligence and achievement measures, have been almost universally adopted by educational systems in this country. It has been estimated that each of
the fifty million or more school children in the United States takes,
°The case of the Soviet Union provides an interesting comparison with the
United States. Although Russia, as a consequence of rapid industrialization,
has moved in the direction of efforts to assess individual abilities, political ideology in the Soviet Union is incompatible with the notion of inherited differences
in abilities between individuals. Consequently, assessment, where it occurs, has
tended to focus on achievement differences, assumed to be based on differential
motivation and individual effort rather than on innate variability. Taking the position that all variation in performance is due to differences in motivation permits one to concentrate most of one’s effort on devising techniques for raising
motivation levels while de-emphasizing systematic assessment, particularly at
early ag2s. See Goslin, David A., The Search for Ability: Standardized Testing in
Social Perspective, Russell Sage Foundation, 1963, chap. 2.
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on the average, three standardized tests each year.* Testing practices differ widely from school district to school district and from
grade to grade with school systems. This means that some children
are exposed to more than three standardized tests in a given school
year while some take fewer or none. Nevertheless, it is a rare child
indeed whose abilities are not formally tested on several occasions

by the time he finishes secondary school.
Scores on standardized tests are used by schools and colleges
for admission purposes (not only to college, but to special elementary and secondary schools as well), for grouping children according to their abilities for instructional purposes, for counseling pupils
and parents, and for a variety of other purposes, including identifying pupils with special educational deficiencies and strengths.° It is
generally acknowledged that standardized tests in current use are
less than perfect instruments for evaluating a given individual’s
capabilities. But there is strong evidence that in many instances
they are better than any alternative device available and, in most
cases, used in conjunction with pupil grades, they increase the likelihood of making accurate predictions of a pupil’s future academic
performance.®
Given the extent of test use and the importance of the kinds
of decisions about students who are influenced by their performance
on standardized tests, there is an obvious need for research on the

social implications and consequences of the widespread use of this
type of technique for assessing abilities. Toward this end Russell
Sage Foundation in 1962 initiated a program of research on the
social consequences of standardized ability testing. The aim of the
program is to assess the impact of testing on the individuals being
tested, the groups or organizations using tests, and, at the broadest
level, on the society itself. This report is one of a series of monographs presenting the findings of the research and including a discussion of implications for further studies along with policy recommendations resulting from the data. Reports of the research done
thus far have been confined primarily to the effects of educational
testing, although a national survey of public opinion regardingtests
4 Ibid., pp. 53-54.
5 Tbid., chap. 4.
8 Lavin, David E., The Prediction of Academic Performance. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1965. See especially chap. 4.
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has been completed’ and a study of the use of tests in personnel
selection in business andindustry is currently underway.8
The present report deals with one aspect of the useof tests in

schools, namely, the role of the teacher in testing. The teacher occu-

pies a central role in the testing and evaluation process for a number
of reasons. First, the teacher is the primary point of contact between

the child and the educational system, and what teachers say and do
are major influences in the process whereby the child learnsto assess
his own abilities. This occurs not only as a result of the instructional
situation itself in which the teacher is constantly providing the pupil
with evaluative feedback, but also through informal interaction in
which the teacher unavoidably transmits his own general assessment of the pupil’s abilities to the pupil and may actually engage in
counseling with pupils. Also, teachers are more likely to be in frequent contact with parents than other school officials.

Second, the teacher very often serves as the administrator and
scorer of standardized tests, especially at the elementary level where
testing specialists tend to be scarcer. Even in situations where teachers are not directly involved in administering standardizedtests, virtually all schools give teachers access to test scores and many
schools routinely provide teachers with scores made by their pupils.
Thus the teacher, in addition to being able to observe pupil performance in the classroom, has another source of estimates of his students’ capabilities, one which has the added legitimacy of being
derived from a standardized, objective test. One of the hypotheses
with which we began our research wasthat this type of information
about pupils would have important effects on teacher attitudes and
behavior toward his students, and in many cases might actually
influence evaluations of classroom performance.
Finally, in a very real sense the teacher himself is being evaluated as a consequence of the performance of his pupils on standardized achievement tests. Teachers, therefore, are not disinter7 Preliminary findings of this study are reported in Brim, Orville G., Jr., John
Neulinger, and David C. Glass, Experiences and Attitudes of American Adults
Concerning Standardized Intelligence Tests, Technical Report No. 1 on the Social Consequences of Testing. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1965. Further
analyses of these data will appear in a forthcoming volumeby the authors, entitled American Attitudes Toward Intelligence, to be published by Russell Sage
Foundation.
8 This study is under the direction of Stanley H. Udy, Jr., and Vernon Buckat
Yale University.
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ested observers of the testing process and may be expected to make
efforts to improve the performanceof their pupils on standardized
tests, whereverthis is practical. This, in turn, results in tests having
a potential impact on school curricula insofar as what is taught and
how it is taught is left to the teacher.
The data presented in the following pages are concerned primarily with describing and analyzing those aspects of the teacher
role having to do with testing. Chapter 2 provides data concerning
the use of tests in schools generally: how many tests are given;
what kinds, when, and for what purposes. It also examines school
policies relating to such matters as whether teachers have access to
scores, whether pupils or parents receive scores, and whois responsible for administering and scoring tests. Chapter 3 describes, from
the teacher’s standpoint, the extent of his contact with standardized
tests and objective measurement generally. Included here are data
on the amount of training teachers have had in test and measurement techniques, self-reports from teachers on their familiarity
with various standardized tests, and estimates as to the frequency
with which teachers participate in the testing process by serving as
test administrators, scorers, and the like.
Chapter 4 provides information on teacher attitudes toward,
and opinions about, standardized tests, including whether teachers
think tests are accurate, fair, and useful for various purposes.
These items are then examined in relation to background characteristics of teachers and such variables as the degree of their involvement in testing. Opinion items are included in the study on the
assumption, to be tested, that teachers who believe that standardized
tests are generally accurate and useful will tend to rely more on test
scores in making decisions about pupils and in general will be more
influenced in their behavior toward their pupils by tests than those
teachers whofeel that tests are not very useful or accurate. Data
comparing teachers’ opinions and attitudes with several indices of
their actual use of tests including the extent to which they report
scores to pupils and parents and use standardized test scores in
grading pupils are presented in Chapter5.
Chapter 6 deals with the thorny issue of coaching for tests and
the consequent potential impact of standardized tests on school
curricula. It includes both self-report data from teachers and data
based on student responses to questions concerning the extent to
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which their teachers have madespecial efforts to prepare them for
tests. Finally, Chapter 7 summarizes the implications of the data
andsets forth tentative policy recommendations.
The primary source of data is a questionnaire survey of 1,450
teachers in 75 public secondary schools selected according to quota
sampling procedures to represent the universe of more than 21,000
public secondary schools in the United States.2 The data were collected by the Project Talent field staff of the American Institute for
Research and analyzed according to instructions furnished by the
Russell Sage Foundation research group. Although the total number
of schools involved in the survey was small, considerable care was
taken in sample selection and the numberof individual respondents
is sufficiently large to warrant a degree of confidencein the validity
of the analyses based on this group of teachers.
In addition to the basic secondary school teacher sample, data
were available from several other sources and wherever possible
tables presented include comparisons between the responses of secondary teachers and other relevant groups. Thelatter include the
following:
In 39 of the 75 public secondary schools surveyed extensive
questionnaire data were collected from all pupils in the tenth and
twelfth grades. This generated a national sample of 5,321 public
secondary school students, and several questions were included in
the questionnaire on such topics as whether the student had ever
received reports of how well he had done on standardized tests taken
in school and, if so, from whom he had received them (teachers
constituting one response category ); whether the student’s teachers
had ever madeefforts specifically to prepare him for standardized
tests; and whether the student felt that tests were accurate andfair.
In most cases the questions asked were comparable to those asked
on the Teachers’ Questionnaire!® and comparisons between student
and teacher perceptions of standardized tests and testing are often
enlightening.
In all 75 public secondary schools questionnaires were admin® A detailed description of sampling and data collection procedures appears in
Appendix I. The Teachers’ Questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix II.
0 A copy of the Students’ Questionnaire may be found in Brim, Orville G., Jr.,

David A. Goslin, David C. Glass, and Isadore Goldberg, The Use of Standardized

Ability Tests in American Secondary Schools and Their Impact on Students,
Teachers, and Administrators, Technical Report No. 3 on the Social Consequences of Testing. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1965, Appendix A.
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istered to all school personnel formally engaged in counseling activities with students. Completed questionnaires were received from
143 counselors (all of those eligible in the schools), and their responses are included for comparative purposes where the questions
asked of both teachers and counselors were the same.!1 Although the
number of schools involved is the same for both counselor and
teacher reports, comparisons of percentage distributions between
counselors and teachers should be interpreted with some caution
because of the relatively small size of the counselor sample.
Data were also collected from students, teachers, and counselors in 10 parochial secondary schools and 9 private secondary
schools. Schools in these two groups were not chosen randomly, as
in the case of the public school sample, but rather purposively to
reflect respective types of schools.12 The same student and teacher
questionnaires used in the public secondary schools were completed
by 1,198 students and 158 teachers in the private schools, and by
2,636 students and 146 teachers in the parochial schools. Since the
samples of private and parochial schools are nonrandom and
small, in cases where responses of teachers and students in these
schools are compared with responses of teachers and students in the
public secondary school sample they should be viewed as merely
indicative of possible differences or similarities. Where large differences occur, as they do in several instances, we felt justified in presenting the respective response distributions as indications of points
at which further research may proveto be especially worthwhile.
School officials in each of the 75 public secondary schools, 10
parochial schools, and 9 private schools completed a Testing Program Questionnaire,!® giving information about the use made of
standardized tests in the school as well as background information
on the schoolitself and the characteristics of the student body.
Finally, as part of a separate study of elementary school testing
practices, a mail survey of over 800 public elementary schools in
New York, Connecticut, and New Jersey was conducted in the spring
of 1962. Questionnaire responses were received from 714 elementary principals, describing in considerable detail testing practices in
“ A copy of the Counselors’ Questionnaire appears in Appendix C to the report
just cited.
12 See Appendix I of the present volume.
18 See Appendix III.
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their schools and including several items relating to the principals’
opinions about standardized tests and their use.14 On the basis of
responses to the Elementary School Testing Survey, 16 schools were
selected for intensive study and a research team subsequently interviewed fifth-grade pupils in each of these schools, and collected
questionnaire data from teachers, pupils, and their parents. The
detailed results of this study will be reported in another monograph,
but in a few cases where the same questions were asked of elementary teachers and pupils as were asked of the secondary school
respondents, comparisons are included in this report. The 16 elementary schools chosen for intensive study were purposely selected
to represent both high and low frequency of standardized testing,
reporting and nonreporting of test scores to pupils and parents, and
homogeneous versus heterogeneous grouping practices within the
school, and therefore do not constitute a random sample of elemen-

tary schools in these states. Consequently, again, comparisonsbetween responses of teachers in these schools and secondary school
teachers are intended only as rough indications of differences and
similarities between the respective groups as a whole and should be
interpretedin this light.
The following chapters, then, present data gathered from public, private, and parochial secondary school teachers, public secondary school counselors and students, and elementary school teachers,
pupils, and parents. Comparisons are made between individuals
having different characteristics within the various respondent
groups with respect to their behavior and opinions, as well as between the different groups. Relationships between school characteristics and teacher behaviors and opinions are also explored. In all
cases results are reported as being statistically significant only in
those cases where significance tests can legitimately be applied to
the data, for example, where two randomly selected samples are
compared or where comparisons are made within a single group of
respondents.
Although the data are, for the most part, descriptive, several
major themes will be discerned in the discussion that follows. The
14 The results of this survey are reported in Goslin, David A., Roberta R. Epstein,
and Barbara A. Hallock, The Use of Standardized Tests in Elementary Schools,
Technical Report No. 2 on the Social Consequences of Testing. Russell Sage

Foundation, New York, 1965.
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first of these concerns the adequacy of teacher preparation for that
part of the role of teachers having to do with administering and
interpreting standardized tests. The question of the kind of training
teachers need in order to participate in the testing process will be
raised in the light of data on actual training and experience of
teachers in test and measurement techniques. Second, an attempt
will be made to explore, at least superficially, the amount of consistency in the opinions and attitudes held by teachers about stand-

ardized tests and their uses. It will become apparent, especially in
Chapter4, that teachers’ beliefs about tests are not alwaysconsistent
although certain significant relationships are apparent. For example,
a belief that the abilities required to do well on a standardized test
are more influenced by innate factors than by learning appears to be
systematically related to positive attitudes about the accuracy and
usefulnessoftests.
A third theme concernsthe relationship between opinions and
practice. The literature of the social sciences is replete with examples of situations in which people express one belief and actually
behave in a way that is contrary to their expressed opinion. In the
present study similar contradictions are apparent in several instances; for example, in the case of teacher attitudes about the reporting of test scores to children and parents, and their actual
behavior. Further, comparisons between a simulated behavioral
measure of reliance on objective information about children (for
example, test scores) and responses of teachers to questions on the
amountof reliance that should be placed on test scores give evidence
of discontinuity between expressed opinion and actual practice.
Finally, efforts are made to examine the relationship between
school testing practices on the one hand and teacher opinions and
behaviors on the other. Although our sample of schools is small, several provocative findings emerge from the data. The teacher’s role
in evaluation has not been defined for the most part by schools and
this lack of clear-cut role expectations may account for much of the
observed ambivalence on the part of teachers with respect to how
they feel they should use test scores, how much they should participate in the guidance process, andthelike.
It should be emphasized that for the most part this research
falls into the category of an exploratory study. Questionnaire responses in many instances are a poor substitute for direct behavioral
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observation and, more important, the varying nature of the techniques used for selecting respondents makes firm interpretations
of observed differences hazardous. Nevertheless, the data point to
a numberof interesting hypotheses which are, at the very least, de-

serving of further study.

2
The uses of
standardized tests
in schools

Tas chapter summarizes data gathered from several sources to
provide a picture of standardized test use in public elementary and
public, private, and parochial secondary schools. Basic information
on the frequency of test use is supplemented by reports of school
officials on the ways test scores are used in their schools, and data
on the frequency with which scores are reported to parents and children will be analyzed. In most cases comparisons between testing
program variables, such as frequency of test giving, and other
characteristics of the school or communitysetting will be made.
By now, of course, a numberof studies of the extent of testing

in schools have been completed, and a good deal of information in
this general area is available, ranging from impressionistic surveys
such as my own earlier work! to the data on school testing programs
gathered in connection with Project Talent? and the elementary
1Goslin, David A., The Search for Ability: Standardized Testing in Social Perspective. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1963.
? Flanagan, John C., John T. Dailey, Marion F. Shaycoft, David G. Orr, and Isadore Goldberg, A Survey and Follow-Up Study of Educational Plans and Decisions in Relation to Aptitude Patterns: Studies of the American High School,
Cooperative Research Project No. 226. University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pa.,
1962. See chap. 8.
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school testing program survey conducted by the author. The present
data are presented both to confirm and to extend previous studies,
as well as to provide a specific frame of reference for subsequent
information on teacher opinions and practices. The source of most
of the data to be presented below is the Testing Program Questionnaire (see Appendix III) that was completed by the principal or
guidance chief in each of the 94 public, private, and parochial secondary schools included in the study. (See Chapter 1 and Appendix
I.) In addition, some of the material gathered in connection with
the above-mentioned elementary school testing survey, results of
several items from the Counselors’ Questionnaire, and data from
one or two additional sources will be included.
The extent of testing
Table 1 summarizes the responses of principals in the 75 public
secondary schools included in our survey to a series of questions
concerned with the frequency of administration of standardized
achievement, intelligence, college-admissions, vocational-interest,
and personality tests in their schools. All of the principals reported
that at least some standardized tests were given in their schools.
The data indicate the relatively great frequency with which tests
and inventories of all types are administered in the three grades
covered, although only achievement tests, group intelligencetests,
multi-aptitude tests, and interest inventories appear to be given
with any regularity to all pupils in a given grade.
It will be noted that no typeof test is universally administered
in all schools in our sample. Eleven principals (14.7 per cent) reported that standardized achievement tests were not given in grades
10, 11, and 12 in their schools; 25 (33.3 per cent) indicated that no
group intelligence tests were given; and 9 (12 per cent) replied
that national college-admissions tests were not given in their
schools. Small town and rural schools in the South and Midwest
accountforvirtually all of these responses, a finding which coincides
with the data reported by Project Talent in 1962.4
’ Goslin, David A., Roberta R. Epstein, and Barbara A. Hallock, The Use of
Standardized Tests in Elementary Schools, Technical Report No. 2 on the Social
Consequencesof Testing. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1965.
‘Flanagan, John C., and others, op. cit., chap. 8.
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Table 1: Percentage of public secondary schools that report giving various types of standardized
tests to pupils in grades 10, 11, and 12
ACHIEVEMENT

GROUP
INTELLIGENCE

NATIONAL
COLLEGEADMISSIONS

MULTIAPTITUDE

INTEREST
INVEN-

PERSONALITY
INVEN-

TESTS

TESTS

TESTS

TESTS

TORIES

TORIES

All pupils in grade 10
All pupils in grade 11
All pupils in grade 12
Some pupils in grade 10
Some pupils in grade 11
Some pupils in grade 12

54.7
56.0
30.7
13.3
12.0
10.7

32.0
41.3
16.0
9.3
12.0
10.7

2.7
4.0
13.3
4.0
34.7
73.3

20.0
12.0
12.0
8.0
10.7
13.3

20.0
18.7
22.7
14.7
16.0
20.0

8.0
6.7
5.3
12.0
16.0
16.0

The test is not given in
any grade

14.7

33.3

12.0

48.0

33.3

68.0

TEST GIVEN TO:

Total numberof schools

responding

(75)

(75)

(75)

(75)

(75)

(75)
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Table 2: Percentage of public secondary schools that responded “yes” to
the question, “Are standardized achievementtests given in grades 10, 11,
and 12 in your school in one or more of the following fields?”
PER CENT OF SCHOOLS
SUBJECT AREA

GIVING TEST

English Fundamentals

70.7

Reading Comprehension
Foreign Languages
Social Studies
Biological Science
Physical Science
Mathematics

77.3
10.7
56.0
42.7
42.7
65.3

Total number of
schools responding

(75)

With respect to the frequency of standardized achievementtest
use in specific subject-matter areas, the most widely given are tests
of reading comprehension, with English fundamentals, mathematics, and social studies tests also being given by more than half of the
schools in the sample (Table 2). According to public secondary
school principals, most twelfth-grade pupils spend on the average
from one to three hours during their final year taking standardized
tests given by the school and four to six hours taking tests sponsored
by outside agencies (Table 3).
Table 3: Average number of hours spent by public secondary school pupils
taking standardized tests during the twelfth-grade year according to school
reports
PER CENT OF SCHOOLS

AVERAGE
NUMBER OF HOURS

SCHOOLSPONSORED
TESTS

EXTERNALLY
SPONSORED
TESTS

1to3
4to6
7to 12

40.0
34.5
21.8

29.9
49.2,
19.5

3.2,

1.5

(55)
(5.5)

(67)
(5.2)

13 or more

Numberof schools
Mean numberof hours

Table 4: Percentage and numberof various standardized tests given in 714 public elementary schools to preschool children and
children in grades kindergarten to six, by type of test*

91

GRADE

TYPE OF TEST
Reading

PRESCHCOL

K

1st

2ND

3RD

4TH

OTH

6TH

NUMBER

PER CENT

OF TESTS
GIVEN

OF ALL
TESTS

2

61.2

34.4

2.4

8

2

4

4

Readiness

(1)

(311)

(175)

(12)

(4)

(1)

(2)

(2)

Individual

1.5

12.0

16.3

Intelligence

(5)

(39)

(53)

(47)

1

4,7

12.9

11.8

20.6

14,2

16.4

19.3

100.0

Intelligence

(2)

(85)

(234)

(215)

(376)

(259)

(298 )

(352)

(1821)

Reading

0

oO

14.9

20.9

24.7

11.7

10.2

17.3

100.0

(0)

(2)

(112)

(157)

(186)

0

4

2.1

3.6

39.6

(0)

(1)

Group

Achievement
Arithmetic
Achievement

(5)

14.5

(13)

16.6

(54)

(83)

14.2

(46)

(88 )
12.4
(29)

12.9

(42)

(77)
14.6
(34)

12.0

(39)

(130)
29.2,
(68 )

100.0
100.0

99.9

.O

1

6.7

10.0

19.2

21.9

20.4

21.6

99.9

(3)

(183)

(275)

(527 )

(600 )

(559 )

(591)

(2738 )

7.9

11.4

9.1

20.4

21.6

20.4

99.9

Tests

(2)

(6)

(7)

(10)

(8)

(18)

(19)

(18)

2.9

20.9

18.4

16.9

15.1

13.9

11.8

99.9

Reading Tests

(0)

(27)

(193)

(170)

(156 )

(139)

(128)

(109)

(922)

Total

dl

6.4

13.0

12.2

18.9

16.0

15.7

17.7

(10)

(474)

(962 )

(899)

(1394)

(1180)

(1159)

(1309)

4 Percentages are calculated across rowsin all cases except right-hand column.

3.2
37.1
1.2

(80)

0

Nonstandardized

10.2

(233)

(0)

6.8

24.6

(752)

Battery

2.3

4.4

(325)

Achievement
Other

6.9

(508 )

- 100.0
(7387 )

12.5
99.9
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Data on the extent of testing in elementary schools indicate a
somewhat greater frequency of test-giving in grades kindergarten
through six than at the secondary school level. Principals in a random sample of 714 elementary schools in New York, New Jersey,
and Connecticut were askedto list the various types of standardized
tests given in each grade in their school. Table 4 provides a tabulation of their responses by grade and type of test. Since it may be
assumed that in most cases only one test of a particular type is given
in a single grade, the frequencies within any cell are roughly equivalent to the number of schools that give such a test in that grade.
Since most of the schools in our sample included all grades from
kindergarten to six, we obtained an average figure of more than ten
tests per school through the seven grades. It should be noted that
only in the case of achievement batteries in grades 3, 4, 5, and 6
does the number of tests given approach the number of schools in
the sample (714), indicating that a very high proportion of schools
use achievement batteries in these grades. Only one principal reported that no standardized tests were used in his school.
Some interesting findings emerge from an inspection of Table
4. In only one grade, the first, does the number of group IQ tests
reported exceed the number of achievement batteries given, emphasizing the concern of elementary schools with achievement. Eightyfive IQ tests are reported as being given in kindergarten, a figure
which almost certainly correspondsclosely to the number of schools
giving Group IQ tests at this grade level since a school would not be
likely to give more than one such test in kindergarten. Given the
special problems involved in administering such tests to kindergarten children,® these findings raise interesting questions about the
use which is made of scores resulting from preschool tests and their
effect on the children involved.
Finally, the relatively infrequent use of individual IQ tests
should be noted, a fact which is no doubt largely due to the lack of
personnel qualified to administer and interpret such tests. A detailed description of the findings of the Elementary School Testing
Survey may be found in Technical Report No. 2 on the Social Con5 See Anastasi, Anne, Psychological Testing, 2d ed. Macmillan Co., New York,

1961, pp. 297-300.
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taged pupils. One could argue, therefore, that our data raise questions as to whether those pupils who most need to be tested are
actually tested as muchas they require.
The use madeof the results
More important than the numberof tests given is the use made of
the results. At the outset it should be pointed out that there is no
easy or very reliable way of obtaining information about how test
scores are actually used in school settings. Reports of school principals and guidance counselors, the primary source of the data to be
presented here, may be assumed to be both impressionistic and
highly flavored with current philosophies about the way test scores
ought to be used. The implication is not that the school officials who
filled out the Testing Program Questionnaire at the secondary school
level and the Elementary School Testing Survey questionnaire at
the elementary level were deliberately giving a false report of their
schools’ policies, but merely that many schools may not have any
clear-cut policy concerning the use of standardized test scores. Furthermore, it is extremely difficult for a principal to know to what
extent general policies with respect to tests, if they exist, are carried

out by guidance counselors, teachers, and other school personnel.
The combination of lack of policy and uncertainty about the
congruence between policy and practice means that one should interpret the following data with considerable caution. While the
data are clearly suggestive of the broad lines of school policy regarding tests, marked discrepancies may exist between reported policies
and actual practices in many cases. Some evidence for this assumption may be seen in the reports of teachers on the way they usetest
scores, particularly in regard to advising pupils about their work.
(See Chapter5.)
Table 5 provides a summary of the responses of public secondary school principals to a series of items concerned with the importance of various reasons for the use of standardized tests in their
school. Of greatest interest is the fact that the four reasons receiving the highest vote of importance all involve dissemination of information resulting from the test (in one form or another) to the
pupil or his parents. By far the greatest importanceis attributed by
principals to helping pupils to gain a better understanding of their
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Table 5: Reports of public secondary school administrators of the importance of various reasons for the use of standardized tests in their school
(Percentages)

REASONS FOR TESTING
To meet state testing
requirements
To section pupils in any
course by achievement
level
To section pupils in any
grade bylevel of
mental ability
To help in guiding punils
into appropriate
curricula
To select applicants for
admission to your

school
To compare the average
scores of pupils with
those of other schools
To measure the level of
achievement of individuals at the end of

the school year
To measure the gain in
achievement made by
individuals during a
school year
To measure the average
gain in achievement
by all pupils in a
given course during
the school year
To help pupils gain a
better understanding
of their strengths and

weaknesses

To help in educational
and vocational counseling of pupils
To help in counseling
parents
To evaluate the
school curriculum
To evaluate teacher

effectiveness

OF NO
IMPORTANCE

OF VERY
LITTLE
IMPORTANCE

FAIRLY
IMPORTANT

VERY
IMPORTANT

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS
RESPONDING

54.1

17.6

13.5

14.9

(74)

21.3

32.0

38.7

8.0

(75)

29.3

30.7

33.3

6.7

(75)

CO

DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE

6.7

45.3

46.7

(75)

87.8

9.5

1.4

1.4

(74)

26.7

36.0

34.7

2.7

(75)

14.9

13.5

44.6

27.0

(74)

12.2

14.9

43.2

29.7

(74)

12.2

35.1

31.1

21.6

(74)

1.4

1.4

25.7

71.6

(74)

1.3

O

29.3

69.3

(75)

1.3

12.0

40.0

46.7

(75)

2.7

18.7

49.3

29.3

(75)

25.3

33.3

29.3

12.0

(75)

1.
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Table 6: Reports of public secondary school administrators of the frequency with which standardized test scores are used for various purposes
in their school (Percentages )
FREQUENCY OF USE FOR THIS PURPOSE

PURPOSES OF TESTING
To diagnose reasons for
failure to learn on the
part of pupils
To assess pupils’
achievement
To provide a basis for
school marks

NEVER

OCCASION- FREVERY
ALLY QUENTLY OFTEN

NUMBER OF

SCHOOLS
RESPONDING

5.3

95.3

41.3

28.0

(75)

5.3

22.7

41.3

30.7

62.7

30.7

5.3

1.3

(75)
.
(75)

To assess the potential
learning ability of pupils

1.3

16.0

45.3

37.3

(75)

To provide a basis for individualizing instruction

9.3

48.0

32.0

10.7

(75)

To identify under- or
over-achievers

1.3

294.0

44.0

30.7

(75)

6.7

18.7

34.7

40.0

(75)

2.7

29.0

38.7

38.7

(75)

0

18.7

34.7

46.7

(75)

10.7

35.0

24.0

29.3

(75)

5.3

28.0

42.7

24.0

(75)

5.3

20.0

29.3

45.3

(75)

8.0

52.0

22.7

17.3

(75)

6.7

16.0

32.0

45.3

(75)

1.3

21.3

41.3

36.0

(75)

To guide pupils in their
choices of specific high
school subjects
To guide pupils in their
choices of curricula
To guide pupils in their
decisions about posthigh school education
To guide pupils in their
choices of specific
colleges
To guide pupils in their
choices of occupations
To inform institutions cf

higher learning about
their applicants for
admissions
To inform prospective
employers about
job applicants
To inform pupils about
their own abilities
and achievements
To inform teachers about

the abilities and achieve-

ments of their pupils

—

Table 7: Percentage of time various uses are reported for each type of test in 714 public elementary schools*

GROUP
INTELLIGENCE

READING
ACHIEVEMENT

ARITHMETIC
ACHIEVEMENT

ACHIEVEMENT
BATTERY

OTHER
TESTS

NONSTANDARDIZED
READING
TESTS

TOTAL

G0.8”

30.6

38.8

42.2

29.2

39.4

52.3

46.1

40.8

12.0

29.5

32.0

21.1

5.9

2.5

4.7

8.1

21.9

34.0

23.9

20.0

28.2

12.0

9.1

1.1

11.9

7.7

16.9

4.6

13.9

31.9

37.3

33.1

26.1

16.9

27.6

8

3

1.4

1.2

3.0

4.2

—

4.7

2.7

55.1

70.5

59.6

77.9

78.1

78.8

79.5

77.5

71.7

21.2

58.7

34.5

20.6

18.8

30.4

36.4

2.0.5

29.4

7.3

17.5

9.3

5.7

4.7

3.8

13.6

5.3

6.5

GG

INDIVIDUAL
INTELLIGENCE

USES OF TESTS
Homogeneous

grouping

Counseling
children
Grading
Evaluating the
curriculum
Evaluating
teachers

READING
READINESS

Diagnosing

learning
difficulties
Counseling
parents

Other uses
Average number

of uses reported
Total number of
tests given

(1.8)

(2.05)

(1.95)

(2.09 )

(2.06)

(2.42)

(2.37)

(2.04)

(2.15)

(508 )

(325 )

(1821)

(752)

(233)

(2738 )

(88)

(922)

(7387)

* Principals could list up to four main uses for each test; consequently, percentages do not add to 100. The data are organized by test; that
is, principals reported main uses for every test regularly given in their school.
» The largest percentage figure in each columnis italicized to indicate the most frequently reported use for that particulartest.
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strengths and weaknesses, helping in the educational and vocational
counseling of pupils, helping to counsel parents, and helping to
guide pupils into appropriate curricula. No other reason for the giving of tests comes close to the percentage of principals who think
that these uses are either very important and fairly important. Next
most important on the list of reasons are the items concerned with
measuring pupil achievement and evaluating the school’s curriculum. Interestingly, despite strong feelings on the part of teachers in

opposition to such a practice (see Chapter 4), evaluating teacher
effectiveness is rated as either a fairly important or very important
reason for testing in 41.3 per cent of the schools.
In contrast to the importance of various reasons for giving
tests, Table 6 contains estimates of the frequency with which scores
from intelligence, scholastic-aptitude, or achievement tests are used
for a variety of purposes in their schools. The expected congruency
between reasons for use and frequency of use is apparent in a comparison between Tables 5 and 6. In general, schools report that test
scores are regularly or very often used for most of the purposes
listed, and on only one item, providing a basis for school marks, do
a majority of the principals indicate that test scores are never used
for this purpose. As in the case of reasons for test-giving, pupil
guidance appears to be the major function of school testing programs, while such potential uses of tests as grouping, grading, or
adapting the curriculum to the needs of specific pupils appear to be
less important.
At the elementary level a somewhat different pattern of test
usage emerges although many similarities are apparent. For all of
the tests covered in the Elementary School Testing Survey, diagnosing individual difficulties was the single most widely reported use
(Table 7), with homogeneous grouping as the second most important use mentioned. On the other hand, counseling pupils and counseling parents are listed as uses of test scores in only a minority of
the cases. Thus, while the emphasis in both elementary and secondary schools appears to be on the individual pupil, the emphasis in
secondary school seems to be on guidance and the dissemination of
information to the examinee, and the emphasis in elementary school
is on the usefulness of test data in organizing and individualizing

the curriculum of the school. There are several interpretations of
this finding.
The elementary school must deal, at the outset, with a largely
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undifferentiated pupil body that must be organized in the most efficacious manner for instructional purposes. The capabilities of individual pupils are unknown at the beginning and are subject to
fairly rapid change during the first five or six years of schooling.
During this period continual evaluation of pupil progress is necessary if the school is to make the most of its resources and provide
each student with the educational experiences and opportunities he
needs most. At the same time, since most children are expected to
acquire generally the same set of skills in elementary school and
there is little opportunity for children to choose among various educational alternatives, the guidance function of testing tends to become subordinate, while those functions relevant to increasing the
effectiveness of the school take precedence.
On the other hand, by the time a student reaches secondary
school a great deal of information regarding his academic capabilities has been accumulated. More choices as to type of educational
experience exist, and the problem of helping students to decide
among the alternatives open to them is of major importance both
to the school andto the individual. Testing at the secondary school
level, therefore, can be expected to be more future-oriented, with
test scores playing a major role in the guidance and counseling
process.
This distinction between the use of tests in elementary schools
and secondary schools is far from absolute. Counseling and guidance
does take place in elementary schools, and test scores are frequently
an integral part of the process. In fact, the counseling that takes
place at the elementary level may have a much greater impact on
the formation of a child’s conception of his abilities than counseling
in secondary school. Many believe that it is precisely during this period of relative malleability of self-conception that more systematic
information about the child’s abilities (and consequently, perhaps,
his possibilities for the future) should be provided. Nevertheless,
our data point to a greater concern with counseling and a greater
willingness to provide pupils with test scores and other information
about their abilities in secondary school than in elementary school.
Weshall return to this point in the following section of this chapter
on school policies concerning the reporting of test scores and at several points later in the book.
To provide a basis for comparisons between type of secondary
school and test use, an Index of Test Use was calculated for each
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school on the basis of the responses to items 51-66 on the Testing
Program Questionnaire,’ concerned with the frequency of test use.
Again, because of the limited size of the school sample, inferences
must be drawn with care, but several interesting findings emerge
from the comparative analysis. First, the observed positive relationship between an urban setting and giving more tests appears to hold
for frequency of test use as well; urban schools tend to score higher
on the index of frequency of test use. Second, although extent of
test-giving was positively related to per pupil expenditures in our
public secondary schools, extent of test use (as measured by the
simple sum of responses on the frequency of use items) appears to
be negatively related to per pupil expenditures. Thus, while high per
pupil expenditure schools give more tests, they make less frequent
use of them according to our data.
Finally, although the numbers are small there is evidence of a
curvilinear relationship between the percentage of college-bound
pupils in the school and extent of test use. The relationship is positive until one reaches a proportion of more than 75 per cent collegebound pupils, at which point schools report that tests are used less
frequently.
In summary, while tests are given most in urban, high per pupil expenditure schools, they are wsed most extensively in schools
having a heterogeneous student body (both college and noncollegebound students) in which problems of pupil guidance, classification,
and evaluation are likely to be more acute. Heterogeneous student
body schools, as opposed to schools having a homogeneous student
body (which tend to be college preparatory schools), might be expected on the average to be somewhat lower on the measure of per
pupil expenditure which would account for the observed negative
relationship between extent of test wse and per pupil expenditure.
The reporting of test scores to
pupils and parents
While any standardized test given in a school can have a significant impact on curriculum, school organization, or on the opportu7 See Appendix III, pp. 190-191. The Index wasconstructed by assigning numerical values from one (Never) to four (Very Often) to the responses to items
51-66 and then taking the simple sum ofall responses to these questions.
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Table 8: Public secondary school policy on the extent to which standardized test scores are reported to pupils and parents (Percentages)
PER CENT OF SCHOOLS

SCHOOLSPONSORED
TESTS

SCHOOL POLICY
The results are not reported in school
Only the scores themselves are reported

4.1

8.2

9.6

5.5

6.8

27.4

79.5

58.9

Only an interpretation of the scores is
reported
Both the scores themselves and an
interpretation of them are reported

EXTERNALLY
SPONSORED
TESTS

Numberof schools

(73)

(73)

Table 9: Public secondary school counselor reports of school practices
concerning the reporting of standardized test scores to parents, by type of
test (Percentages )

SCHOOL POLICY

Scores are routinely sent to
parents in written form
Scores are routinely given to
parents in personal
conferences
Parents may receive scores

routinely at their request
Parents may receive scores
only in special cases
Parents may not receive scores,
but can get interpretation of
the results routinely

INTELLI-

STAND-

GENCE

ARDIZED

AND

ACHTIEVE-

PERSON-

TIONAL-

APTITUDE

MENT

ALITY

INTEREST

TESTS

TESTS

TESTS

TESTS

VOCA-

3.7

24.3

7

10.4

7.4

15.4

9.6

17.0

12.5

23.5

11.9

29.6

14.7

4.4

5.2

3.7

37.5

22.8

8.9

18.5

15.4

6.6

6.7

5.2

7.4

2.9

7.4

3.0

Parents may not receive scores,

and can get interpretation of
the results only in special
cases

Test results are not given
to parents in any form
Tests are not given in this
school
Number of counselors

1.5
(136)

.O
(136)

49.6

12.6

(135)

(135)
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nities available to the pupils being tested, a direct effect on selfconception of ability (and consequently, motivation, aspiration
level, and the like) is possible only where the student or his parents
receive some feedback on test scores. A major focus of the following
report, therefore, will be school policies and teacher practices concerned with the dissemination of test scores to pupils and parents.
To provide a context for the analysis of the extent to which teachers
are involved in providing their pupils with test information, school
principals and counselors were asked to describe general school policies on this issue.
The data presented in Tables 8 and 9 show that a good deal of
information about pupils’ performance on standardized tests apparently does reach the pupil involved or his parents at the secondary
level. In only six schools, for example, are scores on school-sponsored
standardized tests (of all types) not reported in any way to pupils
or parents. But only 10 per cent of the secondary school counselors
in the same schools report that parents are routinely given scores on
intelligence and scholastic aptitude tests either in written form or
in personal conferences. These data corroborate the finding on the
Testing Program Questionnaire that in only eight of the 75 public high schools in our sample do parents routinely receive information about their children’s aptitudes. In most cases our data indicate
such information is available to parents, but dissemination depends
on the initiative of the guidance counselor, teacher, or the parents
themselves. We may conclude that while secondary schools appear
to be engaging in considerable dissemination of achievement score
data, they remain somewhatreluctant to provide pupils and parents
with aptitude and intelligence test scores except where parents ask
for it or when guidance counselors feel that it would be helpful as
part of the counseling process.
In elementary schools the above-mentioned tendencies to provide achievement test scores, but no IQ or aptitude scores, are even

more pronounced. Data from the elementary school testing survey
indicate that very little, if any, routine reporting of intelligence test
scores goes on. Some routine reporting of standardized achievement
test information is available on request. (See Tables 10 to 13.)
Both in secondary school and elementary school the social
class composition of the student body appears to be related to policies
concerning the reporting of test scores. Secondary schools with a high
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Table 10: Grade vs. policy on reporting of test scores to parents in public elementary schools, by
test® (Percentages )
GRADE

POLICY ON REPORTING SCORES

Scores are reported routinely

K

1st

2ND

3RD

4TH

OTH

6TH

ALL

GRADES

3.0

4.5

4.0

7.9

9.5

10,0

9.2,

7.9

Scores are reported on request

16.2

18.5

20.4

18.7

20.0

19.2

19.6

19,2

Interpretation given on request
Completely confidential
No response

73.4
6.1
1.3

69.6
5.9
1.4

68.9
5.1
1.6

64.8
7.2
1.3

63.1
5.6
1.8

62.7
6.6
1.5

63.6
5.6
2.0

65.7
6.1
1.6

(474)

(962)

(899) (1394) (1180) (1159) (1309) (7377)

Numberof tests given

4 Data in Tables 10 to 13 are organized by test; that is, for each test reported as being given in each
grade, principals were asked to say whether scores on that test were reported or not. Consequently,
the response frequency corresponds to the number of tests given, not to the numberof schools, which was
714.
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Table 11: Grade vs. policy on reporting of test scores to children in public elementary schools, by
test® (Percentages )
POLICY ON

REPORTING SCORES

GRADE
K

lst

2ND

3RD

ALL
4TH

STH

6TH

GRADES

8.1

Scores are reported routinely
Scores are sometimes reported
Some interpretation is given

1.0

4.0

4.4

8.5

11.5

11.0

10.1

2.1

4.6

6.3

6.2

7.1

7.3

6.8

6.1

29.5

42.8

63.5

44.8

49.4
33.6

01.9

Completely confidential

48.1
37.9

27.5

52.2,
27.7

53.4
27.8

43.6
34.6

3.8

3.8

3.2

2.3

1.9

1.7

1.9

2.5

(474)

(962)

No response

Numberof tests given
® See note to Table 10.

(899) (1394) (1180) (1159) (1309) (7377)
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Table 12: Type of test vs. policy on reporting of test scores to parents, by test,* for all grades in 714 public elementary schools
(Percentages )

POLICY ON
REPORTING SCORES
Scores are reported
routinely
Scores are reported
on request
Interpretation is
given on request
Completely
confidential
No response
Numberof tests

given

a See note to Table 10.

READING
READINESS

INDIVIDUAL
INTELLIGENCE

GROUP
INTELLIGENCE

READING
ACHIEVEMENT

ARITHMETIC
ACHIEVEMENT

ACHIEVEMENT
BATTERY

OTHER
TESTS

NONSTANDARDIZED
READING
TESTS

TOTAL

3.9

2.2,

1.3

3.6

5.2

14.3

19.3

5.8

7.5

17.9

10.5

8.8

24.2

27.9

21.7

25.0

28.9

19.2

72.4

75.4

73.3

66.1

64.4

60.1

42.0

62.5

65.7

4.5

6.8

15.2

4.0

1.7

2.4

9.1

1.2

2.0

9.2

6.1

1.4

2.1

9

1.5

4.5

8

1.6

(508 )

(325 )

(1821)

(752)

(233 )

(2738 )

(88 )

(922)

(7387)
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Table 13: Type of test vs. policy on reporting of test scores to children, by test,* for all grades in 714 public elementary schools
(Percentages)

POLICY ON
REPORTING SCORES
Scores are reported
routinely
Scores are sometimes
reported
Someinterpretation
is given
Completely
confidential
No response

Numberof tests
given
* See note to Table 10.

READING
READINESS

INDIVIDUAL
INTELLIGENCE

GROUP
INTELLIGENCE

READING
ACHIEVEMENT

ARITHMETIC
ACHIEVEMENT

ACHIEVEMENT
BATTERY

OTHER
TESTS

NONSTANDARDIZED
READING
TESTS

TOTAL

2.2

3

6

6.2

12.4

12.1

10.2

17.0

8.1

3.3

.O

1.1

8.5

8.1

7.9

11.4

11.7

6.2

36.4

32.9

39.6

56.5

57.1

56.3

54.5

46.9

48.6

54.1

61.5

55.8

26.1

21.9

21.7

20.5

22.6

34.6

3.9

5.2

2.9

2.7

4

2.0

3.4

1.8

2.5

(508 )

(325)

(88)

(922)

(1821)

(752)

(233)

(2738)

(7387)
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proportion of college-bound pupils are more likely to provide pupils
or
parents with scores, and principals of elementary schools in upperincome areas indicate that more reporting of scores to parents takes
place (although the degree of reporting to children remains the same
regardless of incomelevel). Project Talent data indicate that, at the
secondary school level, reporting of scores to parents is strongly related to extent of testing and extent of test use; test scores being
reported considerably more often in schools that do a great deal of
testing® and report more uses of test scores.®
Again, it should be emphasized that school policies may not
bear very much relationship to what actually goes on in schools and
we shall return to the problem of test score reporting in Chapter 5
when wediscuss teacherusesoftests.
The reporting of test scores to teachers
In most of the public secondary schools in our sample, both standardized achievement and intelligence test scores are retained in
an administrative office, and any teacher who wishes may look them
up. In only about 10 per cent of the secondary schools surveyed are
actual test scores routinely given to the teacher. This practice contrasts with the situation in elementary schools in which teachers
actually receive scores about 80 per cent of the time and have free
access to all scores (with the partial exception of individual IQ test
scores ) in the remainderofthe cases.
Data will be presented in Chapter 3 on the extent to which
secondary school teachers report that they actually look up their
pupils’ test scores and also on the extent to which teachers are involved in administering and scoring tests. It is quite clear, however,
that teachers, at the very least, have the opportunity to find out
scores made by their pupils on standardized tests. The impact that
this has on teacher behavior is the subject of the remainder of this
report.
® See Brim, Orville G., Jr., David A. Goslin, David C. Glass, and Isadore Goldberg,
The Use of Standardized Ability Tests in American Secondary Schools and Their
Impact on Students, Teachers, and Administrators, Technical Report No. 3 on
the Social Consequences of Testing. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1965,
Table 13, p. 269, and Table 66, p. 295.
® [bid., Table 67, p. 296.

3
Experience of teachers
with tests
and testing

Arvonc with data on school policies concerning standardized
testing, we were interested at the outset in knowing more about the
amount of contact individual teachers have had with standardized
tests, both in their training and in their role as teacher. This information is important not only in its own right, as an indication of the
part standardized tests play in the day-to-day activities of teachers,
but also as a major factor in the extent to which tests influence
other aspects of the teacherrole, for example, as a stimulus to modifying course content or methods.
The data presented in this chapter deal with three aspects of
this topic: (1) teacher reports of formal training they have received in testing and measurement techniques, (2) reports of familiarity on the part of teachers with specific test instruments, and
(3) reports of experience administering and scoring standardized
tests. Responses cf teachers to questions in each of these areas will
also be examined in relation to background characteristics of teachers and to characteristics of the schools and school testing programs.
In succeeding chapters these data, particularly the indices of
familiarity with tests and experience administering and scoring
tests, will be compared with teacher opinions about tests and reports
of test usage in an effort to provide a basis for inferences about the
33
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impact of testing on teacher behavior. The demonstration, for example, of a relationship between familiarity or experience with standardized tests and teacher behavior would lead us to hypothesize
that changes in school testing programs resulting in greater teacher
contact with tests or in aspects of the curricula of teacher training
institutions concerned with measurement techniques would, in turn,
have an effect on the way teachers Carry out some aspects of their
duties in the classroom.
It should be emphasized again here that the data reported for
parochial and private secondary school teachers and elementary
school teachers are based on small, nonrepresentative samples of
the respective groups of teachers, and all comparisons between
these groups and the public secondary school sample should therefore be made with great caution. Responses of parochial, private,
and elementary teachers are presented only to provide a preliminary
indication of possible differences between teachers in different types
of schools, and only where the observed differences are quite large
can they be presumed evententatively to represent real differences.
Formaltraining in measurement
techniques

Table 14 indicates that slightly more than a fifth of the public
secondary school teachers surveyed had never taken a graduate or
undergraduate course in tests and measurements. An additional 27.9
per cent of the public secondary school teachers reported having
taken only one such course. Of the elementary school teachers, 24.7
per cent had never taken such a course and 85percent reported having taken fewer than three courses. By way of contrast, all but 4 per
cent of the public secondary school counselors in the same schools
had taken at least one course in measurement techniques and twothirds of them reported having taken at least three such courses.
Parochial secondary school teachers reported almost the same
degree of exposure to testing courses as public school teachers, but
the private school teachers surveyed were a different story, 63 per
cent indicating that they had never had a course in testing. Although
not an unexpected finding since private schools are morelikely to
recruit teachers without formal preparation in education, it is worth
noting since this lack of exposure is reflected in the responses of
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Table 14: Responses of secondary school teachers, public secondary school
counselors, and elementary school teachers to the question, “Approximately
how many graduate or undergraduate courses in the following general
area have you had: tests and measurements (sample course titles: individual testing, analysis of the individual, psychological measurements,
diagnostic testing, group tests and techniques, mental measurements, personality testing, etc. )?” (Percentages)

NUMBER
OF COURSES

SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

SECONDARY

SCHOOL
COUNSELORS

ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
TEACHERS®
24.7

None
One

92.1
27.9

63.0
20.8

23.9
31.7

ue)
11.9

Two
Three

93.5
15.1

9.1
4.5

17.6
12.0

19.6
22.4

Four

5.8

1.3

7.0

14.7

Five or more

5.6

1.3

7.7

27.3

2,.2

(154)

(142)

(143)

(89)

Numberof
respondents

(1440)

61.8
11.2

@ The response categories to question 11 on the Elementary School Teacher Questionnaire were: “none,” “one or two,” “three or four,” and “five or more.”

private school teachers to a number of related questions, such as
familiarity with tests and opinions abouttests.
A roughly similar pattern is found in the responses of teachers
and counselors in each of the several groups to a question concerned
with the number of courses taken in research methods. Table 15
shows these data. Again, public and parochial secondary school
teachers report roughly the same number of courses as elementary
teachers, with private school teachers having had considerably less
exposure.
Taking into account background characteristics of teachers as
related to their having taken testing courses, our data indicate that
male teachers are significantly more likely to report having taken
such courses than females; younger and older teachers (as opposed
to middle-aged teachers) report less formal training; teachers’ college and school of education trained teachers report more courses;
and majors in languages, the humanities, and the natural sciences
have had fewer courses. As we shall see, these differences are reflected in the opinions and practices of teachers of various types.
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Table 15: Responses of secondary school teachers, public secondary school
counselors, and elementary school teachersto the question, “Approximately
how many graduate or undergraduate courses in the following general
area have you had: methods of research (sample coursetitles: research in

education, statistical methods in education and psychology, statistics, educational statistics, methods in educational research, research design,
etc.)?” (Percentages )
NUMBER
OF COURSES

SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

SECONDARY

SCHOOL
COUNSELORS

ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
TEACHERS?#

None
One

33.9
29.5

64.3
19.5

39.0
32.6

8.4
28.7

Two
Three

18.6
10.0

9.1
2.6

9.9
9.2

27.3
18.9

Four

4.0

1.9

3.5

Five or more

7.0

4.0

2.6

5.7

9.8

1.1

(154)

(141)

(143)

(88)

Numberof
respondents

(1433)

54.5
36.4
8.0

@ Response categories to question 12 on the Elementary School Teacher Questionnaire were: “none,” “one or two,” “three or four,” and “five or more.”

A rather sizable proportion of public and parochial secondary
school teachers, as well as a comparable group of elementary teachers, reported having attended one or more clinics or meetings intended primarily to acquaint teachers with the content, philosophy,
or methodology of standardized testing (Table 16). The fact that as
many as 20 to 40 per cent of teachers have taken part in such a
clinic or meeting is evidence of the degree of teacher interest in testing and the salience of this activity for their role as a teacher. These
figures reflect the establishment of clinics on testing and guidance
procedures sponsored by the National Defense Education Act, as
well as the continuing efforts of testing firms to acquaint test users
with their products. As tests become more widely used and information about their use becomes more commonly available not only to
teachers, but to parents as well, these percentages are likely to
increase.
Notwithstanding the finding above, the relative lack of training in testing techniques evidenced by elementary school teachers
deserves comment. Data from the Elementary School Testing Survey
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show clearly that it is the teacher in elementary schools whois responsible for administering most of the standardized tests given in
the school. Furthermore, as noted in the previous chapter, elementary teachers are more likely than are secondary school teachers to
receive their students’ test results routinely. Although elementary
school teachers do not typically have formal responsibility for interpreting test scores to pupils and parents, the mere fact that they
possess test scores opens up the possibility that this information will
have an influence on their attitudes toward pupils (for example,
on expectations for the attainment of particular students), as well
as on such things as grouping for instructional purposes within the
classroom. Yet many of these teachers have never had any formal
training in measurement techniques, and it may be presumed that
even those who do report having taken a course or attended a meeting or clinic have had only minimal exposure to the philosophy and
methodology of standardized testing. A direct implication of our
data, therefore, is the need for increased emphasis on preparingele-

mentary teachers for this important aspect of their role in the classroom.
In our sample of secondary schools nosignificant relationships
are evident between such school variables as size or type of residential area served (urban vs. suburban vs. rural, and the like) and
the proportion of teachers who report having taken courses in testTable 16: Responses of secondary school teachers and elementary school
teachers to the question, “Have you ever attended any clinics or meetings
intended primarily to acquaint teachers with the content, philosophy, or
methodology of standardized testing (not counting courses taken in college
or graduate school)?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
RESPONSE

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
TEACHERS

Yes, within the past two years
Yes, prior to the past two years

8.5
11.1

5.8
6.5

13.8
15.2

5.7
11.4

Yes, both within and prior to
the past two years
Never
I don’t remember

3.7
67.3
9.3

6.5
77.4
3.9

10.3:
04.5
6.2

8.0
71.5
3.4

(1421)

(155)

(145)

Number of respondents

(88 )
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ing, with one exception. Teachers in public schools having a high
proportion of children whose parents are engaged in professional
occupations report significantly lower exposure to courses in tests
and measurements. On the other hand, several testing program
characteristics, including the use of tests to section pupils by ability,
the use of tests to inform pupils of their strengths and weaknesses,
the use of tests to evaluate teachers, and the overall extent of testing
in the school are significantly related to teacher reports of having
taken a greater number of courses. We may conclude that where
more use is made of tests and more tests are given, a greater
proportion of the teachers in the school will have had some formal
training in testing.

Familiarity with tests

A major section of both the secondary school and elementary school
teacher questionnaires was devoted to a set of questions designed
to investigate the familiarity of teachers with a variety of specifically
named standardized tests. A wide range of tests were mentioned,
including relatively familiar tests like the College Board Scholastic
Aptitude Test, and somewhat less widely known instruments such as
the Bell Adjustment Inventory (a personality test) and Educational
Testing Service’s Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP).
Teachers were asked to indicate their familiarity with each test on a
four-point scale, ranging from “I have never heard of the test” to “I
have examined (or studied about) the test and am familiar with it.”
Tabulations of the responses were made separately by test; in addition, a composite index of familiarity with tests was constructed to
make possible comparisons with background, behavior, and opinion
data. A complete summary of the data by test may be found in Appendix IV; however, several interesting findings deserve mention here.
Of all the tests included, the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test
turned out to be most familiar to public school teachers, both elementary and secondary, despite the fact that it is an individual test
which most children do not take. As one might expect, the College
Board SAT, the Kuder Preference Record, and the Iowa Tests of
Educational Development also received high familiarity ratings, although, surprisingly, 10 per cent of the public secondary school
teachers indicated they had never heard of the SAT. Table 17 shows
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Table 17: Distribution of public, private, and parochial secondary school
teachers on the index of familiarity with tests (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

SCORES ON THE INDEX

PUBLIC

OF FAMILIARITY

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

Low Familiarity:

Ist Quartile 16-27
2nd Quartile 28-39
3rd Quartile 40-51

15.3

26.8

6.6

47.0
30.2

48.2,
19.6

42.6
38.2

High Familiarity:

4th Quartile

52-64

7.8

4.9

12.5

Numberof teachers

(1320)

(141)

(136)

Mean

(37.22)

(33.86)

(40.33)

that parochial school teachers reported evidence of greater overall
familiarity with tests, a finding due perhaps to the selectivity and
small size of our sample of parochial schools (it will be remembered,
however, that public and parochial school teachers did not differ
significantly with respect to number of courses in testing). As expected, private school teachers gave evidence of significantly lower
familiarity with tests.
Because of their importance to college-bound secondary school
graduates, we asked several separate questions about exposure to
college-entrance tests and, in particular, whether the teacher had
ever had an opportunity to examine a complete copy of the SAT, the
College Board Achievement Tests, the National Merit Scholarship
Qualifying Test, or any of the American College Testing Program
Tests. Slightly more than 16 per cent of the fourteen hundred public
secondary school teachers in our sample reported that they had examined a complete copy of the SAT (their own experience in taking
the SAT wasspecifically excluded). Somewhat higher proportions of
the private and parochial school teachers and 28 per cent of the
guidance counselors gave similar responses (Table 18).
These percentages are themselves fairly small, but the SAT is
one of the most carefully guarded of all standardized tests. To the
extent that these responses are representative of general teacher
contact with the SAT, they indicate both widespread interest in the
SAT and the difficulties in keeping a test like it completely secure.
No doubt many of those who responded affirmatively to this question had worked in examination centers during the administration
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Table 18: Responses of secondary school teachers and public secondary school counselors to the questions, “Have you ever examined a complete copy of: A. The College Board Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT )?” B. The National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test?” C. Any of the tests in the American College Testing Program?”(Percentages)
SECONDARY Y SCHOOL L TEACHERS
PUBLIC

RESPONSE

A

SECONDARY SCHOOL

PRIVATE

B

Cc

A

PAROCHIAL

B

Cc

A

B

COUNSELORS

Cc

A

B

Cc

Yes, within the past two years

6.1

6.3

4.3

12.1

Yes, prior to two years ago
Yes, both within and prior
to the past two years
I don’t think so

8.6

8.6

7.3

7.0

5.1
6.4

5.1
1.9

12.6
4.2,

15.3
6.9

6.3
3.5

18.9
7.0

29.4
8.4

13.3
2.1

2.0
9.8

1.9
8.0

1.4
13.0

3.8
3.7

.O
1.9

1.9
10.9

2.8
7.7

4.2
6.9

7
15.4

2.1
9.1

16.8
6.3

3.5
6.3

70.1
3.4

73.3
1.9

68.2
5.9

70.7
6

85.9
6

75.0
5.1

71.3
1.4

65.3
1.4

706
3.5

62.2
7

39.2
0

72.7
2.1

(1435)

(1437)

(1430)

(157)

(156)

(156)

(143)

(144)

(143)

(143)

(143)

(143)

No
I don’t know
Number of respondents
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of the SAT and had taken advantage of this opportunity to go over
the test. Obviously, having examined an old copy of the SAT is not
like knowing the questions in advance, since new formsof the test
are constantly being prepared. The significance of these figures lies
primarily in the fact that they demonstrate the availability of means
by which teachers and other school personnel may gain direct familiarity with tests. In general, the position of the College Board and
Educational Testing Service, which administers the test, has been
that general knowledge about their tests on the part of teachers and
counselors, as well as students, is a good thing. These data merely
underscore the importance of continuing to revise the instruments
used.

Another interesting finding is that over half of the public secondary school teachers, 62.5 per cent of the parochial school teachers and, surprisingly, 75.2 per cent of the secondary school counselors had never taken the SAT themselves (Table 19). An additional
13.1 per cent of the public secondary school teachers were not
sure, but did not think that they had ever taken the SAT. These
figures are understandable in that many institutions that train
teachers do not require candidates for admission to take the College
Board tests. But they substantiate the conclusion that many college preparatory students probably take courses from teachers who
have never had to take the SAT in the course of their own training,
a fact which makes the efforts of the College Board and the Educa-

Table 19: Responses of secondary school and elementary school teachers
and public secondary school counselors to the question, “Have you ever
taken the SAT?” (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

RESPONSE

Yes, more than

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

SECONDARY

ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
COUNSELORS

SCHOOL
TEACHERS

once

4.1

19.7

9.0

7

8.0

Yes, once

17.6

22..9

17.4

9.9

27.3

I don’t think so

13.1

1.9

mm)

12.1

4.5

No

52.2,

52.2,

62.5

75.2

53.4

I don’t know

13.1

3.2

6.2

2.1

6.8

(1430)

(157)

(144)

(141)

(88)

Numberof
respondents
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tional Testing Service to acquaint teachers with characteristics of
their admissions tests even more important. In this regard, we found
that only 40 per cent of the public secondary school teachers in our
sample had ever seen a copy of the booklet, distributed by ETS and
the College Board, entitled A Description of the College Board Scholastic Aptitude Test, which is available to all teachers in schools in
which there are pupils who take the SAT. Although 86.7 per cent of
the counselors in our schools had seen the booklet (Table 20), additional effort might be made to get it into the hands of teachers who
have responsibility for college-bound pupils.
In the next section we shall be concerned with teacher reports
of their experience administering and scoring standardizedtests.
Characteristics of teachers and of the schools in which they teach
will be examined in relation both to teacher familiarity with tests
and to experience administering and scoring tests in a later section
of this chapter.
Experience in administering tests
Contact between teachers and tests occurs when the teacher is asked

to administer a test to his students. As noted before, much of a
Table 20: Responses of secondary school teachers and public secondary
school counselors to the question, “Have you ever seen a copy of the booklet, ‘A Description of the College Board Scholastic Aptitude Test’ (published by Educational Testing Service )?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
RESPONSE

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

SECONDARY
SCHOOL,
COUNSELORS

Yes, a copy of each year’s

edition is distributed to
teachers in our school

2.0

29.5

23.8

20.3

Yes

39.7

54.5

47.6

66.4

No, but I have often
wondered how I might
get a copy
No,this is the finsttime

11.1

1.9

7.7

2.1

17.9

1.9

7.7

6.3

No

29.4

12.2

13.3

4.9

(1426 )

(156)

(143)

(143)

I have seen a reference
to the booklet

Number of respondents

SV

Table 21: Percentage of secondary school teachers and counselors and public elementary school teachers who
report having personally administered various types of standardized tests since they began teaching or
counseling
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
TYPE OF TEST

SECONDARY
SCHOOL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL

COUNSELORS

TEACHERS

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

Group Intelligence Test
(e.g., Otis or Lorge-Thorndike)
Standardized Achievement Test
(e.g., lowa Tests of Educational Development)
Individual Intelligence Test
(e.g., Stanford-Binet or Wechsler)

26.7
(1373)
49.6
(1398)
19.0
(1360)

22.5
(151)
23.8
(151)
17.1
(152)

62.9
(140)
72.7
(143)
41.7
(139)

79.1
(139)
90.0
(140)
32.6
(135)

50.6
(85)
73.3
(86)
23.7
(80)

Vocational-Interest Inventory
(e.g., Kuder )
Personality or Adjustment Inventory

25.4
(1372)
12.0
(1354)

8.6
(151)
3.4
(148)

56.8
(139)
27.3
(139)

85.7
(140)
58.4
(137)

—

Standardized Aptitude Test
(e.g., DAT

19.9
(1357)

24.0
(150)

49.3
(140)

72.5
(138)

6.3
(80)

VY

Table 22: Percentage of secondary school teachers and public secondary school counselors and elementary school teachers who are routinely responsible for administering various kinds of standardized tests
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
TYPE OF TEST
Group Intelligence Test
Standardized Achievement Test
Individual Intelligence Test
Vocational-Interest Inventory
Personality or Adjustment Inventory
Standardized Aptitude Test

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

7.2
(1388 )
23.5
(1402)
2.7
(1386 )
5.0
(1384)
1.9
(1385)
7.8
(1390)

5.9
(152)
14.5
(152)
5.2
(153)
.O
(152)
.O
(152)
11.1
(153)

33.6
(137)
46.0
(139)
11.6
(138)
19.0
(137)
6.7
(134)
34.5
(139)

SECONDARY
SCHOOL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL

COUNSELORS

TEACHERS

69.1
(136)
78.3
(138)
24.0
(129)
55.8
(138)
21.2
(132)
68.3
(139)

29.3
(75)
73.6
(87)
9.9
(71)
—
1.4
(72)
—
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teacher’s familiarity with tests probably derives from this aspect of
his regular duties. Roughly half of the public secondary school
teachers reported having administered a standardized achievement
test at least once since they began teaching. For elementary school
teachers this figure was 70 per cent (Table 21). Of the public secondary school teachers nearly one-fourth (23.5 per cent) reported

that they were routinely responsible for administering a standardized achievement test each year, or every other year (Table 22).
Since our sample of teachers includes many who do not teach subjects in which standardized tests are normally given, these figures
point to a fairly sizable degree of teacher involvement in testing. The
proportions drop markedly when one considers group intelligence
tests, although elementary school teachersstill turn out to be heavily
involved in test administration (a quarter of them being asked to
administer a group intelligence test regularly). The involvement of
teachers in administering other types of tests (personality, interest,
and the like) appears to be minimal with a few minor exceptions.
The expected difference between public and private school
teachers shows up strongly, private school teachers reporting significantly less experience in administering and scoring tests than
public school teachers. Unexpectedly, however, parochial school
teachers turn out to differ greatly in the opposite direction. As may
be seen from Table 21, parochial school teachers report more ex-

perience in administering tests in each category, and on the overall
index of experience administering and scoring,! outscore public
and private teachers by a wide margin (Table 23). Because of the
size of the sample and the small number of schools from which it
is drawn, this finding must be interpreted with considerable caution.
Data from the Testing Program Questionnaire (see Chapter 2) indicate that these data may reflect in part a greater use of standardized
tests in parochial schools. They may also be due to the existence of
a smaller number of specialized testing personnel in these schools.
In any case, as we shall see in the following chapter, this greater
experience on the part of parochial school teachers appears to have
important consequencesfor their attitudes and opinions abouttests.
Perhaps most significant of these findings is the fact that the
1 The index of experience in administering and scoring tests was constructed by
taking the simple sum of “yes” answers to questions 104—127 on the Teachers’
Questionnaire. See Appendix IT.
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Table 23: Distribution of public, private, and parochial secondary school
teachers on the index of experience in administering and scoring tests
(Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

SCORES ON THE INDEX OF EXPERIENCE

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

Low Experience:

Ist Quartile

0-5

78.8

89.4

40.3

6-11
12-17
18-24

16.9

7.0

38.8

High Experience:

2nd Quartile
3rd Quartile
4th Quartile

4.1
2

3.5
.O

18.6
2.3

Numberof teachers
Mean

(1272)
(3.13)

(142)
(1.93)

(129)
(7.22)

least well-prepared group of teachers (see Table 14), those in elementary schools, appears to have the greatest responsibility for administering standardized tests. This is a reasonable finding since
most elementary schools do not havetheservices of a full-time guidance or testing specialist, but it does raise some questions about
what can be done to improve the competence of elementary school
teachers in this area. The problem is particularly critical since improper administration procedures may contribute to the anxiety of
those taking the test and recent research has indicated that the
long-range effect of high test anxiety on the performance of elementary school children is cumulative and negative.2 Although we have
no data on the extent of variation in test administration practices,
at elementary level, it seems likely that some variation does exist and
increased sophistication in test administration procedures may be
required to overcome the effects of this variation among children
whose performance on tests during the first few years of schoolis
poor.
Backgroundin relation to teachers’
familiarity and experience
The most striking thing about the results of comparisons between
background characteristics of teachers and their reported familiarity and experience with tests is that except for a strong relation* Sarason, Seymour B., and others, Anxiety in Elementary School Children. John
Wiley and Sons, New York, 1960.
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ship between age of the teacher and experience in administering
tests, the major background variables appear to be only marginally
related to familiarity and experience with tests. As one might predict, teachers holding a master’s degree or doctorate report more
familiarity and experience with tests than those holding only a BA
degree. Guidance and education majors also tend to rate higher on
familiarity with tests and experience in administering and scoring
tests than do teachers in the humanitiesand the natural sciences.
Interestingly, teaching experience and age do not seem to be
related to reported familiarity with tests, although both variables
bear the expected positive relationship to experience administering
and scoring tests. Reported familiarity with tests, however, is related
to experience in administering and scoring tests. Our index of familiarity with tests, measuring as it does knowledge of a wide
variety of different standardized tests, appears to be heavily influenced by formal training in tests and measurements (Table 24).
Teachers in urban and suburban schools as well as those in
larger schools score higher on the index of familiarity with tests
although not on the index of experience in administering and scoring tests. In general, positive relationships exist between most of the
test use items on the Testing Program Questionnaire and both the
familiarity and experience indices, although these relationships do
not attain significance in all cases. Specifically scores on the index
Table 24: Comparison between familiarity of public secondary school
teachers with tests and reported number of courses taken in tests and
measurements (Percentages )
NUMBER OF COURSES IN TESTS AND MEASUREMENTS

FAMILIARITY
WITH TESTS
Low familiarity

High familiarity
Number of teachers

NONE

ONE

TWO

THREE

FOUR OR
MORE

39.2
29.9
21.3

26.8
29.2
23.9

21.8
26.4
25.7

16.5
20.7
26.6

10.0
16.7
25.3

9.6

20.2

26.1

36.2

48.0

(301)

(377)

(3807)

(188)

(150)

x? = 122.5; 0< .0O1
Note: x? calculations were based on a procedure developed by Yates, Armitage, and Cochran for analyzing linear trend data and described in Maxwell,
Albert E., Analyzing Qualitative Data, John Wiley and Sons, New York, 1961,
pp. 63-71.
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of familiarity correlate significantly with: (1) the use of tests to section pupils by ability, (2) the use of tests to counsel parents, (3) the
use of tests to identify under- and over-achievers, (4) the use of tests
to inform teachers aboutthe abilities of their pupils, (5) the use of
tests to inform pupils of their abilities, (6) the reporting of scores
to parents and children, and (7) the overall index of extent of test
use. The index of experience in administering and scoring tests correlates weakly with nearly all of the test use items, but significantly
only with the overall extent of test-giving and not with the index of
test use.
In summary, it would appear that although the two indices,
familiarity with tests and experience in administering tests, are related to each other, they are measuring different attributes of teachers. Familiarity with tests appears to be a function of formal training in measurement and the actual use to whichtests are put in the
school. High scores on the index of experience in administering
tests, on the other hand, appear to be the result of many years’ teaching as well as the sheer extent of test giving in the school (as opposedto extent of test use ).

4
The opinions of
teachers about tests

Te OPINIONS that teachers hold about tests and their use comprise
a major dimension of the complex of variables influencing the way
in which tests are actually used by teachers, as well as how they
affect the teacher’s performance of his duties. In this chapter we
shall consider two distinct sets of opinions about tests: opinions
about the nature of tests and the abilities they allegedly measure,
and opinions about how test instruments ought to be used in schools.
In our approach to the general question of the role of teachers in
testing, we assumed that the attitudes and opinions held by a teacher
would directly affect the teacher’s use of tests, his interpretation of
test scores, and, ultimately, the impact that a test might have on
the student who took it. As we shall see in the following chapters,
Opinions and attitudes about tests do influence use, although the
relationship is not so strong as we anticipated in all cases.
Besides their relationship to testing practices, teachers’ opinions about tests are of considerable interest in their own right. For
one thing, they provide some direct evidence of the general sophistication of teachers about tests and, consequently, of the effectiveness
of efforts on the part of test publishing firms to disseminate information about standardized tests and their proper use. It is clear from
the evidence presented in Chapter 3 that teachers are heavily
involved in the testing process. One might predict that through
49
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this involvement teachers as a group would hold relatively homogeneous opinions about tests paralleling those of the professional
testers whose role they are taking when they serve as test administrators. However, we found considerable diversity of opinion about
tests. While the largest number of respondentsfalls into the expected
categories of response to our opinion items, a surprisingly large
number of teachers express beliefs divergent from the modal category. Nothing like uniformity of opinion exists among teachers,
even on some of the basic questions such as the accuracy or usefulness of tests. We shall try to examine these differences of opinion in
relation to background characteristics and experiences of the teacher
and to suggest some possible consequencesfortesting practice.
The nature of tests and intelligence
In an effort to find out what teachers think about the accuracy of
standardized tests and the kinds of aptitudes or abilities they measure, we asked several of the same questions that were put to students, counselors, principals, and the adults in our national sample
survey. The answers teachers gave as compared to those given by
other groups of respondentsare of particular interest.
Accuracy
Table 25 shows the responses of public, private, and parochial secondary school teachers, public secondary school counselors, elementary teachers, and elementary principals to the question, “How
accurate do you (personally) feel most standardized intelligence
or aptitude tests are in measuring a student’s potential?” The similarity of opinion between public elementary and secondary school
teachers and elementary principals is apparent. But secondary
school counselors and parochial school teachers differ sharply from
the previously mentioned groups in the direction of a greater confidence in test accuracy, while private school teachers express significantly less confidence in the accuracy of tests. Here again, as in
the previous chapter, we find parochial school teachers more closely
resembling counselors than public school teachers while private
school teachers voice a dissident opinion. One is tempted to draw
the obvious conclusion that greater involvement in testing leads to
greater confidence in the accuracy of the instruments being used,
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Table 25: Responses of secondary school teachers, public secondary school counselors, and elementary
school teachers and principals to the question, “How accurate do you (personally) feel most standardized
intelligence or aptitude tests are in measuring a student’s potential?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
OPINION
Much better than other measures
of ability (e.g., teacher evaluations, nonstandardizedtests )
Slightly better than other measures
No better than other measures
Not so good as other measures
Much worse than other measures
No opinion
No response
Numberof respondents

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

24.8
44.2,
20.1

14.9
39.0
25.3

39.2
37.1
12.6

4.3
7
6.0
—

9.1
6
11.0
—
(154)

(1438)

SECONDARY

SCHOOL

PAROCHIAL COUNSELORS

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS

PRINCIPALS

42.7
42.0
13.3

21.1
47.8
16.7

21.1
48.3
23.1

6.3
.O
4.9
—

1.4
.O
.7
—

5.6
1.1
5.6
2.2

1.5
—
—
5.9

(143)

(143)

(90)

(714)
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Table 26: Responses of secondary school teachers, public secondary school
counselors, and elementary school teachers to the question, “Which one of
the following kinds of information do you feel provides the SINGLE MOST
ACCURATE measure of a student’s intellectual ability?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

MEASURES

PUBLIC

SECONDARY

SCHOOL
PRIVATE PAROCHIAL COUNSELORS

ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
TEACHERS

Grade average
Parent opinion

14.8
2

15.9
.O

15.9
7

15.4
.O

8.0
.O

Standardized
achievement
test scores

27.4

11.9

22.8

17.5

12.6

38.3
18.0

37.7
32.5

42.1
17.2

56.6
9.8

47.1
31.0

8
oO

7
1.3

7
7

.O
7

1.1

Intelligence or
scholastic aptitude test scores
Teacher opinion
Student's own
opinion of

his ability
Peer opinion

Number of
respondents

(1495)

(151)

(145)

(143)

(87)

but this hypothesis is not supported by comparisons between the
index of familiarity with tests and the index of experience administering and scoring tests and opinions about the accuracyof tests
(see below ).
The second observation which may be made from these data
is the somewhat surprising (in the light of rumored hostility to
tests) degree of acceptance by all groups of the accuracy of tests. In
no group do move than 10 per cent of the respondents think that
standardized tests are less accurate than other measures of a student’s potential (that is, teacher evaluations, grades, and the like).
Actuaily, a majority feel that tests are better indicators than other
measures.
This acceptance of objective tests, and especially intelligence
tests, as the most accurate measure of intellectual potential is strikingly reflected in the responses to a question asking teachers and
others to select the best measures of an individual’s potential from
a list that included grade average, achievement test scores, intelligence test scores, teacher evaluations, parent opinions, and others.

These data are summarized in Table 26. Again, counselors, followed this time by elementary and parochial school teachers, evi-
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dence the greatest confidence in objective tests. Interestingly, the
vote for grade average as the best indicator of intellectual potential
is relatively light, although the combined categories of teacher opinions and grade average account for a significant percentage of the
responses, especially from the private school teachers.
Data from the Students’ Questionnaire, from the national adult
survey, and from a questionnaire administered to parents of elementary school students indicate that standardized test scores—
both achievement and intelligence tests—account for only a small
proportion of personal estimates of intellectual capacity (Table
27). Only about 15 per cent of the public secondary school students
Table 27: Responses of American adults, public, private, and parochial
secondary school students and elementary school parents to the question,
“What has been most important to you in deciding how intelligent you (or
your children) are?” (Percentages)

SOURCES OF
INFORMATION
Grade average
Standardized
achievementtest
scores (reads College
Board for secondary

AMERICAN®
ADULTS

SECONDARY

SCHOOL STUDENTS
PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
PARENTS?

14.2

30.4

21.0

31.6

29.9

school students )
IQ or scholastic
aptitude test scores
Teacher opinion
Parent opinion

—

2.3

6.5

5.5

5.4

3.
5.0
4.0

14.6
7.0
4,7

7.7
7.0

16.2
9.3

1.1
33.6

8.3

4.5

—

Peer opinion

3.0

1.4

1.5

7

—

Other evaiuations

3.0

7.2

7.2

4.7

—

Individual’s own
opinion

Other; none of these

11.2

—

—

—

—

55.5

17.8

30.1

17.1

22.7

1.0

14.6

10.7

10.3

2.2

(2623)

(184)

Don’t know; never
think aboutit;

no response

Number of
respondents

(1482) (5286) (1188)

a Respondents were given a card on which were listed various ways in which
people decide how intelligent they are: Question then read: A. Pick the three

things from that card that have had the most effect cn you in deciding how

intelligent you are. B. Which of those three was most important?
» Question 30 on the Elementary Parents’ Questionnaire read: Which source of
information has been most important to you in deciding how intelligent your
son or daughteris?
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in our sample indicate, for example, that IQ or scholastic aptitude
test scores had been most important to them in deciding how much
intelligence they have. We are faced, then, with a situation in which
teachers apparently tend to rely fairly heavily on standardized test
scores in evaluating the intellectual capacity of students, while
students make use of other indicators, primarily grades. No doubt
this is in large part due to the fact that intelligence test scores are
not widely disseminated to students (see Chapter 5), but it does
underscore the point that teachers and students may be using different sources of information in the formation of ability estimates. We
can only speculate that under some circumstances this may result
in communication difficulties and misunderstandings between
teachers andstudents.
With respect to the relationship between background character-

istics of teachers and their opinions abouttests, it is interesting to

note that none of the items appears to account for more than a fragmentary part of the expressed differences of opinion. Teachers holding advanced degrees have a slightly greater tendency to express the
opinion that tests are more accurate, as do teachers’ college graduates and education majors. Teachers who report having taken the
College Board SAT tend to be slightly more negative in their attitudes about the accuracy oftests.
Mostinteresting of the comparisons is the lack of a relationship
between either of our indices designed to measure involvement in
testing (index of familiarity with tests; index of experience administering and scoring tests) and opinion about accuracy. As noted
above, the differences in opinion between public, private, and parochial school teachers, and secondary school counselors suggest that
opinion about the accuracy of tests was partly a function of contact
and familiarity with tests. At least within groups of teachers, this
does not appear to be the case. We shall want to consider the implications of this point below.
Relevanceof tested intelligence to
qualities necessary for success
in school and after school
In addition to opinions about the accuracy of intelligence and aptitude tests, we were interested in opinions about the relevance of the
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kinds of abilities measured by such tests to performance in school
and in subsequent nonacademic situations. Specifically, we asked
teachers how important they thought the kind of intelligence measured by intelligence tests is for success in school, in the professions
(such as law or medicine), and in the business world. The responses
to these items are summarized in Tables 28 and 29A and 29B.
Less than one-fourth of the teachers indicated that the abilities measured by intelligence tests are more important than most
other qualities for success in school or college, while almost as many
replied that these abilities are less important than others. About 10
per cent of the public school teachers and a smaller percentage of
private and parochial school teachers thought that these abilities
are more important than most others for success in the business
world. On the other hand, a third of the public school teachers felt
that tested intelligence is very important for success in the professions. This difference appears to reflect the current ideology that
success in the business world depends less on intelligence than on
other personality characteristics, while success in the professional
world depends even more on intelligence than does academic performance, even though there is no solid evidence that intelligence
makesless of a difference in business success than for success in the
professional world.
Interestingly, students indicate significantly greater confidence
in the importance of the abilities measured by such tests, at least
for academic performance, than do teachers. In this respect they
resemble secondary school counselors in their opinions, as can be
seen from Table 28. Even more striking are the opinions of parents
of elementary school children, the majority of whom felt that such
abilities were of primary importance for school achievement (as
compared to elementary school teachers, who were even more skeptical than secondary school teachers).
Again, no single background characteristic or set of characteristics of teachers bears a significant relationship to the opinions
expressed, although advanced training, experience, an education
major and, to some extent, number of courses in tests and measurements are slightly correlated with a belief in the greater importance
of tested intelligence. Familiarity with tests and experience administering and scoring tests do not show any relationship at all to these
opinions.

sx

Table 28: Responses of secondary school students, teachers, and counselors, and elementary school teachers and parents to the
question, “How important do you feel the kind of intelligence measured by intelligence tests is for success in school or college?”
(Percentages )

OPINION
It is the most important
factor
It is more important than
most other qualities
It is about the same as other
qualities
If is not so important as
some other qualities
It is not important at all
No opinion
No response
Number of respondents

SECONDARY SCHOOL

SECONDARY SCHOOL

SECONDARY

STUDENTS
PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

TEACHERS
PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

SCHOOL
COUNSELORS

ELEMENTARY ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
TEACHERS

SCHOOL
PARENTS

7.1

1.3

4.9

8

2.1

1.4

2.1

1.1

3.3

33.4

31.7

35.1

20.2

24.3

22.1

36.2

13.3

62.5

21.3

25.2

25.0

56.8

41.7

53.1

45.4

55.6

12.0

11.3
4.5
22.5
—

22.9
8.8
10.2
—

16.1
4.1
14.8
—

16.0
1.4
4.8
—

22.9
7
8.3
—

20.7
0
2.8
—

14.9
0
1.4
—

17.8
1.1
6.7
4.4

15.2
1.1
6.0
—

(144)

(145)

(141)

(5235) (1192) (2610)

(1406)

(90)

(184)
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Table 29A: Responses of secondary school teachers and public secondary
school counselors to the question, “How important do you feel the kind of
intelligence measured by standardized tests is for success in one of the
professions, such as law or medicine?” (Percentages)

OPINION

It is the most important
quality for success

SECONDARY SCHCOL TEACHERS

SECONDARY SCHOOL

PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

COUNSELORS

3.1

2.8

2.8

2.8

It is more important than
most other qualities

31.7

25.4

26.9

39.7

It is about the same in
importance as most
other qualities

47.3

45.1

55.9

42.6

It is less important than
most other qualities
It is not important at all
No opinion

10.5
1.4
5.8

16.2
1.4
9.2

12.4
0
2.1

12.8
0
2.1

Number of respondents

(1403)

(142)

(145)

(141)

Table 29B: Responses of secondary school teachers and public secondary
school counselors to the question, “How important do you feel the kind of
intelligence measured by standardized tests is for success in the business
world?” (Percentages)
ECONDARY SCHOOL L TEACHERS oFcONDARY SCHOOL
SECONDARY
OPINION

It is the most important
quality for success
It is more important than
most other qualities
It is about the same in
importance as most

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

COUNSELORS

9

1.4

1.4

2.1

9.3

4.9

7.6

12.1

other qualities
It is less important than
most other qualities
It is not importantat all
No opinion

53.7

42.3

57.6

52.5

28.2
2.1
3.7

32.4
6.3
12.7

29.2,
1.4
2.8

30.5
.O
2.8

Numberof respondents

(1407)

(142)

(144)

(141)
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Table 30: Responses of American adults, secondary school students, teachers, and counselors, and elementary school teachers
and parents to the question, “Do you think intelligence tests measure the intelligence a person is born with or what he has
learned?” (Percentages)

OPINION

AMERICAN

SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

SECONDARY
SCHOOL
CouN-

ADULTS

PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

SELORS

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL,

TEACHERS

PARENTS

Only inborn intelligence
Mostly inborn intelligence,
but learning makes some
difference

6.0

1.7

2.0

2.3

1.1

7

1.4

7

1.1

.O

2.0.8

10.9

23.1

15.8

25.7

30.4

Measure inborn intelligence
and learning about equally

41.4

37.3

34.4

20.6

25.7

15.9

22.9

19.6

25.7

32.4

26.9

19.7

26.7

20.1

31.7

38.4

31.1

35.3

36.3

21.6

22.8

37.3

13.8

27.8

12.0

39.1

17.7

9.3
14.7

3.9

—

4.6
10.8

7
6.9

7
4,2,

3.3

7.3

7
14.2

3.3

7.6
12.0

2.0

—

—-

—

—

—

—

—

3.3

5

—

3.4

5.4

3.1

—

—

—

—

—

—

(142)

(90)

(184)

Mostly learned knowledge,
but inborn intelligence
makes some difference
Only learned knowledge
No opinion
Other; no response;
response not applicable
They don’t measure
intelligence at all
Number of respondents

(1482)

(5288) (1194) (2619)

(1393)

(144)

(142)
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Genetic vs. learning components in
tested intelligence

Of all of the opinions expressed about standardized tests and the
nature of the abilities measured by such tests, perhaps mostcritical
is the belief about the extent to which these abilities are inborn
as opposed to learned. A major factor in the potential influence of
test scores on the recipient, whether the sponsoring agency or the
examinee, is whether the abilities the score is believed to represent
are perceived as basically changeable or unchangeable. Since this
issue is one on which the scientific community is itself still divided, we predicted the existence of great diversity of opinion on the
part of all groups involved in the testing process.
This prediction is fully substantiated by our data (Table 30).
Among secondary school counselors, all of whom presumably have
been exposed to at least a minimum amountof training in current
psychometric theory and practice, a bi-modal distribution of responses to this question was found. In general, all groups surveyed
tended to lean away from a view of tested intelligence as being primarily inborn, although very few respondents expressed the belief
that the abilities measured by tests were entirely learned.
We encountered significant differences between groups of respondents in regard to the configuration of their answers to this
question. Parochial secondary school teachers and counselors were
most inclined to stress the importance of innate influences on test
performance, followed, in order, by elementary school teachers, private secondary school teachers, public secondary school teachers,

private school students, parents of elementary school students,
adults in our national sample, parochial school students, and
finally, public secondary school students. The most striking differences occur between students on the one hand, and teachers and
counselors on the other.
Most interesting about opinions on this issue is a strong relationship between one’s belief in the importance of innate factors in
test performance and in the accuracy and relevance of tests. A belief
that the kinds of abilities measured by intelligence and aptitude
tests is mostly inborn is strongly associated with a belief in the
accuracy of standardized tests, with a high opinion of the value that
1 Goslin, David A., The Search for Ability. Russell Sage Foundation, New York,
1963, chap. 6.
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ought to be accorded test scores in a variety of possible test use
situations, and with a belief that IQ tests provide the single most
accurate measure of a student’s potential. The tendency to lay more
stress on inborn abilities is also significantly related to the opinion
that the abilities measured by such tests are relevant for success in
school, in professional occupations, and to a lesser degree, to success
in business. We may conclude that there is some evidence in support of the contention that opinions about the accuracy of tests,
their usefulness, and the origin of abilities are part of a moreor less
internally consistent belief system, a major component of which
appears to be a belief that tests measure innate abilities to a significant extent.
As might be expected, background characteristics of teachers
bear the same general lack of relationship to opinion on the contribution of inborn abilities as they do to opinion about the accuracy of tests. Teachers with a master’s degree or a doctorate have a
tendency to put more stress on inborn characteristics, as do teachers
in the age range from forty-six to fifty, natural science majors, and
those who have had more experience administering and scoring
tests. None of these relationships attains significance, however; all
are in part explained by variations in the percentage of responses
that fall into the “no opinion” category. In general, we may conclude that on this item, as in the case of opinions about the accuracy
of tests, observed differences of opinions are the result of a complex
and subtle mixture of a number of variables not specifically included in our analysis. We would speculate that such things as the
respondent’s own ability level, his or her experiences in school or
college, his family orientation, and the attitudes of significant others
throughout his formative years, as well as in his present occupational situation, have much to do with the formation of beliefs
about the nature of abilities and their origin. The fact that opinions
on these key issues do vary significantly, and appear to be related
to other attitudinal items, as well as a number of behavioral indices

(see Chapter 5), indicates the importance of further research on
their origin and development.
Testing practices
We also wanted to learn something about howteachers felt about
the amountof testing that is going on, the way tests are being used,
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and how they should be used. Despite the extent of public discussion
over testing and the expressions of hostility toward tests on the part
of many groups, we found teachers to be accepting in their attitudes
about the way tests are being used and generally not disposed to
criticize. No doubt, this is in part due to the professionally defined
role of the teacher as a majortest user. In social-psychological terms
considerable dissonance would be created for the teacher who was
extremely critical of tests and who at the same time was required
to participate actively in a school testing program. Thus through
his or her involvement in the testing process, the teacher is necessarily recruited as an ally of testing, and this fact is reflected in a
variety of the responses we received to questions concerned with test
use.
The numberof tests being given
Most teachers felt that about the right number of school-sponsored standardized tests were being given in their schools. Only
about 8 per cent of the public secondary school teachers and only
3.4 per cent of the elementary school teachers expressed the opinion
that too many tests were being given, while 11.9 per cent of the
public secondary school teachers and 16.1 per cent of the elemenTable 31: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the

question, “How do you feel about the number of school-sponsored standardized tests that are given in your school?” (Percentages )

SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
OPINION

Far too few tests are

given
Too few tests are given
About the right numver
of tests are given
Too many tests are given
Far too many tests

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

LEEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS

2.5
11.9

7
2.0

7
9.1

3.4
16.1

54.7
8.2,

58.0
16.0

55.9
17.5

66.7
3.4

are given

3.3

3.3

2.8

1.1

No opinion

19.4

2.0.0

14.0

9.2

(150)

(143)

(87)

Number of

respondents

(1423)
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tary school teachers felt that too few tests were being used. Although
a significant number of teachers declined to express an opinion on
the issue, the figures above signify a fairly sizable vote of confidence in current testing programs. Somewhat greater reservations
about the extent of testing were voiced by parochial and private
school teachers (and fewer tests are given in private schools), but
the majority were still on the side of current practice.
Somewhat the same picture results from a question about the
extent of use of test scores, although a much larger percentage of all
teachers felt that not enough use of tests is currently being made.
This appears to reflect the general testing industry feeling that while
many schools give tests, much better use could be madeof the resulting information about pupils.
The only qualifying evidence on this point is that when characteristics of school testing programs are compared with the opinions
expressed by teachers in those schools, a significant negative relationship is found between some school indicators of extent of testing and extent of test use and teachers’ opinions about the desirability of more testing. For example, in schools in which the principal

Table 32: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “How do you feel about the amount of use that is made of

scores on school-sponsored standardized tests in your school?” (Percentages)

OPINION

Much more use should be

made of test scores
Slightly more use should
be made of test scores
About the right amount
of use is being made
of test scores
Slightly less use should
be made of test scores
Much less use should be
made of test scores
No opinion
Numberof

respondents

SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHER
°
EACHERS

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

TEACHERS

20.6

7.9

21.0

14.6

24.9

15.2

24.5

19.1

29.0

43.7

32.2

52.8

3.8

6.0

5.6

5.6

2.5
19.3

3.3
23.8

2.1
14.7

1.1
6.7

(1426)

(151)

(143)

(89)

The opinions of teachers about tests

63

or guidance counselor reported that tests were frequently used to inform teachers about the abilities of their pupils or to inform pupils
about their abilities, a larger (but still small in absolute terms) proportion of the teachers expressed the opinion that too manytests
were being given. Thus, while many teachers reported that they
would like to see more use made of test scores, when such use was
actually made (according to the testing program questionnaire),
greater hostility to the tests was apparently generated. It should be
pointed out again, however, that these data are based on a small
numberof schools and that the legitimacy of statistically comparing
the opinions of teachers in such a small number of schools is open to
question. Also, as we indicated, the percentage shift in teacher opinion is still small as compared to the majority of teachers who continued to express general confidence in the characteristics of testing
programsin their schools.
Little criticism of external testing (for example, externally
sponsored college-admissions tests) was evident either, although
here the proportion of teachers who had no opinion increased substantially, presumably because of lack of contact. It is clear from

these data that public complaints about the amount of time students

are required to spend away from their studies owing to pressures of
external testing programs are grossly exaggerated, at least from the
teachers’ perspective.
The weight to be given test scores
One of the aims of our survey was to achieve some perspective on
the opinions of teachers about the relative importance of various
measures of pupil abilities, including standardized test scores, in a
variety of counseling and decision-making situations involving pupils. A series of 42 items was presented on which teachers were
asked to estimate on a six-point scale the amount of weight which
ought to be given to intelligence test scores, standardized achievement test scores, overall grade average, personality test scores, vocational-interest inventory scores, recommendations of former teachers, and information about a student’s family background for each
of the following purposes: (1) assigning a student to an accelerated
track or special class for advanced students, (2) assigning a student
to a special class for slow students, (3) writing a recommendation

Table 33: Opinions of public, private, and parochial secondary school teachers on the amount of weight to be given various
pupil indicators for different purposes

¥9

WRITE

INDICATORS
A.

ASSIGN
STUDENTS

ASSIGN
STUDENTS

RECOMMENDATIONS

ALLOW

TO SPECIAL

TO SPECIAL

FOR COLLEGE

STUDENTS

CLASS
(ADVANCED)

CLASS
(SLOW)

COUNSEL ON

COUNSEL ON

OCCUPATIONAL
PLANS

CHOICE OF
COLLEGE

PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS'—MEAN WEIGHTS?

Intelligence test score
Standardized achievement test scores
Overall grade average

4.6
4.7
4.8

4.6
4.6
4.6

Personality test scores
Vocational-interest inventory scores
Recommendations of former teachers
Family background

3.0
3.8
4.9
1.9

3.2
3.6
4.5
2.0

B.

ADMISSION
TO TAKE
OR SCHOLARSHIP EXTRA COURSES
3.9
4.3
4.8
3.6

4.2
4.2
4.9
2.9

4.2,
4.2
4.4
4.3

4.2,
4.2
4.6
3.6

3.7
4.2
3.7

3.6
4.3
2.0

4.9
3.9
3.2

4.4
3.8
3.9

PRIVATE SCHOOL TEACHERS’—-MEAN WEIGHTS*

Intelligence test score
Standardized achieveinent test scores

4.5
4.5

4.3
4,2,

3.6
3.9

4.0
3.7

3.8
3.6

4.2
4.0

Overall grade average
Personality test scores

4.8
2.4

4.6
2.6

4.9
3.3

5.0
2.4

4.0
3.8

4.8
3.4

Vocational-interest inventory scores

2.9

2.8

3.1

2.8

4.4

3.9

Recommendations of former teachers

4.8

4.8

4.6

4,7

4.0

4.2

Family background

1.6

1.8

3.5

1.6

2.8

3.2

C. PAROCHIAL SCHOOL TEACHERS’—MEAN WEIGHTS‘

4.5
4.7
5.0
3.1
3.7
4.6

4.1

Overall grade average
Personality test scores
Vocational-interest inventory scores
Recommendations of former teachers

4.7
4.9
4.5
3.0
3.9
4.5

Family background

2.0

2.2

Intelligence test score
Standardized achievement test scores

4 Cell frequencies range from 1,412 to 1,436.
> Range = 1—7. Higher numbers = greater weight.
© Cell frequencies range from 133 to 148.
4Range = 1—7. Higher numbers = greater weight.
© Cell frequencies range from 135 to 142.
f Range = 1—7. Higher numbers = greater weight.

4.3
4.4

3.7
3.8
4.3

4.4
4.4
4.7
2.9
3.6
4.4

4.2

2.0

3.3

4.6
5.0

4.7
4.6
o.l
4.0

4.4
4.4
4.8
3.8
4.7
3.9
4.3
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for college admission or scholarship aid, (4) allowing a student to
take extra courses, (5) counseling a student on occupational plans,
and (6) counseling a student abouthis choiceof a college.
A summary of mean scores on each of the weight items is presented in Table 33A—C.? Several observations may be made about
the mean weight scores presented in this table. First, despite the
finding reported earlier that teachers felt test scores and grade average to be the most accurate indicators of a student’s potential and
ability, these measures did not receive the highest scores here. On
the other hand, recommendations of former teachers received relatively high scores across the board and the highest weight in assigning students to advanced classes. It is not surprising to find that
teachers tend to feel that their own evaluations are important and
accurate assessments of their pupils’ capabilities, but documentation of this fact helps to temper the previously expressed formalistic
confidence in objective measures. It is clear from these findings that
where teachers (or former teachers) are involved in such decisions
as those given, test scores and grades may not always be the crucial
factors in the outcome. Interestingly, the tendency to rely more on
subjective judgments is less noticeable among parochial school
teachers (Table 33-—C) whotend to assign higher weights to objective factors in all cases. This fact again substantiates our view of the
parochial school sample as tending to be more psychometrically oriented.
Second, it is interesting to note the high mean weight assigned
to vocational interest inventory results for counseling about occupational plans. This may be due in part to a tendency for therespondents to answer questions in this section rapidly and without
much thought, and to a lack of psychometric sophistication on the
part of teachers. It might also be interpreted as an affirmation of the
ideal that children ought to be encouraged to do what most interests
them. Most research data in this area indicate that vocational-interest tests add very little to the accuracy of predicting future occupa* A complete record of the distribution of responses by individual items may be
found in Brim, Orville G., Jr., David A. Goslin, David C. Glass, and Isadore
Goldberg, The Use of Standardized Ability Tests in American Secondary Schools
and Their Impact on Students, Teachers, and Administrators, Technical Report
No. 3 on the Social Consequences of Testing. Russell Sage Foundation, New
York, 1965.
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Table 34: Percentage of public, private and parochial secondary school teachers in each quartile of the distribution of scores on
each of the various weight indices

WEIGHT INDICES

FIRST (LOW ) QUARTILE
6.00-12.75

SECOND QUARTILE
12.76—20.50

THIRD QUARTILE
20.60—28.25

PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

PUBLIC PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

FOURTH (HIGH ) QUARTILE
28.26-36.00
PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

Intelligence

1.3

1.4

.O

10.5

21.5

7.9

65.3

62.5

69.6

22,.8

14.6

23.0

Achievement*

1.6

6.2

0

14.7

26.5

8.8

63.0

56.6

67.2

20.7

24.1

Total test
Grade average
Personality test

1.4
1.1

2.8
O

.O
0

10.8
3.7

21.3
3.5

6.7
1.4

69.1
47.7

66.0
50.7

71.8
41.7

18.7

11.0
9.9

47.4

45.8

21.5
56.8

14.4
6.2

27.0
18.0

8.8
3.7

35.3.
20.5

38.7
35.8

41.2
20.0

42.0
50.9

29.2
35.3

42,.0
48.9

8.3
22.4

5.1
9.8

8.1
27.4

2.6
30.4

2..7
47.8

8
21.0

10.2
44.5

4.5
37.7

11.9
52.2,

26.0
22,.0

19.6
13.0

28.0
21.0

61.2
3.1

73.2
1.4

59.3
5.8

Vocational-interest
Recommendations
of former

teachers
Family background

® There were seven situations given for achievement tests instead of six. “Assigning grades” was added sinceit is a possible use of achievement test scores although not as likely a use for the other tests. See Teachers’ Questionnaire, Appendix II.
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achievement test scores,‘ a weight index score between 6 and 12.75
(the first quartile range) indicates an average score of between 1
and 2 (“none” and “a very slight amount”). A weight index score
falling into the fourth (highest) quartile (28.26—-36.00), requires
the teacher to have assigned on the average at least moderate weight
for all six situations.
The greater weight attributed to recommendations of former
teachers shows up even morestrongly in this table. Sixty-one per cent
of the public school teachers, 73.2 per cent of the private school
teachers, and 59.3 per cent of the parochial schoo! teachers were in
the fourth (high weight) quartile on this item, the highest proportions of any indicator variable. Conversely, the percentage of teachers in the fourth (high weight) quartile on the three test score indices (IQ, Achievement, and Total Test Weight) is dramatically
lower, and grade average weight receives the second highest vote.
The picture that emerges from these data and from the estimates of
the accuracy of various indicators reported earlier is that although
teachers tend to take the formal position that tests (along with
grades) provide the best estimate of a pupil’s potential, when it
comes to making use of the alternative measures available, theystill
have greatest confidence in their own evaluations.® They are not willing to disregard test scores completely, but express a clear preference
for teacher recommendations and overall grade average when it
comes to assigning one or two variables particularly high weight for
all purposes.
Again, the extent to which actual practice diverges from the
opinions given is not known. The actual decisions made about students are the result of a very complex blend of the various pieces of
information available with the weights assigned to each piece varying in accordance with changes in their absolute values and the degree of concordance among them, as well as with individual characteristics of the teacher or counselor who is making the decisions.
4“Assioning grades” was added as a possible use of achievement test scores.
Consequently, the index score range for these items is 7-42.
5It should be noted that teacher evaluations of pupils (recommendations of
former teachers, overall grade average) may be based in part on standardized
test scores. Therefore, the alternatives presented on the questionnaire are not

distinct from one another in practice. Another interpretation of our data would
be that teachers prefer to rely on a multi-factor indicator (for example, recommendations of former teachers) rather than a single-factor indicator, such as a
test score.
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Some clues to this process can be derived from the analysis of the
card sort data, to be discussed in the following chapter.
Comparisons with background characteristics of teachers again
show the same general configuration of correlations found on the
items dealing with opinions about the accuracy of tests, with a few
exceptions. The amount of weight assigned to objective tests is positively related to being a female teacher, age, amount of education,
teachers’ college training, and the index of teaching experience. As
in the case of the accuracy opinions data, these variables do not
show the expected correlation with the index of familiarity with tests
or with the index of experience administering and scoring tests (an
exception is a slight positive correlation between the index of familiarity with tests and opinions about the weight to be given to achievement test scores in assigning children to accelerated classes, classes
for slow children, and in counseling about college admission). Having taken the Scholastic Aptitude Test of the College Board is consistently negatively related to all test weight indices, a finding which
is probably a function of type of college attended andfield of specialization. (Teachers’ college graduates and education majors would be
less likely to have taken the SAT since it is not required at teachers’
colleges and state universities. )
The use of tests to evaluate teachers
All four groups of teachers (public, private, and parochial secondary
school teachers, and elementary school teachers) were asked how
they felt about the use of standardized achievement test scores by
school administrators for evaluating the effectiveness of teachers.
Predictably, very little enthusiasm for this use of tests was expressed
by teachers. As can be seen from Table 35, virtually no teachers
thought that this is the best (or almost always the best) way to evaluate teacher performance, and a sizable proportion felt that tests
should never be used in this manner. A somewhatgreater proportion
of parochial school teachers were accepting of this usage of tests
(again, very possibly a result of characteristics of our sample), while
elementary teachers tended to be somewhat morehostile to the idea.
Female teachers, those in the humanities, and those with
higher scores on the index of familiarity with tests were more likely
to feel that tests should not be used in this manner. Conversely, how-
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Table 35: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “How do you feel about the use of standardized achievement test
scores by schocl administrators for evaluating the effectiveness of teachers?” (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL L TEACHERS
OPINION

This is almost always the
best way of evaluating
a teacher’s effectiveness

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
TEACHERS

6

1.5

7

.O

19.7

21.3

30.5

11.6

47.7

54.4

51.8

59.3

evaluate a teacher’s
effectiveness

31.9

22.8

17.0

29.1

Number of respondents

(1393)

(136)

(141)

This is sometimes the best
way of evaluating a
teacher’s effectiveness
This is a relatively poor
way of evaluating a
teacher’s effectiveness
Achievement test scores
should never be used to

(86 )

ever, a belief that tests were sometimes a good way of evaluating a
teacher’s effectiveness was significantly related to the teacher’s opinion about the accuracy of tests and his opinions about the importance of the kind of intelligence measured by tests for success in
school, the professions, and business. Interestingly, teachers in
schools where the principal reported that tests were, in fact, used to
evaluate teacher effectiveness were significantly more likely to accept this as a legitimate function of tests! (See Table 36. )
The use of test scores in
assigning grades
Most public and parochial secondary school teachers felt that the
teacher ought to take into account the average intelligence level of a
class when setting the passing mark in assigning grades. Private
school teachers differed sharply on this point, no doubt in part because of the relative homogeneity of intelligence levels in private
schools and the general lack of tracking. Evidence in support of the
latter hypothesis is provided by the fact that teachers in public sec-

ondary school reporting that tests are used to group students by
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Table 36: Opinions of public secondary school teachers on the use of tests
to evaluate teachers’ effectiveness, by school policy concerning the use of
achievement tests to evaluate teachers (Percentages )
OF VERY

OPINION

OF NO

LITTLE

FAIRLY

VERY

IMPOR-

IMPOR-

IMPOR-

IMPOR-

TANCE

TANCE

TANT

TANT

This is almost always the
best way of evaluating

a teacher’s effectiveness

—

me)

1.9

—

This is sometimes the best
way of evaluating a
teacher's effectiveness

15.4

18.1

25.3

28.2

This is a relatively poor way
of evaluating a
teacher's effectiveness
Achievement test scores should
never be used to evaluate
a teacher's effectiveness

51.0

49.2

45.0

49.2

33.6

32.4

27.9

29.6

Numberof respondents

(396 )

(598 )

(269 )

(135)

x? = 139.3; p< .001 (See Note to Table 24.)

ability are significantly more likely to be in favor of considering average intelligence levels before assigning grades than teachers in
schools that do not indicate grouping to be a function oftesting.
Elementary teachers were asked whether they thought teachers
should consider their pupils’ intelligence and achievement test
scores (not the average intelligence level of the class) in assigning
pupils’ grades. Surprisingly, there was more hostility to the idea of
considering standardized achievement test scores in grading than to
using intelligence test scores in grading. Forty-one per cent of the
elementary teachers felt that a teacher should never consider a
standardized achievement score in assigning a grade in their course,
as compared to only 29 per cent who felt that teachers should never
consider an intelligence test score in grading.
Providing pupils and pupils’ parents
with intelligence test scores
Tables 38 A-D summarize the responses of elementary and secondary school teachers to four questions concerning their opinions about
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Table 37: Responses of elementary school teachers to the questions, “Do
you think that teachers should consider their pupils’ intelligence test scores
in assigning grades?” and “Do you think that teachers should consider
their pupils’ standardized achievement test scores in assigning grades in
their courses?” (Percentages)
INTELLIGENCE

ACHIEVEMENT

TEST SCORES

TEST SCORES

Yes, always or nearly always
Yes, frequently

3.4
22.7

6.9
12.6

Only in special cases
No, never
No opinion

39.8
29.5
4.5

34.5
41.4
4.6

OPINION

Numberof teachers

(88)

(87)

whether teachers should provide pupils or their parents with either
specific or general information about test performances. At the outset, it is clear that most teachers feel hesitant about providing either
the pupil or his parents with specific information (for example, a
numerical score) except under “special circumstances.” Further,
almost as many public secondary school teachers (7.7 per cent) felt
that a teacher should never give a pupil even general information
about his intelligence as felt that teachers should give such information to most or all students.
Table 38A: Opinions of secondary and elementary school teachers on
whether teachers should give a student specific information about his intelligence (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
OPINION
Yes,
Yes,
Yes,
Yes,

to
to
to
to

most or all students
any who ask
some students
some who ask

Under special circumstances
No, never
No opinion
Numberof teachers

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
TEACHERS

2.1
6.4
2.8
8.7

4.5
7.7
1.3
4.5

2.1
5.7
5.0
11.3

1.1
2.3
1.1
.O

49.5
26.7
3.8

44.5
32.3
5.2

57.4
17.7
7

37.9
55.2
2.3

(1429)

(155)

(141)

(87)
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Table 38B: Opinions of secondary and elementary school teachers on
whether teachers should give a student general information about his intelligence (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
SCHOOL
OPINION

Yes, to most or all students
Yes, to any who ask
Yes, to some students
Yes, to some who ask
Under special circumstances
No, never
No opinion
Numberof teachers

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

TEACHERS

8.3
18.3
8.0
19.8
37.8
7.0
.O

7.8
14.9
9.1
18.2
37.0
13.0
0

21.0
23.1
16.1
17.5
21.0
1.4
.O

10.5
4.7
1.2
9.3
54.7
15.1
4.7

(1418)

(154)

(143)

(86)

These attitudes on the part of teachers do not appear to stem
primarily from a belief that the provision of such information to pupils and parents is the function of the school counselor. Much the
same distribution of responses was obtained when teachers were
asked whether teachers, or counselors, psychologists, etc., should
give secondary school students specific information concerning their
intelligence (Table 39). Again, over half of the teachers felt that
such information should be given only in special cases, and another
Table 38C: Opinions of secondary and elementary school teachers on
whether teachers should give a pupil’s parents specific information about
the pupil’s intelligence (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
OPINION

Yes,
Yes,
Yes,
Yes,

to
to
to
to

most or all parents
any who ask
some parents
some who ask

Under special circumstances
No, never
No opinion
Numberof teachers

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

TEACHERS

5.6
14.9
3.7
15.1

7.1
12.2
8.3
19.2

9.7
13.9
7.6
16.7

8.0
5.7
1.1
14.9

41.5
16.7
2.95

34.0
16.0
3.2

41.7
9.7
7

04.0
13.8
2.3

(1424)

(156)

(144)

(87)
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Table 38D: Opinions of secondary and elementary school teachers on
whether teachers should give a pupil’s parents general information about
the pupil’s intelligence (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
OPINION

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
TEACHERS

Yes, to most or all parents
Yes, to any who ask
Yes, to some parents

13.6
25.5
8.2

21.2
18.6
10.3

23.8
26.6
19.6

29.9
12.6
5.7

Yes, to some who ask
Underspecial circumstances
No, never
No opinion

25.2
22.3
3.6
1.5

23.7
20.5
3.8
1.9

15.4
11.9
2.1
7

28.7
21.8
0
1.1

(1421)

(156)

(143)

Numberof teachers

(87)

17.8 per cent of the public school teachers felt no student should
ever be given specific information.
Teachers having had more formal education tended to be
slightly more receptive to the idea of giving pupils general information about their intelligence, while female teachers and those having
a greater familiarity with standardized tests tended to be more resistant to giving pupils specific information. In general, however,
background characteristics of teachers did not relate significantly to
Table 39: Responses of secondary school teachers to the question, “Do you
feel that teachers, counselors, psychologists, etc., should give high school
students specific information concerning their intelligence?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

OPINION

All students should be given
this information routinely
Most students should be given
this information
Only in special cases
No student should be given
this information
No opinion

Number of teachers

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

4.9

5.1

7.6

18.0
53.8

16.0
53.2

18.6
59.3

17.8

20.5

14.5

5.0

5.1

.O

(1422)

(156)

(145)
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Table 40: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “Do you feel that teachers ought to have their pupils’ IQ scores?”
(Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
OPINION

Teachers should receive

these scores routinely

Teachers should have access
to these scores whenever

they wish

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

TEACHERS

27.9

35.8

45.1

58.8

62.0

57.6

48.6

42.1

8.0

4.6

2.8

1.1

8
1.3

7
1.3

7
2.8

0
—

(151)

(142)

(88 )

Teachers should see these

scores only under
special circumstances
Teachers should never see
these scores
No opinion
Numberof teachers

(1431)

differences in attitudes on these items. Nor, surprisingly, were teachers’ opinions about the accuracy of standardized tests significantly
related to their feelings about giving pupils or their parents test results. On the other hand, public high school teachers who felt that
the kind of intelligence measured by standardized tests was important for success in school also tended to favor giving pupils general
information about their intelligence. But no relationship was found
between opinion about the importance of test intelligence for success in businessor the professions and providing information.
Teachers in schools in which the principal reported that test
scores were used for grouping students according to their abilities
were significantly less likely to feel that pupils ought to be given any
information about their intelligence. Also, where principals reported
that test scores were used in grading students, teachers were significantly less likely to express the opinion that parents ought to have
specific information.
Despite the general resistance to giving intelligence test information to parents and pupils, nearly all teachers expressed the opinion that teachers ought to have free access to such information about
their students (Table 40). Thus teachers in general tend to regard
such information as privileged, with the implication, at least, that
although it is an important part of the teaching process, its free dis-
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Table 41: Responses of secondary school students to the question, “Do you
think that high school students should be given specific results of their
performance on intelligence tests?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS
OPINION

All students should be given
specific results
Only bright students should be
given specific results
Only “well-adjusted” students
should be given specific results
Only slow students should be
given specific results
No students should be given
specific results
None of the above
Numberof students

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

65.9

43.7

65.8

2.2

2.3

1.9

7.5

15.4

11.3

2.1

oO

1.2

13.9
8.3

27.6
10.5

13.0
6.7

(5261)

(1193)

(2614)

semination to those from whom it was collected would be detrimental to many. As we shall see in the following chapter, the opinions of
teachers on this matter appear to be reflected in actual practice, at
least according to self-reports of the teachers themselves. We shall
consider some of the implications of these findings in Chapters 5
and7.
Most interesting about the opinions of teachers on these questions is the sharp contrast between them and the opinions held by
students and their parents. Our data indicate clearly the desire on
the part of both parents and student respondents to have access to
test score information. For example, nearly two-thirds of the more
than five thousand public secondary school students in our sample
felt that either IQ scores or a percentile rank ought to be made available to them on a routine basis (Table 41). Similarly, 61 per cent of
the parents of elementary school students in our sample indicated
that they would like to have intelligence test information reported
routinely by the school while only 2 per cent of these parents felt
that the school should keep this information confidential (Table 42).
This divergence of opinion about access to test scores is representative of a growing area of conflict between the school andits
clients. With increasing professionalization in the field of education
and a consequent specialization of educational services in the school,
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Table 42: Responses of elementary school parents to the question, “Do you
feel that parents should be given specific information concerning their
children’s performance on intelligence tests?” (Percentages)
OPINION

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

PARENTS

Yes, routinely
Yes, on request
No, except in special cases
No, never
No opinion

61.2
23.5
9.3
2.2,
3.8

Numberof parents

(183)

the likelihood that parents will feel estranged from the activities of
the school is increased. Access to test scores is only one of several
areas in which parental uneasiness at the present situation will be
expressed. But because the issues are rather clearly focused here, we
may predict more and more discussion between parents and educators with respect to the issue of tests. We shall want to return to this
point in the concluding chapter.

o
The role of teacher
as test user

I. Is virtually impossible to obtain any direct information about the
extent to which teachers actually make use of standardized test
scores in the performance of their duties. Even if one were able to
look over a teacher’s shoulder as hefilled out his grade sheet or wrote
recommendations to college-admissions offices or evaluated pupils’
qualifications for placement in special classes, it is unlikely that one
could tell what part test scores were playing in the decisions the
teacher was making. Further, it is extremely doubtful that teachers
themselves know in an objective way how muchtest scores influence
their opinions of pupils.
As a result, the questionnaire data reported in this chapter must
be interpreted as constituting only a very rough indication of the extent of test use by teachers. Direct questions to teachers focused on
three main potential uses of test scores: in grading pupils, in advising them about their work in the teacher’s course, and in providing
pupils and their parents with information about their abilities. Secondary school teachers also took a “card sort test” in which they were
asked to evaluate 28 hypothetical pupils’ qualifications for admission
to a special advanced science class. This test was given in an attempt to get inferential data about the extent to which teachers rely
on subjective (for example, teachers’ recommendations) as opposed
79
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Table 43: Responses of elementary and secondary school teachers to the
question, “Have you ever considered a pupil’s intelligence test score in
assigning him a grade in one of your classes?” (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

ELEMENTARY

.

OPINION

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

SCHOOL

PAROCHIAL

TEACHERS

Yes, always or nearly always
Yes, frequently
Yes, occasionally

1
1.6
11.2

2.0
2.0
4.6

7
4.1
21.4

5.8
9.3
95.6

No, but have access to scores

77.9

79.6

64.8

52.3

7.9
1.3

10.5
1.3

7.6
1.4

5.8
1.2

(152)

(145)

(86)

No, have no access to scores
Don’t know
Numberof teachers

(1414)

to objective (for example, test scores) data about students in a more
or less “real” situation.
The use of test scores in grading
From Tables 43 and 44 it can be seen that a relatively small proportion of teachers report that they make use of standardized test scores
in grading students, and those who do, do so only occasionally.
These figures probably underestimate somewhat the actual influence
of test scores on the grading process since the question was very
likely interpreted by most teachers as referring to explicit consideraTable 44: Responses of secondary school teachers to the question, “Have
you ever considered a pupil's college-admissions test scores as one basis
for assigning him a grade in one of your classes?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
OPINION

Yes, always or nearly always
Yes, frequently
Yes, occasionally
No, but have access to scores
No, have no access to scores
Don’t know
Numberof teachers

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

1
1
1.5
66.0
30.0
2.3

0
1.3
1.3
83.7
12.4
1.3

.O
7
2.1
75.4
20.4
1.4

(1414)

(153)

(142)
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tion and, in any case, teachers may not be aware of more subtle influences that may be operative. Nevertheless, it is clear that standardized test scores do not play a major role in influencing their
decisions about the gradesthey give pupils.
Affirmative responses to these questions are significantly related
to several background characteristics of teachers, including amount
of education (those holding doctorates report more use of tests);
major field of study (psychology and education majors report more
use of tests); years of experience teaching (more experienced teachers indicate more use); and as one would expect, knowledge of test
scores. Familiarity with tests and experience in administering and
scoring tests also are positively related to reported use of tests in
grading, although the relationship is not a strong one. Teachers who
feel that tests are generally accurate measures of a student's potential tend to report that they use tests more in grading, as do those
whoscore higher on the test weight indices described in the previous
chapter. Beliefs that teachers ought to give pupils information about
their abilities and should help to prepare students to take tests are
also associated with a tendency to report using test scores in grading. Finally, teachers who hold the opinion that the abilities measured by intelligence tests are more innate than learned tend to report
considering scores in grading more frequently.
The picture that emerges is that teachers who generally believe
in the usefulness and accuracy of tests report that they make use of
test scores more than teachers whoare less confident of the value of
standardized tests. These findings support our view of teachers as
holding consistent beliefs regarding tests, and they provide evidence
in support of the hypothesized relationship between opinion and
practice. However, as we shall see, this relationship is not sustained

in all cases, most significantly in the case of opinions regarding the
dissemination of test score information to pupils and parents, and
reported practices in this area. Further, when reported practices are
compared with actual use of test scores, as measured by the card
sort test, additional inconsistencies appear. We shall want to examine these inconsistencies in an effort to determine their source and
implications for policies regarding testing.
Several school characteristics variables show a positive relationship to reported use of test scores in grading, including size, percentage of male dropouts, type of housing, type of community, and social
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Table 45: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “Have you ever made use of a pupil’s intelligence test score in
advising him about his work in your course?” ( Percentages)
USE OF INTELLIGENCE

SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

TEST SCORES

PUBLIC

Yes, always or nearly always
Yes, frequently
Yes, occasionally
No, but have access to scores

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
TEACHERS

6
10.5
48.1
31.3

1.3
18.4
39.5
30.3

3.4
31.7
45.5
15.2

No, have no access to scores

5.8
22.1
43.0
22.1

7.8

Don’t know

9.9

3.4

7.0

1.6

7

7

—

Numberof teachers

(1417)

(152)

(145)

(86)

class; however, differences in teacher access to test scores in the different types of schools account for most of the statistical variance.
Understandably, teachers in schools in which the principal or guidance counselor reports that standardized test scores play a role in
grading are significantly more likely to report using scores in this
manner, a finding which lends some credence to the accuracy of
school reports about the use which is madeoftests.

Advising students about course work

A major rationale for the use of standardized tests in schools is to
enable teachers to evaluate more accurately whether pupils are performing in accordance with their abilities and to make possible more
effective counseling in situations where discrepancies occur. However, a surprisingly large percentage of teachers reported they had
never used intelligence test data (even though they had access to
such information) in advising students about their school work.
Only 11 per cent of the public secondary school teachers reported
frequent use of IQ scores in this manner.
A larger proportion of our elementary school teachers indicated
that they had used intelligence test scores in counseling pupils, however, and it should be remembered that the figures shown in Table
45 probably underestimate general elementary teacher use because
of the purposive inclusion in the sample of several schools that do
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little testing. The greater involvement of elementary teachers in
counseling pupils may be explained by the fact that elementary
schools normally do not have the services of full-time counselors. In
addition, our sample of secondary school teachers includes physical
education teachers, as well as instructors in home economics and
other specialized subjects in which the teacher would beless likely to
have occasion to be concerned with pupil performance in relation to
aptitude or intelligence.
Given the fact that most secondary school students receive relatively little (in terms of hours per semester) formal counseling from
specialists in their school, the apparent teacher neglect of this potential function represents an area for further investigation and possible policy change. It is, for example, difficult to imagine how a
teacher could effectively counsel a pupil about that pupil’s work in
the teacher’s course without taking into account some indications of
the pupil’s abilities and aptitudes. To the extent that teachers do engage in informal counseling with pupils, assumptions about the pupil’s abilities must enter into the process. Explicit consideration of
a pupil’s performance record on intelligence and aptitude tests might
contribute substantially in many cases to the formation of more accurate perceptions of that pupil’s capabilities. While it is not being
suggested here that test scores should provide the total basis for such
evaluation by the teacher, somewhat greater use of objective measures may be appropriate in situations where teachers are called upon
to perform an advisory or counseling function.
As in the case of test score use in grading, the complex of factors that includes experience and familiarity with tests and opinions
about their accuracy and usefulness is strongly related to reported
uses of scores for advising students. Experience in administering
and scoring tests and familiarity with tests are both significantly related to a tendency for teachers to report that they use scores for
this purpose (See Tables 46 and 47). Teacher opinions about the
accuracy of tests is similarly related (Table 48), as are opinions
about the weights that should be given to test scores in making various decisions about pupils. As expected, teachers who have access to
1 See Chapter 7 of this volume, and Goslin, David A., and David C. Glass, “The
Social Effects of Standardized Testing in Elementary and Secondary Schools,”
paper presented at the American Sociological Association annual meetings in
Miami, Florida, August, 1966; Sociology of Education, vol. 40, 1967, in press.
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Table 46: Experience of public secondary school teachers in administering
and scoring tests, by use of intelligence test scores in advising students
about course work (Percentages)
EXPERIENCE IN ADMINISTERING AND
SCORING TESTS

USE OF INTELLIGENCE
TEST SCORES
Always or nearly always
Frequently
Occasionally
No, but have access to scores
No, have no access to scores

LITTLE
EXPERIENCE
1.2

MUCH
EXPERIENCE

Don’t know

7.4
40.4
39.4
9,2
2.4

0
9.4
49.6
32.7
6.8
1.5

8
10.9
53.8
27.3
6.7
4

0
16.6
56.2
18.9
6.8
1.5

Number of teachers

(584)

(266 )

(238)

(338)

x? = 30.68; 2<.001 (In calculating x?, “No, have no access” and “Don’t
know”categories were eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)

test scores and those who feel that they have an accurate estimate
of their pupils’ abilities report more use of scores in advising pupils.
Finally, teachers who tend to feel that tests measure inborn abilities
as much as, or more, than acquired skills are more likely to report
using intelligence test scores in this manner (Table 49).
Table 47: Familiarity of public secondary school teachers with tests, by
use of intelligence test scores in advising students about course work
(Percentages)
FAMILIARITY WITH TESTS

USE OF INTELLIGENCE
TEST SCORES
Always or nearly always
Frequently
Occasionally
No, but have access to scores
No, have no access to scores

LITTLE
FAMILIARITY

MUCH
FAMILIARITY

7
3.7

6
8.7

3
10.4

8
18.2

36.4

46.9

43.9

49.0
29.9
7.8
2.7

29.7
2.8
3

(335)

(363 )

Don’t know

12.2
3.1

34.2
8.1
1.6

Number of teachers

(294 )

(322)

57.3

x? = 66.04;°< .001 (In calculating x?, “No, have no access” and “Don’t
know”categories were eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)
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Table 48: Opinions of public secondary school teachers about accuracy of
intelligence tests, by use of intelligence test scores in advising students
about course work (Percentages )

USE OF INTELLIGENCE TEST
SCORES

MUCH
BETTER
THAN OTHER
MEASURES

Always or nearly
always

SLIGHTLY
BETTER

NO
BETTER

NOT AS
GOOD

MUCH
WORSE

9

1.0

.O

0

.O

Frequently
Occasionally
No, but have access
to scores
No, have no access
to scores
Don’t know

14.3
49.4

9.0
51.7

11.4
44.1

8.1
38.7

.O
22.2

29.7

29.7

39.2

46.8

77.8

8.0
1.7

6.3
2.2

8.9
A

4.8
1.6

.O
0

Numberof teachers

(350)

(630 )

(281)

(62)

(9)

x? = 15.95; 0<.001 (In calculating x?, “No, have no access” and “Don’t
know”categories were eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)

Table 49: Opinions of public secondary school teachers on whetherintelligence tests measure inborn intelligence or learned knowledge, by use of
intelligence test scores in advising students about course work
(Percentages )
USE OF INTEL-

LIGENCE TEST
SCORES

ONLY
INBORN

MOSTLY
INBORN

EQUAL

Always or nearly
always
Frequently
Occasionally

.O
.O
40.0

8
15.6
51.1

8
10.6
51.5

6
9.4
47.7

.O
3.0
32.7

.O
2.9
38.8

No, but have
access to scores

40.0

24.6

29.0

33.2

49.1

41.7

No, have no
access to scores

20.0

5.9

6.4

8.1

10.9

12.6

0

2.0

1.7

1.0

1.8

3.9

(15)

(358)

(359)

(509)

(55)

(103)

Don’t know
Numberof teachers

MOSTLY
ONLY
NO
LEARNED LEARNED OPINION

x? = 16.15; < .001 (In calculating x°, “No, have no accsss” and “Don’t
know”categories were eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)

Teachers andtesting

86

Our data show, therefore, that where standardized tests are
more widely used, where teachers have access to scores, and where
confidence is expressed in the general accuracy of instruments used,
teachers are more likely to make use of test scores in counseling pupils. Once again, these findings lead one to the tentative hypothesis
that teachers are more likely to become involved in the counseling
process if they have information about their pupils and if they actively participate in the evaluation process. This point is substantiated further by significant relationships between teachers’ reports
that they use test scores in advising students about their work and a
number of testing program variables; most important, the extent of
testing, the existence of a regular guidance program in the school,
and the school’s report that standardized test scores are regularly
used to inform teachers about the abilities of their pupils, to grade
pupils, and to inform pupils abouttheir abilities.
We should not assume without further data that because a
teacher reports that he has never made use of standardized intelligence test scores in advising a pupil about work in his course that
this teacher does little or no counseling of his pupils using other
sources of information (or even tests for that matter). Moreover,
these findings emphasize the necessity for further research on
whether the availability of test score data on pupils leads to greater
general teacher involvement in the counseling process, leaving aside
for the moment the question of the efficacy of such involvement.
The findings reported above should also be interpreted with
some caution in the light of the clear ambivalence that exists among
school personnel, including teachers, in regard to the question of
providing pupils or their parents with information about the pupil’s
intelligence or aptitudes. The consideration of intelligence test
scores in counseling students involves, by implication, the necessity

of imparting some information to the student about his abilities in
relation to his achievement. That many teachers are reluctant to
provide pupils with this kind of information (or feel that this is
more properly the function of the school counselor) is apparent from
the data presented in the previous chapter and the following section
of this chapter. One of the most important conclusions that may be
drawn from the present discussion is the need for a clear statement
of policy regarding the dissemination of test scores and information
resulting from test scores, both by teachers and other school personnel.
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Table 50: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “Have you ever known any of your pupils’ intelligence test
scores?” (Percentages )
KNOWN INTELLIGENCE

SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

TEST SCORES

PUBLIC

Routinely receive most
or all scores

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL

TEACHERS

7.9

18.2

20.3

44,2

Have access to scores and
frequently look at them

24.2,

17.6

27.5

22,1

Have access to scores and
occasionally look at them

50.0

42.6

38.4

22.1

Don’t have access, but have
known some pupils’ scores
Never known any scores

8.5
8.7

8.1
10.8

9.4
4.3

4.6
7.0

Pupils don’t take this test

1.1

2.7

0

—

Numberof teachers

(1387)

(148)

(138)

(85)

tion about such scores; third, with estimates of how often teachers
receive requests from parents and pupils for such information; and,
finally, with teacher perceptions of how accurate an idea most pupils
have of their own abilities.
In the following sections, as before, primary attention is focused on intelligence tests as opposed to achievement, interest, or
personality tests. In addition to limitations on the number of questions that could be asked of teachers, our data indicate that most

secondary schools and many elementary schools routinely transmit
achievement test scores to pupils and parents—only with measures
of intelligence do major differences of opinion andpractice exist.
Accessto intelligence test scores
The vast majority of teachers report that they either receive intelligence test scores routinely or have free access to such information.
Routine distribution of intelligence scores to teachers is considerably
more common at the elementary school level according to evidence
from our survey of Elementary School Testing Programs? and questionnaire responses from elementary teachers (Table 50). If test
scores are not routinely distributed, most teachers report that they
at least occasionally look at pupil records in order to find out test
*Goslin, David A., Roberta R. Epstein, and Roberta A. Hallock, The Use of
Standardized Tests in Elementary Schools, Technical Report No. 2 on the Social
Consequences of Testing. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1965.

Therole of teacher as test user

89

Table 51: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “In general, do you feel that you have an accurate estimate of
how intelligent your students are?” (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
OPINION

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
TEACHERS

Fairly sure I know how intelligent all of my pupils are
Fairly sure I know how intelligent most of my pupils are

9.3

21.3

15.9

12.6

68.0

68.4

80.0

72.4

Fairly sure I know how
intelligent a few of my
students are
Don’t know

19.8
2.9

9.7
6

4.1
0

12.6
2.3

(1426)

(155)

(145)

Numberof teachers

(87)

scores. Among secondary school teachers, routine dissemination to
teachers appears to be somewhat more commonin private and parochial schools, although this may again be due to the nature of the
respective school samples. Less than 10 per cent of teachers in all
groups (except for private schools in which the figure is 10.8 per
cent ) respond that they have never known anypupil’s IQ scores.
Teachers also express a fair amount of confidence in their ability to estimate how much ability their pupils have, although a significant minority of teachers think they have an accurate estimate
of only a few of their pupils (Table 51). The latter group may not be
thinking in intelligence test terms and very likely includes a disproportionate number of teachers of nonacademic subjects. Interestingly, private secondary and elementary school teachers are more
likely to say they have an accurate estimate of the abilities of a
greater proportion of their pupils.
Providing pupils and their parents
with intelligence test information
Teachers were asked whether they had ever given specific information, for example, an actual test score, or general information, for
example, “a general idea of where the pupil stands relative to the
other pupils in his class,” to either pupils or their parents. The most
striking general conclusion which may be drawn from the answers
to these questions is that very few teachers do either. (See Tables
52 and 53.)
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Table 52: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the questions, “Have you ever given a student
specific information about his intelligence?” and “Have you ever given a pupil general information about his intelligence?” (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
PUBLIC

GIVEN INFORMATION

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

GENERAL

SPECIFIC

GENERAL

TEACHERS

SPECIFIC

GENERAL

To mostor all of my students

1.3

3.7

1.9

3.3

1.4

6.9

8.2

8.2

To many students
To some students
To a few students
No, but have access to scores
No, have no access to scores

1.6
3.8
5.4
81.7
6.2

5.6
15.2
22.8
47.6
5.1

1.9
4.5
7.1
72.1
12.3

5.9
14.4
23.5
44.4
8.5

2.8
9.1
9.8
74.8
2.1

20.1
22.9
29.2,
20.1
7

.O
1.2
.O
83.5
7.1

1.2
7.1
16.5
63.5
3.5

(1419)

(1423)

(154)

(153)

(143)

(144)

Numberof teachers

SPECIFIC

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

SPECIFIC

(85)

GENERAL

(85)
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Table 53: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the questions, “Have you ever given a parent
specific information about his child’s intelligence?” and “Have you ever given a parent general information about his
child’s intelligence?” (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL L TEACHERS

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

SPECIFIC

GENERAL

To mostor all of the parents
To many parents
To some parents

4
1.3
4.5

1.9
5.6
15.8

.O
4.6
5.9

2.6
9.7
18.2

.O
7.7
9.9

4.1
26.2
29.0

3.6
2.4
2.4

7.1
14.1
15.3

To a few parents
No, but have access to scores

10.0
77.4

30.9
40.8

9.8
69.3

29.9
31.8

19.0
62.7

25.5
13.8

10.8
74.7

47.1
12.9

No, have no accessto scores

6.3

5.0

10.5

7.8

7

1.4

6.0

3.5

(153)

(154)

(145)

(83)

(85)

(1423)

(1429)

GENERAL

SPECIFIC

(142)

GENERAL

TEACHERS

GIVEN INFORMATION

Numberof teachers

SPECIFIC

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

SPECIFIC

GENERAL
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Table 54: Practice of public secondary school teachers in giving students
general information about their intelligence, by familiarity with tests
(Percentages)
FAMILIARITY WITH TESTS

LITTLE
FAMILIARITY

PRACTICE

MUCH
FAMILIARITY

To most or all of my students

2.7

2.5

4.4

4.1

To many students
To some students

2.7
8.9

5.3
13.4

5.3
18.9

7.9
19.1

To a few students
No, but have access to scores
No, have no access to scores

19.8
58.0
7.8

22..0
51.6
3.3

24.2
42.2,
3.0

27.2
40.7
1.9

Number of teachers

(293)

(322)

(339 )

(366 )

x? = 31.08; »< .001 (In calculating x’, “No, have no access” category was
eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)

report having given information to students. Traditionally, many
psychometricians have taken the position that intelligence test
scores ought not to be given to the examinee, but these relationships
indicate that greater familiarity with testing procedures and more
general contact with tests lead to a greater willingness to provide
Table 55: Practice of public secondary school teachers in giving students
general information about their intelligence, by experience in administering and scoring tests (Percentages)
EXPERIENCE IN ADMINISTERING AND SCORING TESTS

PRACTICE

LITTLE
EXPERIENCE

MUCH
EXPERIENCE

To mostor all of my
students
To many students
To some students

3.4
3.9
10.9

2.7
5.3
15.9

3.3
5.9
20.5

5.0
8.8
18.4

To a few students

19.2

22..7

23.8

28.1

No, but have access to
scores

56.0

48.9

41.8

35.5

6.6

4.5

4.6

3.2,

(588)

(264)

(239 )

(342)

No, have no access to scores
Number of teachers

x? = 34.98; 0 < .001 (In calculating x’, “No, have no access” category was
eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)
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Table 56: Practice of public secondary school teachers in giving students general information
about their intelligence, by teacher opinions about giving students general information about
their intelligence (Percentages )
OPINION

PRACTICE

MOST

ANY

SOME

SOME

SPECIAL

OR ALL

WHO ASK

ROUTINELY

WHO ASK

CIRCUMSTANCES

NEVER

To mostor all of my students

18.3

8.0

3.5

2.1

0

To many students

17.4

12.6

9.6

3.6

9

9

To some students
To a few students

20.0
13.9

21.5
18.4

27.8
31.3

18.5
28.1

9.1
25.4

2.7
7.3

No, but have access to scores

26.1

36.0

24.3

43.1

58.4

80.9

4.3

3.4

3.5

4.6

6.1

8.2

(115)

(261)

(115)

(281)

(539)

(110)

No, have no access to scores
Numberof teachers

.O

x? = 249.57; 0 <.001 (In calculating x’, “No, have no access” category was eliminated. See also
Note to Table 24.)
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Table 57A: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “How often do your pupils ask you for information about their
abilities?” (Percentages)

PRACTICE
Frequently
Occasionally
Rarely
Never
Numberof teachers

SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACH
00
ACHERS

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

TEACHERS

5.9

9.6

11.0

3.4

30.7
47.9
15.5

30.1
45.8
13.5

35.2
46.9
6.9

24.1
59.8
12.6

(1422)

(156)

(145)

(87)

Requests from pupils and their parents
for test scores
Surprisingly, only a small percentage of teachers indicated that they
frequently receive requests from pupils or parents for information
about the pupils’ abilities (Tables 57A and B). Most secondary school
teachers reported receiving such requests only rarely, if at all. As
might be expected, elementary school teachers reported encountering a somewhat greater frequency of interest on the part of parents
about their children’s scores, but in absolute terms, the interest is
still slight. Parochial secondary school teachers also report more requests for information, a finding which is consistent with previously
reported differences between the parochial and public school teachers in our samples. While general parental apathy about school affairs, especially for members of disadvantaged groups, is, no doubt,
Table 57B: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “How frequently do parents of your pupils ask you for information about their children’s abilities?” (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
PRACTICE

Frequently
Occasionally
Rarely
Never
Numberof teachers

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

PAROCHIAL

TEACHERS

17.2
44.8
35.6
2.3

6.1
36.9
44.4
12.6

14.7
42.3
33.3
9.6

15.9
56.6
26.9
7

(1419)

(156)

(145)

(87)
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Table 58: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “Do you feel that your students have an accurate estimate of
how intelligent they are?” (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
OPINION

Yes, all of my students
have a fairly
accurate estimate

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS

1.9

3.3

4.8

1.1

Yes, most of my
students
A few of my students
No, none of my

43.5
38.2

50.7
33.6

59.3
26.2

40.2
29.9

2.3

7

.O

6.9

Don’t know

14.1

11.8

9.7

21.8

(1421)

(152)

(145)

students

Numberof teachers

(87)

partially responsible for this absence of interest in test scores, lack
of knowledge about school testing programs and unawareness of the
fact that information about their children’s abilities is available to
parents if they ask are also relevant factors. The initiation of a program by the school to inform parents about the kinds of information available might result in greater interest and at the same time
promote greater parental involvementin school activities.
Pupil and parent knowledge of
intelligence test scores
Very few teachers think that all of their pupils have an accurateestimate of their intelligence, and as may be seen from Table 58, a sizable percentage of teachers hold the opinion that only a few of their
pupils have an accurate estimate. More than a third of the secondary
school teachers in all three groups report that at least occasionally
pupils had indicated a lack of knowledge about their intelligence to
the teacher (Table 59). Similarly, only about a third of our teachers
felt that most or all parents whom they have come in contact with
have a good idea of how intelligent their children are. Despite this, as
we have noted above, apparently few teachers feel it is their duty to
try to correctthis state of affairs.
Our data indicate that a great deal of information does reach
pupils, however. Of those secondary school pupils who recalled hav-
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Table 59: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “Have you ever had a student indicate to you that he did not
know how intelligent he was?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

OPINION

PUBLIC

Frequently
Occasionally
Rarely
Never
Don’t remember

3.8
31.0
29.9
21.2
14.1

4.0
35.8
29.8
14.6
15.9

6.9
34.5
25.5
19.3
13.8

(1427)

(141)

(145)

Numberof teachers

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

1)parenTARY SCHOOL

TEACHERS
5.9
24.7
30.6
31.8
7.0
(85)

ing taken an intelligence test at some time during their school career, better than 60 per cent reported having received information
about their performance, and, of these, more than half received a

specific test score. Twenty-three per cent of the public secondary
school students reported that they had received this information
from the school principal or one of their teachers, and 38.9 per cent
said they received it from the school counselor. Nevertheless, there
are a large group of students who have never received such information even though they have taken several intelligence or aptitude
tests in school. For some of these pupils, test scores or general information might have a beneficial effect on motivation or aspiration
levels by helping the individual set more realistic goals, raising his
motivation level, or increasing his confidence in his own abilities.
Our data clearly indicate the need for the formulation of a morerational policy for the dissemination of such information, including
whoshould take the initiative in providingit.4

Thecard sort test

As we have pointed out, it is extremely difficult to measure teacher
reliance on standardized tests directly. The data reported thus far in
this chapter are confined to teachers’ reports of the use they make of
test scores in a variety of circumstances. The best thing that can be
said about such reports is that they are “suggestive” of the waytests
* See Chapter 7.
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are actually used and that they should be interpreted with considerable caution. Prior research indicates, in fact, that teacher evaluations of their own uses of tests are subject to considerable error.5
In an effort to get a somewhat more objective estimate of how
much teachers rely on standardized test scores as opposed to other
information about students, we asked our sample of secondary
school teachers to complete a test involving judgments of hypothetical pupils on the basis of several kinds of information, including test
scores, provided for each hypothetical student. A set of 28 pupil record cards was given to each teacher along with instructions for the
teacher to decide whether each pupil should be allowed to enroll in a
special advanced science class.¢ Each pupil record form contained
spaces for information about the pupil’s age; sex; personality and
interest inventory scores; intelligence, achievement, and aptitude
test scores; recommendations of former teachers; and the opinion of
the school counselor. The instructions to the teacher noted that, as
in the case of any such set of record cards, the information provided
was incomplete in some cases (for example, because the pupil had
been absent on the day scheduled for testing), and that in not all
cases did the various pieces of information about a pupil form a consistent picture. The teacher was askedto arrive at a considered opinion, on the basis of the information available, whether the student
should be permitted to take the advanced course.
In 14 of the 28 cases, there was enough agreement among the
various kinds of information to make a fairly straightforward classification. On the other 14 pupil records, missing or conflicting information created a direct test of the inclination of the teacher to
rely either on objective (that is, test scores) or subjective (that is,
teacher or counselor comments) data. Teacher judgments on these
14 test cards were scored according to whether the teacher gave
greater weight to the subjective or objective information (as determined by whether the teacher decided to place the pupil in the advanced class or not), and a total score was calculated for each
teacher indicating his or her overall reliance on objective information. The scoring procedure used created a possible score range from
24 (indicating consistent judgments based on the subjective infor5 Hastings, J. Thomas, and others, The Use of Test Results. Bureau of Educational Research, Urbana, Il., 1960.
® See Teachers’ Questionnaire, Appendix II.
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Table 60: Distribution of scores of secondary school teachers on the card
sort test (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

CARD SORT TEST SCORE
24 to 29
30 to 39

PUBLIC

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

3.3
12.4

3.3
11.2

7
9.9

40 to 49

19.3

21.2

11.2

50 to 59

2.7.0

25.1

33.2

60 to 69

23.8

20.4

27.6

70 to 79
80 to 88
Numberof teachers

11.5
2.7
(1398 )

13.9
4.7
(151)

14.8
2.1
(141)

Mean Score

(54.55)

(54.82)

(57.80)

mation available) to 88 (indicating consistent reliance on the objective data provided.”
From Table 60 it may be seen that teacher scores on the card
sort test were distributed over practically the entire possible range,
although, as expected, the majority of teachers obtained scores falling into the two middle quartiles. Previously observed differences in
opinions and practices between public, private, and parochial school
teachers show up again here, with the parochial school group giving
evidence of higher reliance on the objective measure than either of
the other groups.
The remainder of this section is concerned with the relation
between card sort scores and: (1) teacher reports of their use oftest
scores in grading, counseling students, and the like; (2) background
characteristics of teachers, including their experience and familiarity with tests; (3) their opinions about the tests and the way scores
ought to be used; and (4) school policies regardingtesting.
Cardsort scores vs. teacher reports
of test score use

Assuming that the card sort test measures a generalized tendency on
the part of teachers to rely on test scores as opposed to other data
7A detailed description of scoring and validation procedures appears in Hastings, J. Thomas, op. cit.
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teacher behavior and attitudes is based on the assumption that the
card sort test comes closer to requiring teachers to exhibit real behavior than a questionnaire item on which an opinion is expressed.
The accuracy of this assumption may legitimately be challenged,
however, and further work is clearly indicated. As we pointed out
above, better ways of evaluating the extent of actual use of test
scores by teachers are badly needed.
Card sort scores vs. teacher opinions
and background characteristics
The most interesting feature of the results of comparisons of background characteristics (including experience with tests and testing)
and opinions about tests with card sort test scores is that very few of
the relationships examined attained significance. Age, sex, type of
college attended, major field, and amount of experience teaching do
not appearto be strongly related to a tendencyto rely heavily either
on objective or subjective information in the situation imposed by
the card sort test. Teachers with advanced training and degrees tend
to have somewhat higher scores, indicating more reliance on test
scores, but the relationship is not particularly strong.
Teachers who have taken several courses in tests and measurements obtain slightly higher scores on the card sort test, but this relationship does not appear to bestrictly a function of the numberof
courses taken. Even more striking is the lack of significant relationship between card sort scores and reported experience administering
and scoring tests or scores on the index of familiarity with tests,
two variables which did show significant relationships to the other
use items reported in precedingsections of this chapter.
With respect to opinions about the accuracy of tests and their
use, only one item, the teacher’s belief about the accuracy of standardized tests as a measure of an individual’s intellectual potential,
is related to greater reliance on objective information on the card
sort test (Table 62). The test weight indices described earlier
show some relationship to higher card sort scores but nowhere
near what might have been expected if one were to assume that
opinion and practice were very closely related. This again under° See Goslin, David A., “The Social Impact of Testing in Guidance,” Personnel
and Guidance Journal, vol. 45, March, 1967, pp. 676—682.
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Table 62: Public secondary school teachers’ opinions about the accuracy
of intelligence tests, by card sort test score (Percentages )
MUCH BETTER

CARD SORT
TEST SCORE

THAN OTHER
MEASURES

SLIGHTLY
BETTER

NO
BETTER

NOT AS
GOOD

MUCH
WORSE

24 to 29

3.2

3.0

3.3

0

0

30 to 39

10.1

13.3

12.5

18.3

0

40 to 49

14.2

18.8

24.2

26.7

50.0

50 to 59

29.8

26.5

26.0

36.7

40.0

60 to 69
70 to 79
80 to 88

28.1
15.1
3.5

24.8
11.2
2.4

22.7
9.5
1.8

11.7
3.3
3.3

10.0
0
0

Numberof teachers

(345 )

(626 )

(273)

(60)

(10)

scores our earlier observations concerning the danger of assuming
that there is anything more than a marginal relationship between
opinion and practice. We shall consider the implications of this
finding in Chapter 7.
Opinions about providing students and their parents with information about test scores are not significantly related to scores on
the card sort test, although it will be remembered that many other
items associated with a general belief in the efficacy and accuracy
of tests did show a relationship to the reporting items.® However,
teachers who feel that they have a responsibility to prepare pupils
for taking standardized tests tend to have higher scores on the card
sort. Finally, a tendency to rely more on objective information about
pupils is weakly associated with a belief that the abilities measured
by standardized tests are more innate than learned, although the
relationship is by no meansclear-cut (Table 63).
The conclusion that may be drawn from these data is that the
card sort test measures something a bit different from either the
opinion items or the items concerned with self reports of test use.
The consistency of intercorrelations among the various opinions and
background items is clearly less pronounced in the case of their relationship to card sort scores than among themselves or in relation
to reported use items. This fact leads one to suspect both that the
® See pp. 89-97.
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Table 63: Public secondary school teachers’ opinions about whetherthe kind of intelligence necessary to do well on standardized intelligence tests is inborn or learned, by card sort test score
(Percentages)
CARD SORT
TEST SCORE

ONLY
INBORN

MORE INBORN EQUALLY INBORN MORE LEARNED
THAN LEARNED
AND LEARNED
THAN INBORN

ONLY
LEARNED

NO
OPINION

24 to 29

6.7

2.4

6.2

5.4

7.3

12.5

30 to 39
40 to 49

6.7
29.0

10.7
19.3

9.3
16.7

14.0
20.1

18.2
25.2,

17.3
15.4

50 to 59
60 to 69

20.0
26.7

28.1
23.1

26.6
25.8

26.5
23.6

18.2
14.5

28.8
15.4

70 to 79
80 to 88

20.0
0

12.9
2.5

12.6
3.8

8.6
1.8

10.9
5.5

8.7
1.9

(15)

(363 )

(365)

(513)

(55)

(104)

(51.3)

(50.0)

(50.8 )

(47.8)

(45.8)

(44.1)

Numberof teachers
Mean Score
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opinions andself-report data are subject to some degree of halo effect, and that the card sort may be measuring a deeper level of
teacher reliance on test scores than the other items. One implication
of this point of view is that more efforts must be madeto set up situations by specific tests of teacher reliance on test scores if one is to
arrive at firm conclusions aboutteacherusesoftests.
Card sort scores vs. school and
testing program characteristics
Further evidence of the particular nature of the card sort test is provided by the fact that none of the school characteristics variables,
for example, size, type of residential area, percentage of collegebound pupils, or policies concerned with grading and grouping,relate significantly to card sort scores of teachers in the schools. On
the other hand, a number of the test use items show significant
correlation with teacher card sort scores.
Consistently higher card sort scores are made by teachers in
schools which report that standardized tests are used for: (1) informing pupils of their strengths and weaknesses, (2) counseling
parents about the progress of their children, (3) identifying overand underachievers, (4) informing teachers about their pupils’ abilities, (5) grading pupils, and (6) informing pupils about their abilities. Further, we find a positive correlation between teacher reliance
on objective measures (as indicated by high card sort scores) and
our overall index of extent of test use (Table 64) but, interestingly,
Table 64: Index of extent of test use by public secondary school teachers’
card sort test score (Percentages)
EXTENT OF TEST USE (QUARTILES )

CARD SORT TEST SCORE
(IN QUARTILES )
Low Reliance on Tests

High Reliance on Tests
Numberof teachers

LITTLE

MUCH

USE

USE

32.4

25.6

24.4

22.8

27.8
22.2

24.8
24.8

26.1
23.9

23.4
26.1

17.6

24.8

25.6

27.7

(176)

(351)

(360)

(517)

x? = 9.26; 0< .01 (See Note to Table 24.)
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Table 65: Index of extent of testing by public secondary school teachers’
card sort test score (Percentages)
EXTENT OF TESTING (QUARTILES )

CARD SORT TEST SCORE
(IN QUARTILES )
Low Reliance on Tests

LITTLE
TESTING

MUCH
TESTING

High Reliance on Tests

23.4
24.1
24.8
27.7

28.9
23.8
24.6
22.7

20.9
25.9
25.6
2.7.6

25.6
26.6
24.2
23.5

Numberof teachers

(282)

(484)

(340)

(289)

x? = 042; »< .90 (See Note to Table 24.)

no correlation between card sort scores and extent of test giving
(Table 65). In schools where tests are not only given, therefore, but
also heavily relied on (at least according to principals’ or guidance
counselors’ reports), teachers also tend to make greater use of test
data in filling out the card sort test. This finding lends credence both
to the accuracy of the Testing Program Questionnaire and to the
validity of the card sort data themselves.
These data imply that a major factor in the extent to which individual teachers rely on standardized test scores is the general
school policy regarding tests and their usefulness for various purposes. Such a hypothesis, while by no means directly confirmed by
our data, does make it easier to explain inconsistencies in relationships between background characteristics of teachers and their reported use of tests, as well as the lack of correlation between card
sort scores and teacher opinions and background.

G
Theteacher as a
coach for tests

Ox: OF the most frequently voiced criticisms of standardized testing is that it results in excessive efforts on the part of teachers to
prepare their students for tests, especially those given in connection
with some external testing programs like the College Entrance Examination Board or the New York State Regents’ Examinations. The
result, it is often claimed, is that teachers emphasize only those
things covered by the test to the detriment of other important aspects of their subjects or, even more important, are afraid to introduce innovations in teaching techniques that might result in their
students doing poorly on standardized tests. The data presented in
this chapter were gathered in an effort to shed some light on the extent to which teachers do, in fact, modify their courses or their methods in an effort to prepare their pupils for standardized tests. Before
turning to the findings, however, several preliminary comments are
in order.
First, as in the case of the effects of testing examined in preceding sections of this book, the fact that the data are confined to
self-reports makes a definitive conclusion about test influence impossible. Once again, the direct evaluation of effects presents a research
problem that is exceptionally difficult to overcome without large107
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scale experimental manipulations, a procedure we were not prepared
to undertake without first obtaining the kinds of preliminary observations recordedhere.
Second, it is clear that not all standardized tests or testing programs exert the same kinds of potential pressure on teachers to prepare their pupils for the tests. Testing programs sponsored by the
school, for example, may not be perceived by the teacher, the pupil,
or the pupil’s parents as being as important as those given by an external agency such as the College Entrance Examination Board. Unless the teacher feels either that his effectiveness is being evaluated
as a consequence of his pupils’ performance! on the test or that the
future opportunities of his students are at stake, it is unlikely that
he will feel any pressure to take any action designed to facilitate
their performance.
Finally, it should be clear that no value judgment may be made
a priori about the desirability of a test having an impact on the content of a particular course or curriculum. Presumably, in many cases
standardized tests have a beneficial impact on some courses in which
teachers make an effort to prepare their students explicitly for the
tests. Under many conditions tests may, in fact, have the effect of

encouraging innovation on the part of teachers. Thus merely to demonstrate that a significant number of teachers make an effort to prepare pupils for such tests does not necessarily lead to the conclusion
that tests are bad. Conversely, demonstration that tests have no such
effect may indicate a lack of responsiveness on the part of teachers to
developmentsin their field.
The data presented in this chapter are concerned with: (1) the
opinions of teachers about their responsibility to prepare students
for standardized tests; (2) teachers’ reports of the extent to which
they actually have made special efforts to prepare pupils for standardized tests, including whether they have altered either the content
of their courses, or teaching methods, as a consequence of knowledge about the content of tests in their field; (3) students’ reports of
the extent to which any of their teachers have made special efforts
to prepare them for standardized tests; (4) reports of teachers on
the frequency with which they have received requests from pupils,
parents, or other school personnel to prepare students for such tests;
1 See Chapter 2, p. 23 and Chapter 4, pp. 70-71.
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Table 66: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers and
public secondary school counselors to the question, “Do you feel that
teachers have a responsibility to try to prepare their students specifically
for standardized aptitude or intelligence tests?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

OPINION
This is a major
responsibility
This is a minor
responsibility
Only in some
cases
No
Have no opinion

Number of

respondents

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

SECONDARY

SCHOOL
COUNSELORS

ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
TEACHERS

4.6

4.6

6.2

2.8

2.3

15.8

27.5

23.4

9.2

6.9

13.5
55.3
10.8

11.1
52.3
4.6

15.9
49.7
4.8

6.4
78.7
2.8

6.9
75.9
8.0

(1423)

(153)

(145)

(141)

(87)

and (5) the extent to which teachers make use of objective as opposed to essay questionsin tests they make upfortheir pupils.

Teacher opinions about their
responsibility to prepare pupils
for standardizedtests
Very few of the teachers in our sample thought that preparing pupils
specifically for standardized aptitude, intelligence, or achievement
tests is a major responsibility of a teacher. Secondary school teachers
were somewhat more inclined to admit that teachers occasionally
had such a responsibility than the elementary teachers surveyed,
while secondary school counselors in general felt strongly that this
was not a responsibility of teachers. (See Tables 66 and 67.) It is
interesting to note that a higher proportion of private secondary
school teachers tended to feel that preparing students was part of
the responsibility of a teacher.
However, when elementary and secondary school teachers were
asked whether they would alter their courses in any way if they were
to discover that a standardized test used for college admission (at
the secondary school level) or ability grouping (at the elementary
level) differed significantly in its emphasis from the present content
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Table 67: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers and
public secondary school counselors to the question, “Do you feel that
teachers have a responsibility to try to prepare their students specifically
for standardized achievement tests?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

OPINION

PUBLIC

This is a major
responsibility
This is a minor
responsibility
Only in some
cases
No
Have no opinion
Numberof
respondents

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

SECONDARY

ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL
COUNSELORS

SCHOOL
TEACHERS

3.7

9.2

6.2

2.8

6.8

17.2

28.1

24.3

9.2

14.8

12.1
56.1
11.0

10.5
46.4
5.9

14.6
49.3
5.6

3.5
81.0
3.9

5.7
67.0
5.7

(1424)

(153)

(144)

(142)

(88)

of their course, a majority of the public secondary school teachers
expressed the opinion that they would probably or definitely change
their course to conform with the test (Table 68). Thus, while teachers apparently are unwilling to acknowledge a view that specific
preparation of pupils for standardized tests is a part of their role,
they do admit that the content of a standardized test would be likely
Table 68: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “If you were to discover that a standardized achievement test
which is used for college admission differed in its emphasis on yourfield
from the present content of your course in this subject, do you feel you
would change your course in any way?” (Percentages )
NDARY SCHOO
SCHOOL TEACHERS
SECONDARY

OPINION

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL?*

TEACHERS

Definitely
Probably
Probably not

10.9
44.9
19.4

16.2
31.8
25.3

14.6
51.4
16.0

7.9
38.6
31.8

Definitely not
Don’t know

4.7
20.1

10.4
16.2

4.9
13.2

3.4
18.2

(1414)

(154)

(144)

Numberof teachers

(88)

* Question 122 on the Elementary Teachers’ Questionnaire reads: “If you were
to discover that a standardized achievement test which is used to evaluate pupils for grouping (sectioning) in junior high school differed in its emphasis on
some subjects from the way you teach your classes, do you feel that you would
change your instruction in any way (assuming you were free to do so)?”
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Table 69: Opinions of public secondary school teachers of teachers’ responsibility to prepare students specifically for standardized tests, by familiarity with tests (Percentages)
FAMILIARITY WITH TESTS

OPINION

LITTLE
FAMILIARITY

MUCH
FAMILIARITY

This is a major responsibility
This is a minor responsibility
Only in some cases
No
Have no opinion

3.7
12.8
13.5
53.4
16.6

1.9
17.0
10.8
57.9
12.4

4.2
16.7
15.5
55.7
8.0

4.4
20.9
9.9
57.1
7.7

Numberof teachers

(295)

(323 )

(336 )

(364)

x? = 2.74; 0 < .20 (In calculating x’, “No opinion” category was eliminated.
See also Note to Table 24.)

to have an effect on what or how they teach if the test was significantly different from their current practice.
With respect to teacher background characteristics associated
with a belief that it is part of a teacher’s responsibility to prepare
pupils for tests, we find that only those variables relating to the
teacher’s familiarity with tests, his opinions about the accuracy of
tests, and the weight that should be given to scores in making decisions about pupils are significantly related to the opinions that teachers should specifically prepare pupils for tests. (See Tables 69 to 71.)
Other characteristics such as age, sex, amount of education, and

major field are not significantly related to opinions in this area. As
might be expected, teachers in suburban and urban schools are more
likely to feel that this is a part of their job and, interestingly, in
schools in which the principal reports that tests are used for grouping pupils according to their abilities, teachers are slightly more
likely to feel that preparing students for such tests is at least a minor
responsibility.
Teacherreports of the extent to
which they attempt to prepare
pupils for tests
A number of questions were asked of teachers in an effort to get a
fairly precise estimate of how much specific preparation of students
for standardized tests takes place. These questions covered coaching
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Table 70: Opinions of public secondary school teachers of teachers’ responsibility to prepare students specifically for standardized tests, by opinion on the accuracy of intelligence or aptitude tests in measuring a student’s potential (Percentages)
OPINION ON ACCURACY

OPINION
This is a major
responsibility
This is a minor
responsibility
Only in some
cases
No
Have no opinion
Numberof
teachers

MUCH
BETTER
THAN
OTHER
MEASURES

SLIGHTLY
BETTER

NO
BETTER

NOTAS
GOOD

MUCH
WORSE

NO
OPINION

4.6

3.1

3.5

1.7

.O

5.9

19.1

19.0

14.5

11.7

.O

10.6

10.3
54.1
12.0

14.6
54.0
9.3

11.7
61.3
8.9

10.0
66.7
10.0

11.1
77.8
11.1

7.1
47.1
29.4

(351)

(637)

(282)

(60)

(9)

(85)

x? = 7.951;°<.01 (In calculating x’, “No opinicn” category was eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)

Table 71: Opinions of public secondary school teachers of teachers’ responsibility to prepare students specifically for standardizedtests, by total
test weight (Percentages)
TOTAL TEST WEIGHT?

OPINION

LOW

HIGH

WEIGHT

WEIGHT

This is a major responsibility
This is a minor responsibility

2.6
12.3

2.2
18.3

3.7
21.0

5.3
15.9

Only in some cases
No
Have no opinion

12.6
65.2
7.4

10.0
59.0
10.5

12.5
52.6
10.2

15.0
48.4
15.3

Numberof teachers

(310)

(371)

(352)

(339 )

x? = 14.42; 0<.001 (In calculating x?, “No opinion” category was eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)
* See Chapter 4, pp. 63—66, for an explanation of the weight indices.
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Table 72: Public, private, and parochial secondary school teachers who say
“yes” to three questions about preparing pupils for standardized tests
(Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

PRACTICE

PRIVATE

PAROCHIAL

4.6
(1421)

3.8
(156)

3.4
(140)

istration how to take such tests (how
to distribute their time wisely, whether
to mark answersto all questions, etc. )?
Numberof teachers

40.2
(1424)

51.3
(156)

64.8
(145)

Have you ever prepared students for a
standardized test by emphasizing over
a considerable period of time the kind
of subject matter covered by the test
(without any knowledge about specific
test items)?
Number of teachers

23.9
(1418)

42.2
(154)

34.7
(144)

Have you ever prepared students for a
standardized test by teaching them
shortly in advanceof the test administration specific information you knew
was included in the test?
Numberof teachers

PUBLIC

Have you ever prepared students for a
standardized test by teaching them

shortly in advance of the test admin-

of individual students as well as class groups, subject-matter preparation as well as help on techniques for taking tests, and preparation
for intelligence and aptitude tests as well as standardized achievementtests.

Table 72 showsthe percentages of public, private, and parochial
secondary school teachers who indicate that they have in the past
prepared students for standardized tests by: (1) teaching them
specific information shortly before the test, (2) teaching them
shortly before the tests how to take such tests, and (3) emphasizing
over a considerable period of time the kind of subject matter covered by the test. Less than 5 per cent of all teachers reported ever
having provided students with specific information they knew would
be on the test shortly in advance of the test administration. While
this is a small percentage, it is interesting that the figure is as high
as it is, since it raises questions about the nature of the students who
receive such special coaching and its impact on their test scores.
With respect to the other two questions, teacher responses support
the contention that a substantial amount of general concern on the
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part of teachers with the performance of their students on standardized tests exists, although the answers come as no surprise, considering the previously documented degree of involvement of teachers
in the testing process.
Some evidence of specific attempts on the part of teachers to
prepare either their classes or individual pupils specifically for standardized tests is provided by responses to other questionnaire items,
although very few teachers indicated that this activity was a regular
part of their course work. Teachers were asked to what extent they
had ever made a “conscious effort to improve their pupils’ performance” on different types of standardized tests and under varying circumstances, “either through emphasizing subject matter that they
thought might be covered on the test or by giving instruction in how
to take tests or answer specific types of questions.”2 Nearly 20 per
cent of both elementary and public secondary school teachers surveyed reported that they at least occasionally make efforts to prepare
their classes specifically (as defined above) for taking standardized
achievement tests. Only a few of the more than fourteen hundred
public secondary school teachers reported that this is a major part of
a course they teach. Eighty per cent of the public secondary school
teachers, 64 per cent of the elementary teachers, 71 per cent of the
parochial school teachers, and 56.1 per cent of the private secondary
Table 73: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “Has your knowledge of the content of one or more standardized
achievement tests in your field ever caused you to alter the content of the
courses taught by you?” (Percentages)
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

ALTERED CONTENT
On several occasions
On a few occasions
Once or twice

PUBLIC
3.7
9.2

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL
7.1
14.2

4.3
16.3

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL!®

TEACHERS
5.7
19.5

2.5

4.5

2.1

12.6

No
Have no knowledge
of the content
Don’t know

66.4

57.4

58.9

48.3

14.0
4.2

14.2
2.6

14.9
3.5

6.9
6.9

Number of teachers

(1412)

(155)

(141)

(87)

® Question 120 on the Elementary Teachers’ Questionnaire reads:

“Has the

knowledge of the content of one or more standardized achievementtests affected
the kinds of things you teach in your class?”
2 See Teachers’ Questionnaire, Appendix II.
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Table 74: Responses of secondary and elementary school teachers to the
question, “Has your knowledge of the content of one or more standardized
achievement tests in your field ever caused you to change your teaching
methods (but not the content of your courses)?” (Percentages)
CHANGED TEACHING
METHODS

SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS

On several occasions
On a few occasions
Once or twice
No
Have no knowledge
of the content
Don’t know

3.3
7.9
6.9
63.0

4.5
8.4
7.1
65.2

7.0
9.1
3.5
59.4

6.9
10.3
14.9
55.2

13.4
5.5

12.9
1.9

16.1
4.9

5.7
6.9

Number of teachers

(1410)

(155)

(143)

(87)

school teachers replied that they had never done this. Somewhat
smaller proportions of teachers in all groups reported that they had
at least occasionally madeefforts to prepare their classes specifically
for standardized aptitude or intelligencetests.
These figures are in general confirmed by the responses of
teachers to questions on whether they have ever changed the content
of their courses or their teaching methods as a consequence of
knowledge about standardized tests in their field. Tables 73 and 74
summarizetheseresults.
General psychometric sophistication and familiarity with tests
that we noted as being related to opinions about tests and test usage
in earlier chapters also appear to be related to coaching practices
of teachers. The indices of familiarity with tests and experience administering and scoring tests bear a positive relationship to all of
the pupil preparation items with the exception of providing pupils
with specific information shortly in advance of the administration
of the test. (See, for example, Tables 75A and B and 76A andB.)

Teachers who think that tests are on the whole accurate measures
of a pupil’s ability are somewhat morelikely to report having made
efforts to prepare their students for tests as are those teachers who
get high scores on the various test weight indices, although theserelationships are not consistent and significant across all of the coaching items. Other background and opinion items that appear to be
related to coaching practices include the following: age (older teachers are more likely to coach pupils), opinion that tests are a good
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Table 75A: Public secondary school teachers’ reports of having prepared
students for standardized tests by teaching them how to take tests, by
familiarity with tests (Percentages )
FAMILIARITY WITH TESTS

PRACTICE

LITTLE

MUCH

FAMILIARITY

FAMILIARITY

Have prepared students
Never

29.7
70.3

32.4
67.6

41.2
58.8

52.5
47.5

Numberof teachers

(296 )

(324)

(337)

(362)

x? = 42.00; 0 < .001 (See Note to Table 24.)

way to evaluate teacher performance, and opinions about the dissemination of test information to pupils and parents.
It should be noted once again that a major factor in the reported
tendency of teachers to try to prepare pupils for tests is the teacher’s
knowledge of the content of standardized tests. Thus most of the
items that bear a positive relationship to teacher knowledge about
tests also are likely to be related to coaching practices. Consequently,
without explicit controls over the variable of familiarity with tests,
it is difficult to make very many inferences about the factors that result in coaching activities on the part of teachers. The relatively
small amount of coaching reported by teachers, combined with the
limited size of the teacher sample, make such controls impractical
in the present study. An additional factor that we would expect to
be related to attempts on the part of teachers to prepare pupils for
tests is the frequency with which they receive requests from their
Table 75B: Public secondary school teachers’ reports of having prepared
students for standardized tests by teaching them how to take tests, by
experience in administering and scoring tests (Percentages)
EXPERIENCE IN ADMINISTERING AND
SCORING TESTS

PRACTICE

LITTLE
EXPERIENCE

MUCH
EXPERIENCE

Have prepared students
Never

27.3
72.7

42.1
37.9

46.2
53.8

43.7

Numberof teachers

(586)

(266)

(238)

(341)

x? = 78.94;0< 001

56.3
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Table 76A: Public secondary school teachers’ reports of having changed
their teaching methods because of knowledge of the content of standardized achievementtests, by familiarity with tests (Percentages )
FAMILIARITY WITH TESTS

CHANGED METHODS

LITTLE
FAMILIARITY

MUCH
FAMILIARITY

On several occasions

2.7

1.6

3.9

3.9

On a few occasions

4.8

8.1

8.3

10.6

Once or twice
No
Have no knowledge of
the content
Don’t know

3.7
63.3

6.3
62.2

6.2
65.5

11.2
61.2

18.7
6.8

16.9
5.0

11.6
4.5

6.7
6.4

Numberof teachers

(294)

(320)

(336)

(358 )

x? = 10.522; 9 <.01 (In calculating x’, “No knowledge” and “Don’t know”
categories were eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)

pupils or parents of pupils to coach students for tests. Teacher reports of such requests and comparisons between frequency of requests and coaching practices are examined in a later section of this
chapter.
Teachers in schools that do a great deal of testing are somewhat
Table 76B: Public secondary school teachers’ reports of having changed
their teaching methods because of knowledge of the content of standardized achievement tests, by experience in administering and scoring tests
(Percentages )
EXPERIENCE IN ADMINISTERING AND
SCORING TESTS

CHANGED METHODS

LITTLE

MUCH

EXPERIENCE

EXPERIENCE

On several occasions
On a few occasions
Once or twice
No
Have no knowledge of
the content
Don’t know

3.6
6.0
3.0
63.2

2.3
8.3
6.4
64.0

3.4
5.5
8.5
66.9

3.2
12.6
8.2
59.2

16.2
5.4

15.2
3.8

10.6
5.1

9.1
7.6

Numberof teachers

(579)

(264)

(236 )

(341)

x? = 4.705; 9 < .05 (In calculating x?, “No knowledge” and “Don’t know”
categories were eliminated. See also Note to Table 24.)
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Table 77: Public secondary school teachers’ reports of having prepared students for standardized tests by teaching them how to take tests, by index
of extent of testing (Percentages )
INDEX OF EXTENT OF TESTING

LOW
TESTING

PRACTICE

HIGH
TESTING

Have prepared students
Never

32.4
67.5

41.6
58.4

41.2
58.8

44.1
55.9

Numberof teachers

(289)

(495)

(345)

(295)

* = 6.442; p < .02 (See also Note to Table 24.)

more likely to report that they make efforts to prepare pupils for tests
(Table 77). Coaching practices also appear to be more prevalent
where test information is reported to parents and where tests are
used to section pupils accordingto their abilities (Tables 78 and 79).
There is also some evidence that teachers make more effort to coach
pupils for tests in schools having a higher proportion of Negroes
and a higher dropout rate. The latter findings support the view that
there is some sensitivity on the part of teachers to the difficulties cultural deprivation may create for pupils when they face standardized
tests. This finding, however, is contradicted by student data reported
in the followingsection.
The rumored extensive existence in public secondary schools
of special coaching classes is not supported by our data although a
very small number of the teachers in our sample reported having
conducted such a class at least once or twice. Ninety-seven per cent
Table 78: Public secondary school teachers’ reports of having prepared students for standardizedtests, by school policy on giving parents information
on pupils’ aptitudes for learning school subjects (Percentages)
SCHOOL POLICY
PARENT

PRACTICE

NEVER

SCHOOL

REQUEST INITIATIVE ROUTINE

OTHER

Have prepared students

41.2

39.1

34.7

50.0

45.0

Never

58.8

60.9

65.3

50.0

55.0

(487)

(525)

(178)

(269)

Number of teachers

(17)

x? = 17.420; p< .001 (See also Note to Table 24.)
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Table 79: Public secondary school teachers’ reports of having preparedstudents for standardized tests, by school policy on importance of tests to
section pupils in any given grades by level of mental ability (Percentages )
SCHOOL POLICY

PRACTICE

NOT
IMPORTANT

|

Have prepared students
Never

33.1
66.9

38.3
61.7

44.2
55.8

Numberof teachers

(251)

(549)

(543)

VERY
IMPORTANT
46.7
53.3
(90)

x? = 11.10; 9 < .001

of the public secondary school teachers indicated they had never
taught such a course, while only five of the more than fourteen hundred teachers in these schools said they taught such a course frequently. A somewhat larger proportion of private and parochial
school teachers reported having taught such a special class, a finding which, in the case of the private school sample, is clearly the
result of a higher proportion of college-preparatory pupils. In the
case of the parochial schools, it is probably due to the fact that these
are more likely to be urban schools. While the figures are not large
at all, the fact that any teachers reported having engaged in such
activities is interesting since it is unlikely that a particular school
would have more than one or two teachers assigned to such task.
Since there were only 75 public secondary schools in the sample,
the figure of 42 teachers who said “yes” to this question is of some
significance (in addition, 5.1 per cent of the teachers did not respond
to this item, a somewhat higher porportion than on mostof the other
items in the questionnaire).
Student reports of the extent to
which teachers have attempted
to prepare them fortests
Approximately one-fifth of the students who answered the Students’
Questionnaire reported that they had taken one or more college entrance or scholarship tests. These students then answered a number
of questions about the test(s) they took, including five items concerned directly with the extent to which they had received special
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preparation or tutoring for the tests. Eighty-one per cent of the 1,170
public school students who reported having taken a college-admissions test indicated that their teachers had spent class time preparing them specifically for the test on at least one or two occasions.
Fifty-five per cent of these pupils reported that this had occurred
frequently. Thirty per cent replied that on one or more occasions
they had spent class time discussing actual copies of standardized
tests.
Although this is a select group of students (those who had
taken a college-admissions test), the responses to these questions
indicate clearly that the majority of pupils who are headedfora college requiring entrance tests receive some special preparation for the
tests they will have to take. In addition to the obvious impact on the
kinds of things that are taught in school, these findings raise some
interesting questions concerning the effects of inequities in the
amount of special assistance and preparation provided for different
groups of pupils. What is the effect, for example, of not having received any such assistance on the test scores achieved and on the
consequent admission chances of those pupils who do not receive
assistance? Studies sponsored by the College Entrance Examination
Board of the effect of coaching indicate that coaching haslittle effect
on scores. But the fact that so many pupils have received some kind
of special preparation in school raises the possibility that the studies
made by the College Board may be contaminated by informal activities of teachers prior to the research. Our data thus indicate the need
for further research on the effects of coaching in situations where
no prior special preparation has been given.
Comparisons between the coaching items on the Students’ Questionnaire and school characteristics as reported on the Testing Program Questionnaire confirm the expectation that more special preparation for standardized tests goes on in schools having a high
proportion of college-bound pupils, urban and suburban schools,
schools in middle- and upper-income areas, schools that have extensive testing programs of their own, and schools in which the principal reports that scores are reported to parents. Recalling that only
students who had taken a college-entrance test were asked to respond to the coaching item on the Students’ Questionnaire, it is apparent that college-bound pupils in predominantly college-preparatory secondary schools are likely to receive more preparation for
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college-entrance tests than similar students in schools having a small
proportion of college-preparatory students. This fact suggests that
secondary schools with a small proportion of college-bound students
have a particular responsibility to make special arrangements to
help prepare these pupils to take entrance examinations if they are
to have a chance to compete on an equal basis with pupils coming
from college-preparatory schools.
Teacherreports of requests to prepare
pupils for standardized tests
It was hypothesized that an important factor in the decision of a
teacher to attempt to prepare his students specifically for standardized tests would be requests from school administrators, guidance
personnel, parents, or pupils themselves, to provide such special
preparation. Consequently, teachers were asked a series of questions
concerning the extent of such requests from each of the parties mentioned above.
The overwhelming conclusion that may be drawn from our
data is that except for occasional requests from pupils, teachers almost never are asked to provide special preparation for standardized
tests. Only sixteen of the more than fourteen hundred public secondary school teachers reported ever having been asked by a guidance
counselor to alter the content of one of their courses for this purpose.
Twenty teachers reported having been asked by a guidance counselor
to change their teaching methods on one or more occasions, and another (or the same) twenty to conduct special classes designed to
prepare pupils for tests. Comparable numbers reported requests from
their principal or from parents to alter content or method of courses
they teach. About 5 per cent of the public secondary school teachers
(72 out of 1,450) reported that their pupils had requested such assistance on at least one occasion (Table 80). Only two or three of
the elementary teachers in our sample indicated that they had ever
received a request of this nature from either the school principal or
from parents.
Although comparisons between request items and reports by
teachers that they have made attempts to prepare pupils for tests are
positively correlated, it is clear from these findings that requests of
this nature are not the major factor in a teacher’s decision to alter
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Table 80: Responses of public, private, and parochial secondary school
teachers to the question, “Have you ever been asked by any of your pupils
to alter the content of any of your courses so that they would be better
prepared for standardized tests?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS

ASKED TO ALTER CONTENT
On several occasions

On a few occasions
On one or two occasions
No
Don’t know or can’t remember

Numberof teachers

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

4

0

1.4

1.5

4.5

2.1

3.2

8.4

6.3

94.1

85.7

89.4

9

1.2

7

(1423)

(154)

(142)

his course or his teaching methods, or to instruct pupils specifically
in test-taking techniques. Further research is indicated on the role
general school policy or other system pressures play in this process,
as well as on the kinds of orientation teacher-education programs
are currently giving teachers toward tests and their responsibility to
prepare pupils to take them.
Teacher uses of objective vs.
essay tests

A final way in which teachers may help to prepare pupils for standardized tests is through the use of objective tests of their own in
courses they teach. It seemslikely that the increased use of objective
tests in education, not only for guidance and college entrance, but
also for systematic pupil evaluation at all stages has caused teachers
to make greater use of objective tests of their own in evaluating pupils progress in their classes. Only 7 per cent of the public secondary
school teachers and only 2 per cent of the elementary teachers surveyed reported that they never use objective (multiple-choice, truefalse, matching, or completion) questions in tests that they prepare
for their students (Table 81). Conversely, 67 per cent of the public
secondary school teachers and 76 per cent of the elementary teachers
report using objective items frequently, most of the time, or always.
Although no comparative data exist to make possible estimates of
the extent to which these figures represent increases on the part of
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teachers in the use of objective measurement techniques, it is hardly
conceivable that such a result would have been obtained thirty, or
even twenty, years ago.
Further support for the contention that there has been an increase in the use of objective questions in teacher-madetests is provided by the sharp contrast between public and private school teachers on this item. Forty-two per cent of the private school teachers
reported that they never use objective items on tests they prepare
for their pupils and only about 13 per cent use such items frequently.
This finding may be due in part to differences in the size of classes
in public as opposed to private schools. Our data also indicate that
younger teachers are more likely than older teachers to use objective
items, as are male teachers as opposed to female teachers. While
part of the private-public difference may be due to a greater emphasis
in private schools on the humanities (where objective tests construction is more difficult), and the difference between men and women
teachers is probably due in part to the fact that more men teach
science or mathematics (where objective tests may be more useful),
it does not seem likely that the discrepancy can be explained wholly
in these terms. If we assumethat private education is morelikely to
be traditionally oriented and the public schools more susceptible to
such factors as the increase in student enrollments which necessitate the development of procedures for dealing with larger groups of
Table 81: Responses of public, private, and parochial secondary school
teachers and elementary school teachers to the question, “How frequently
do you use objective (that is, multiple-choice, true-false, matching, or
completion) questions in tests that you prepare for your students?”
(Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
USE OBJECTIVE QUESTIONS

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
TEACHERS

Always or nearly always

12.3

2.6

13.1

5.7

Most of the time
Frequently
Occasionally
Never or almost never

22.5
32.7
25.1
7.4

7
13.1
41.2
42.5

20.7
38.6
24.1
3.4

23.9
46.6
91.5
2.3

(1482)

(153)

(145)

Numberof teachers

(88)
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Table 82: Responses of public, private, and parochial secondary school
teachers, and elementary school teachers to the question, “How frequently
do you use essay or short essay questions in tests that you prepare for your
students?” (Percentages )
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
USE ESSAY QUESTIONS
Always or nearly always

PUBLIC

PRIVATE PAROCHIAL

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
TEACHERS

7.6

26.5

13.2

1.1

Mostof the time
Frequently

14.9
31.8

27.1
19.4

13.2
41.0

18.2
38.6

Occasionally
Never or almost never

31.9
13.9

13.5
13.5

27.8
4.9

39.8
2.3

(1422)

(155)

(144)

Numberof teachers

(88)

students simultaneously, these differences are predictable. Nevertheless, they underscore the importance of the impact standardized
testing technology has had on a major aspect of the educational process.
It should be noted that the use of objective test items by teachers does not in any way preclude the continued and simultaneous
use of essay-type questions by the same teachers. In part our data
support this view, although the figures summarized in Table 82 indicate that 31.9 per cent of the public secondary school teachers surveyed use essay-type questions only occasionally in their tests and
only 22 per cent use such questions mostor all of the time. Although,
again, no historical comparative data exist, it would appear that the
complaints of colleges that their entrants are not so well versed in
writing skills as they used to be may have somebasis in fact. This
problem is one that deserves much more thorough research, including a detailed survey of the actual frequency with which students are
required to write essays as part of tests in different subjects.
With respect to the question of what kinds of teachers tend to
use objective as opposed to essay-type questions, several interesting
findings result. First, as expected, those teachers who have a high
opinion of the accuracy of standardized tests are more likely to make
use of objective items on tests they make up for their pupils. But
greater familiarity with standardized test instruments and more experience administering and scoring tests do not lead to greater em-
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ployment of objective questions. Third, teachers who favor providing
pupils with test information are morelikely to use objective items on
their tests; and finally, teachers who feel that they have a responsibility to prepare pupils for standardized tests are more likely to give
objective type tests. Thus, with the exception of the familiarity and
experience with test indices, we find that the “psychometric orientation” on the part of the teacher influences his behavior with respect
to an importantarea of his role as a teacher.

@
Conclusion

In THIS report we have tried to present as complete and detailed a
picture of teacher involvement in standardized testing as survey
data permit. Manyof the findings must be viewed as tentative owing
to the nature of the various samples of respondents from whom data
were gathered. As in any survey, many results made us wish that additional or different questions had been asked originally. In a number of cases the findings raised more questions than they answered
and the resolution of these issues awaits further investigation.
Public elementary school teachers and students; public, private,
and parochial secondary school teachers, students, and officials; public secondary school counselors; and parents of elementary school
children responded to a variety of questionnaire items concerning:
(1) familiarity with and experience in administering and scoring
standardized tests, (2) opinions about the accuracy, fairness, and
usefulness of standardized tests, (3) actual uses of tests, including
reporting of scores to pupils and parents, and (4) teacher practices
with respect to preparing students specifically for taking standardized tests. In this chapter we would like to consider some of the implications of our findings for school policies concerned with testing,
for training programs in tests and measurement, and for the testing
industry in general.
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Teachertraining in measurement
techniques and theory
With respect to formal training in test and measurement techniques
(courses taken in college, attendance at clinics on standardizedtesting, and the like), our data indicate that less than 40 per cent ofall
teachers have had more than minimal exposure (one course) to such
training, and that a sizable proportion of teachers have never had a
course in measurement techniques or attended a clinic at whichtesting was discussed. Elementary and private secondary school teachers in particular report a lack of exposure to formal instruction in
measurement with more than half of those who responded to our
questionnaires indicating that they had never had any special training.

At the same time nearly three-fourths of the elementary teachers in our sample reported that they were routinely responsible for
administering standardized achievement tests to their pupils each
year. Although relatively few secondary teachers have routine testing
responsibilities, 49.6 per cent of the public secondary school teachers
reported having administered achievement tests at least once since
they began teaching and 26.7 per cent had given a group intelligence
test. Even more significant is the finding that in virtually all schools
teachers have easy accessto their pupils’ test scores and that in most
elementary schools intelligence and achievement scores are routinely
distributed to teachers. Less than 10 per cent of the teachers in all
groups surveyed indicated that they had never known any pupil’s IQ
score, and at the elementary level, principals reported that teachers
are given test scores more than 80 per cent of the time in all grades.
It may be argued with considerable logic that it is not necessary
for an elementary or secondary school teacher to have had a formal
course in tests and measurement in order to be able to administer a
standardized achievementor intelligence test to a group of pupils. As
long as the teacher’s responsibility in the testing process is restricted
to following a set of printed instructions for administering and scoring a particular standardized test it is difficult to dispute this point.
The fact that he possesses his pupils’ scores on standardized tests,
however, places the teacher in the position of being more than a mere
test administrator.
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One conclusion that may be drawn from our research, therefore, is that explicit consideration needs to be given to the problem of
teacher training in the field of measurement. What kinds of training
ought to be given and the degree of teacher sophistication to be
sought may not be specified without further investigation. Elementary teachers would appear to be the group most in need of attention
because of their greater initial lack of training, their greater responsibility in the testing process, and the greater susceptibility of their
pupils to the influence of teacher expectations. Aside from possible
modifications in the curriculum of teacher training institutions to
include more formal training in testing, increased sophistication on
the part of elementary teachers might be achieved through the publication of a short booklet designed explicitly to deal with the problems faced by elementary teachers in their role as testers. Such a
booklet might be prepared under the sponsorship of the American
Psychological Association and distributed en masse to elementary
teachers through the American Council on Education, the National
Education Association, or some similar organization. Furthermore,
school systems andtesting specialists within them might be encouraged to initiate informal training programs or clinics for teachers
(and perhaps, ultimately, for parents as well).
One could specify various additional and alternative plans for
teaching teachers about tests. Our data indicate that teacher involvement in testing is both high and of potentially great influence on the
educational system and the children within it. If we accept testing
and the use of test results as a part of the teacher role, efforts need
to be made to makesure that this part of their role is not carried out
in a context of naiveté about tests and what they measure.
Opinions concerning the nature of
intelligence and accuracy of tests
The questionnaire data presented in Chapter 4 provide an overall
picture of teacher attitudes toward and beliefs about standardized
tests and the qualities they measure. In its broad outlines, this picture has the following general characteristics: First, teachers tend to
view standardized tests as relatively accurate measures of a student’s
intellectual potential and achievements. Second, teachers see the
kinds of abilities measured by standardized tests as important de-
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terminants of the subsequent academic success of children, and, to
a lesser extent, of their success in life after school. Third, they believe that considerable weight should be given to test scores, along
with other measures such as school grades, in making decisions
about allocating pupils to special classes, recommending students for
college admissions, and the like. Fourth, they tend to view the kind
of skills measured by standardized tests, including those designed to
evaluate intelligence, as being more influenced by learning than by
innate capabilities. In this case public school teachers are more like
pupils and parents in their attitudes than they are like guidance
counselors and the parochial school teachers, who evidence a more
genetic view of the kinds of intelligence measured by tests. At the
same time, however, a significant finding of our research is that
there is a high degree of disagreement on this point not only among
the teachers surveyed, but among guidance counselors and others as
well. Finally, with respect to the problem of whether teachers should
give pupils information about their (the pupils’) performance on
standardized tests, particularly intelligence tests, the opinions of
teachers are divided, although a clear findingis that nearly all teachers feel some children should be given such information, depending
on the circumstances.
With respect to our general theme of attitude consistency, we
may conclude that our data provide evidence of a degree of internal
consistency in the belief systems of teachers concerning tests and
their use. Teachers who express confidence in the accuracy of standardized tests also feel that they measure the qualities necessary for
success in future academic and nonacademic pursuits. They also believe that the abilities measured are, to a significant degree, innate,
rather than learned. Further, they feel that considerable weight
should be given to test scores in making decisions about pupils.
Teachers who expressall of these opinions tend to have had more
contact with tests through having served as test administrators, and
more formal training in psychometrics. In general, the more they resemble counselors in their training and experience, the more they
express Opinions similar to those expressed by counselors. All of this
points to the existence in some teachers of a belief system we might
label as psychometric sophistication. To the extent that we provide
teachers with more and better training in the theory and practice of
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training or experience, his opinions are likely to shift in the direction
of greater emphasis on innate abilities. Thus, in calling for greater
efforts to train teachers in the theory and practice of testing (as we
have just done), we are faced with the prospect of accentuating the
tendency to classify children according to their (innate) abilities.
One solution that frequently has been proposed in one form or
another and that was adopted by the New York City school system is
the elimination of instruments labeled as intelligence tests, or, at
least, the abandonmentof the concept of IQ. While this remedy may
serve to promote a learning-oriented conception of intellectual abilities on the part of teachers and other test users, it may create other

problems. In attempting to hide the fact that individual differences
in learning capacity do exist, such a policy may result in teachers
and others using less appropriate measures, for example, reading
test scores, to make inferences about the intellectual capacities of
children. In communities where a sizable proportion of the schoolgoing population may be expected to have reading difficulties due to
deprivation during their early years or the fact that a foreign language is spoken at home, an intelligence test (especially one that emphasizes nonverbal skills) is likely to be a much more useful device
for assessing the abilities of pupils, particularly during the first few
years of school.
The problem is one of making sure that the measurement process takes into account as many aspects of a child’s background and
current characteristics as possible and provides him with maximum
opportunity to demonstrate his abilities, while at the same time
guarding against the tendency toward premature labeling or categorization that results from an overemphasis on test scores coupled
with a more or less rigidly genetic view of ability. This depends not
only on the ability of teachers to view test scores as probability statements that are subject to variation and that reflect the special circumstances of particular children, but also on the flexibility of the
bureaucratic organization within which the testing takes place. The
latter problem requires special attention in large school systems that
must deal with a great number and variety of pupils in a uniform
manner in order to avoid charges of favoritism on the one hand and
attempted influence by parents on theother.
The last major finding relating to the opinions of teachers is the
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high degree of ambivalence about whether teachers should give pupils or their parents test scores. In this respect, teachers reflect the
uncertainty that exists generally in the field of measurementin regard to the problem of disseminating test score information. Thus
far no clear policy recommendations on this point have been advanced by any individual or group in the field and careful research
on the effects of giving children test scores has been minimal at
best. School policies consequently vary radically on this issue although most schools refrain from disseminating intelligence test
scores routinely to either parents or pupils. A number of interesting
issues are raised by these findings. However, since a consideration
of teacher practices, as well as opinion, is required in this case, we
shall withhold commentuntil the end of the followingsection.
Teacher uses of tests
Data were gathered from teachers concerning three specific possible
uses of test results: in grading pupils, in advising them abouttheir
work in the teacher’s course, and in providing pupils and their parents with information about their abilities. In answer to direct questions covering these three aspects of test use, teachers in general indicated a rather low degree of use of test scores. For example, more
than three-quarters of our respondents indicated that they had never
made use of a pupil’s intelligence test score in assigning a grade; a
similar proportion reported that they had never or only occasionally
used intelligence test scores in advising one of their pupils concerning his work in their course; and over 80 per cent replied that they
had never given a student specific information about his intelligence
based on test score.
Despite the rather low overall use of test scores by teachers, our
data indicate that in situations where more standardized tests are
given by the school, where teachers are routinely given scores, and
where greater efforts are made by the school to encourage test score
use, greater use is reported by teachers in all cases. In addition, those

teachers who have had moretraining in tests and measurementtechniques, more experience administering and scoring tests, and who
evidence greater familiarity with tests tend to make greater use of
test scores. One conclusion that may be drawn from ourdata, there-
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fore, is that teacher use of tests depends to some extent on school use
of tests, and, furthermore, that increased teacher sophistication in
pupil measurementis likely to lead to greater use of test scores in
grading, advising students, andthelike.
Amongother issues, our findings raise the question of the extent
to which teachers are, and ought to be, involved in counseling and
advising pupils. Traditionally, of course, teachers have always been
expected to evaluate their pupils’ work and to provide them with advice and guidance concerning their classroom performance. Almost
inevitably the provision of such guidance involves judgments on the
part of the teachers about a pupil’s intellectual capacity in general
and his ability to master the specific skills the teacher is responsible
for inculcating. Whether or not teachers report that they make conscious use of intelligence and other standardized test results in deciding whatto tell their students, it is unlikely that such information,

if it reaches the teacher, will not have some influence on the way the
teacher respondsto his pupils.
As schools and school systems have grown in size, pupil services
of all types have becomeincreasingly specialized. In this process the
roles of guidance counselor and testing specialist have assumed
greater importance and have become more clearly defined in many
schools, particularly at the secondary level. As a consequence, teachers are less likely to perceive their own role as including formal counseling of pupils. On the other hand, teachers often feel that they
know more about their students than the school counselor or other
administrative personnel whose contact with individual pupils is
likely to be infrequent at best. Given this situation, we would predict
a high degree of ambivalence on the part of teachers with respect to
the extent to which they ought to engage in counseling their pupils,
a hypothesis which is indirectly borne out by the opinion data presented above, and by data on the relation between opinion and practice.

On the question of whether teachers should provide pupils with
information about their abilities based on intelligence test scores, diverse opinions were expressed by the teachers in our sample, as we
noted above. Very few teachers felt that all pupils should be giveneither specific or general information about their intelligence, but most
expressed the opinion that such information should be given to at
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least some pupils. In practice, however, it would appear from our
data that very few teachers ever give their students such information. Nearly half of the public high school teachers and 60 per cent
of the elementary school teachers reported that they had never given
a pupil even a general idea of his intelligence (despite the fact that
our data show clearly that nearly all teachers possess intelligence
test scores for some if not all of their students). As we have pointed
out several times, even among those teachers who expressed the
opinion that all pupils should be given information about their abilities, we found a sizable number who had never given a student such

information.
Against the backdrop of conflicting and ambivalent school policies and teacher practices concerning the dissemination of intelligence test results, we encountered strong feelings on the part of both
students and parents that they would like to have such information
and also evidence that a considerable amount of information does
find its way into the hands of some students. An intelligence test
score or a general interpretation of it may, of course, reach a pupil
or his parents through various means. The school principal, guidance
counselor, testing specialist, or the teacher may provide the feedback.
Many children learn their scores as a result of an illicit look at pupil
records left inadvertently on a teacher’s desk or entrusted to a student to deliver to the office. But the process remains essentially an
unstructured one with the likelihood of a student’s finding out his
score being dependent upon chancefactors, his or his parents’ interest and perseverance, and the initiative of teachers or other school
officials.
The problems of whether or not students ought to be given test
results, including intelligence test scores, and, if so, what role teach-

ers should be expected to play in the counseling process remain unresolved. It does seem clear, however, that school policies on this
issue needclarification. As school testing programs and practices become more visible to parents it seems likely that there will be increased interest on their part in finding out about their children’s
abilities and in knowing on what information the school is basing
its decisions to allocate their children to special instructional groups,
to admit or not admit them to college preparatory tracks, to offer
them remedial services, and the like. From a legal standpoint a
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strong case can be made (and already has been made on one occasion)? for the contention that parents have a right to information
such as intelligence test scores possessed by the school about their
children.
As long as pupil evaluation is carried out in an atmosphere of
semisecrecy and in the absence of clear policies regarding dissemination of the results of the evaluative process, some inequities would
appear to be unavoidable. Children whose parents take the time and
trouble to inquire about test scores or whose teachers take an interest
in them are more likely to receive guidance that may be instrumental
in sustaining motivation, or in encouraging them to consider occupational alternatives not previously viewed as realistic. It may be assumed that most schools do make efforts to counsel pupils in those
cases where significant discrepancies are noted between ability and
performance, or between ability and aspiration level. But a great deal
of the initiative still is left to the child and his parents, a problem
which becomes particularly acute in overcrowded and understaffed
schools that tend to be in areas where parental (and pupil) interest
is low.
At this point very little of a systematic nature is known about
the effects on children of providing them with specific information
about their abilities. Obviously, the effect depends upon the information given, previously held conceptions of ability, the way in which
the information is presented, the strength of competing estimates,

and various other factors. Some of these variables will be considered
is a forthcoming volume by Orville G. Brim, Jr., and others on American Attitudes Toward Intelligence.* But as long as the likelihood of a
given child’s receiving information and the manner in which it is
presented to him, if he does receive it, are left to chance, we are not
in a position either to make sure that harmful effects are avoided or
that beneficial effects are uniformly obtained. To the extent that we
are committed to standardized testing as a major adjunct to our educational system, we must face up to the problem of developing a
rational policy with respect to the dissemination of test results.
*In New York State a decision rendered by State Supreme Court Justice William Brennan on January 19, 1961, in a suit brought by a Long Island parentto

compel school officials to show him his child’s records, upheld the right of the

parent to find out his child’s test score, provided it was part of the official school
record [Van Allen v. McCleary 27 Misc. 2d 81, 211 NYS 2d 501 (Sup. Ct. Nassau
Co. 1961)].

®’ To be published by Russell Sage Foundation.
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Whether or not the policy that emerges permits us to realize the potential of tests for helping all children to acquire a realistic perception of their capabilities depends on continued research efforts in
this area and a willingness on the part of all those involved in the
testing industry to consider the sociological as well as the measurement implications of their instruments.
Coachingfortests
Our data indicate that “coaching” for tests has not as yet become a
major part of the activity of teachers in our public schools although
efforts to prepare pupils more adequately for tests are made by many
teachers. There is some evidence, however, that these efforts are not

equally distributed amongall of the potential recipients, mainly college-bound students in our study. Thus, while it appears that fears of
mass coaching are groundless, some attention to the problem of making sure that all pupils who must take standardized tests receive at
least minimum preparation is indicated in order that we avoid creating unnecessary barriers for the pupil whose teachers do not at
present make such efforts. It may be that such preparation (not mass
or intensive coaching) will have to be provided on a moreor less systematic basis in our schools in order to reduce the inequities that result from leaving so crucial a matter entirely to teacherinitiative.
It is also clear that the use of objective-type items by teachers in
their own tests is virtually universal. It may be presumed that much
of this test construction is done with, at most, minimal sophistica-

tion on the part of the teacher in the methods of objective testing or
item writing. If the advantages of objective testing are to be fully
realized andits pitfalls avoided, it seems clear that our teacher training institutions will have to pay increased attention to the problems
of test construction as they apply to the classroom teacher and provide our future teachers with the kinds of skills they will need to do
an adequate job of making tests. This is an area in which testing
firms might perform a particularly useful role in helping schools of
education to develop practical courses in test construction.
Finally, to return to a point made at the beginning of this chapter, one could argue that our data indicate that tests have failed to
fulfill a major part of their function because thereis little direct evidence that they have had an impact on teaching methods or course
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content. The point could be made that such an influence, had it been
observed, would have been a sign that our educational institutions in
general and teachers in particular were sensitive to the changes occurring in manyfields of knowledge that are reflected in tests covering new subject matter or old subjects in new ways. These critics
would have hoped for more evidence of adaptability on the part of
teachers, and will no doubt be distressed by our results. As we
pointed out above, tests can, and should in many instances (for example, the “new” math), serve as stimulants to innovation on the
part of teachers. While on the one hand, it is somewhat reassuring
to learn that teachers are not blindly teaching children how to take
tests, it is just a bit disconcerting to find that so little modification of
courses is taking place. This issue is very definitely one on which
further work is needed.
Opinions vs. practices

A major theme of this book has been the relationship between opinions and practices. It is apparent from the data presented that in several instances opinions expressed by teachers concerning the proper
use of tests diverge from actual practices involving tests. These inconsistencies appear most clearly in comparisons between opinions

regarding the amount of weight that should be given test scores and
the results of the card sort test, and in comparisons between the
opinions of teachers about giving pupils test scores and their reports
of whether they had ever done so. (See Chapter5.)
As we pointed out, the discovery of such inconsistencies is not
particularly startling in the light of a succession of studies showing
similar findings in other fields (for example, voting behavior). The
opinions expressed by an individualare the result of a numberof factors, including the beliefs of members of his immediate reference
group, his background and training, and his perception of what
kinds of answers his interrogator would like to hear. This behavior,
however, is the product of various situational determinants of his
role, including formal and informal constraints, the presence or absence of pressures to act, and competing demands on his time and

energy. Consequently, it would be surprising if we were to find a perfect correlation between opinion andpractice.
Wehave shownthat teachers’ opinions regarding tests and their
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use are closely related to their experience and familiarity with tests
and to their formal training in psychometrics. Furthermore, we have
demonstrated a degree of consistency of belief regarding tests on the
part of teachers as well as other groups. On the other hand, we have
noted that school policies with respect to such things as reporting
test scores to pupils tend to be ill-defined. Formal specification of the
teacher role in the area of counseling and guidance is almost nonexistent. Even though in most schools teachers are generally encouraged to use test scores to “individualize” their teaching procedures in
order to meet the special needs of individual pupils, how they are to
do this is left almost entirely to the initiative of the teachers. As a result, except for occasional requests for information from parents,
most teachers encounter no specific pressures from those who mainly
define their role to make use of test scores in any particular way.
Consequently, while a teacher may express various opinions about
tests, these opinions may have very little relation to his behavior.
This conclusion is borne out in the data presented throughout this
book. It remains for us to consider its implications for educational
policy regarding standardized testing.
Teachers, testing, and the school
Despite a continuing trend toward specialization in our schools,
there is very little doubt that teachers will continue to be heavily involved in standardized testing; partly as a result of their role in test
administration, especially in elementary school, but more important,
because standardized tests will continue to be used to evaluate the
achievements and intellectual potential of their pupils. During the
past half-century literally thousands of speeches, papers, and books
have been written on the subject of the proper use of information
generated by standardized testing programs. A significant proportion
of this output has been directed at teacher uses of tests. Yet we find
little evidence that it has resulted in the formulation of school policies that clearly specify what teachers are supposed to do with test
scores. In playing his role, a teacher responds to the expectations of
school administrators, colleagues, parents, and his pupils, as well as
to broader societal norms relating to teacher conduct. Where these
expectations are clearly defined, transmitted, and sanctioned, he can

be expected to incorporate them into the role he plays, assuming that

Teachers andtesting

140

they do not conflict with expectations transmitted by other parts of
his role set. Where there is a lack of role definition or role conflict on
the other hand, we find ambivalence, inconsistent behavior, or no
behavioratall.
It would appear from our data that this describes the situation
teachers face with respect to the use of test scores. School policies,
as we have noted, are vague and inconsistent, and where they do exist they are likely to conflict with the expectations of parents and pupils, for example, in the case of requests for test scores. We have attempted to provide partial documentation of the resulting ambivalent
behavior on the part of teachers.
The solution to this problem would seem to be in clearer specification of all aspects of the teacher’s role as it involves standardized
testing. This specification must take the form of explicit school policies concerning such things as the dissemination of test scores to
pupils and parents, the teacher’s more general responsibilities for
counseling and guidance, the uses teachers are expected to make of
test scores in individualizing instructional practices along with procedures for carrying out this aspect of their duties, and the part to be
played by test results in evaluating curricula as well as teacher performance. Major policy decisions are clearly involved here and in
several instances additional research is indicated before such decisions can be madeintelligently. But a beginning can and should be
made now. The role of teachers in testing is too important to be left
to chance.

Appendices

APPENDIX I

Sampling and data
collection procedures—
secondary schools?
Selecting the sample
In this study we were concerned with the opinions and attitudes of
senior high school students, teachers, and counselors regarding
standardized tests of ability. Our primary concern was to obtain data
that could be generalized to each of these populations in public senior
high schools. A secondary interest was in obtaining samples ofprivate and Roman Catholic parochial schools,? to enable us to make
certain comparisons with the data from the public school group.
For the public senior high schools the sample was selected in
such a way that it would be representative of the respective national
populations for the school year 1963-1964. This requirement dictated the use of a sampling procedure designed to achieve representation of public schools on a number of dimensions demonstrated?
1 Excerpted from Brim, Orville G., Jr., David A. Goslin, David C. Glass, and Isadore Goldberg, The Use of Standardized Ability Tests in American Secondary
Schools and Their Impact on Students, Teachers, and Administrators, Technical Report No. 3 on the Social Consequences of Testing. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1965, pp. 17-28.
2 Roman Catholic schools may be parochial or diocesan, the former associated
with the parish and latter with the diocese. The term “parochial” will be used
in this report to cover both types of schools.
8’ Flanagan, John C., John T. Dailey, Marion F. Shaycoft, David G. Orr, and Isadore Goldberg, Studies of the American High School, Technical Report to the
U.S. Office of Education, Cooperative Research Project, No. 226. Project Talent
Office, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, 1962.
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to be related to school testing practices and policies and to schoolwide averages of students’ scores on standardized aptitude and
achievement measures. The aim in selecting the private schools and
the parochial schools was not at all the same. In these samples the
major purpose wasto study special groups of students. We wanted a

sample of private schools that represented the “elite” senior high
school and student. Therefore, the sample was made up of schools
which, in the judgment of the staff of Russell Sage Foundation and
the University of Pittsburgh were outstanding in academic requirements, reputation, and performance.

It was felt that parochial schools may be sufficiently different to
justify their separate treatment. From a statistical standpoint, there
are difficulties in drawing representative samples from this group of
schools. The procedures used are described later in this report. Suffice it to say that the sample of schools obtained was not drawn by
statistical sampling procedures, yet it represents a distribution of
parochial schools varying widely in testing policies and practices
and in student abilities and beliefs.
It was decided to aim for a sample of 80 public senior high
schools, 10 private high schools, and 10 parochial high schools. A
senior high school was defined as one which includes grade 10 and
grade 12. The public school sample did not include schools that offer
only the vocational curriculum as Dailey* demonstrated that vocational schools in 1960 differed in certain respects from the comprehensive high school and the academically oriented high school.
With regard to the sample of students, it was felt that adequate
representation of a cross-section of high school students could be
achieved by sampling from grade 10 and grade 12. Wedecided to
aim for a sample of approximately 4,000 students. Information on
school enrollments and from Project Talent® suggested that considerably more than 4,000 students would likely be obtained if the grade 10
and grade 12 students in all 100 schools participated in the project.
Two steps were taken to keep the student sample within bounds:
1. To request the participation of the students in only 40 of the 80 public
schools.
* [bid.
5 Ibid.
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2. To draw a subsample of students in those public schools in which
there were 100 or more seniors according to the most current Office of
Education report. In summary, our aim was to obtain the following
samples:
40 public senior high schools, students participating;
40 public senior high schools, students not participating;
10 private high schools, students participating;
10 parochial senior high schools, students participating.

The target populations for teachers and counselors were those
teaching one or more courses in grades 10, 11, and 12, and those
spending 20 per cent or more time in counseling with students in
grades 10, 11, and 12.
The sampling procedure
A quota sampling procedure wasused to select the public senior high
schools.* The schools were selected at random from the U.S. Office
of Education’s Directory of Public Secondary Day Schools, 1958—
1959. Schools were accepted for the sample as long as the quota for
that particular type of school had not been filled. When the quota
was filled, the schools were rejected until the number of schools
needed was obtained. The Project Talent Taxonomy of Public Senior
High Schools’ provided the basis for establishing the quotas for various types of schools. The taxonomy is based on U.S. Office of Education regions, community size, and an index of the socioeconomic
level of the neighborhood. The size of the senior class was also considered in selecting the schools. The categories of the Project Talent
Taxonomy of High Schools are:
Code
21
22,
31

Description
Cities A—low-cost housing—low income
Cities A—moderate and high-cost housing
Cities B—low-cost housing and low income

32
41

Cities B—moderate and high-cost housing
Northeast—urban—low-cost housing and low income

® Shaycoft, Marion F., Stratified Random Sampling of Public Senior High Schools

Stratified by Taxonomy Group, Procedure A. Project Talent Office, University of

Pittsburgh, November, 1962. Unpublished Memorandum.
7 Flanagan, John C., and others, op. cit.
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44
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52
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Northeast—urban—moderate andhigh-cost housing
Northeast—small town
Northeast—rural
Southeast—urban—low-cost housing and low income
Southeast—urban—moderate and high-cost housing

63
64

Southeast—small town
Southeast—rural
West—urban—low-cost housing and low income
West—urban—moderate and high-cost housing
West—small town
West—rural

10

All vocational high schools

53
54
61
62,

Community sizes are:
Cities A—more than 1,500,000 population (1960 census),
Cities B—between 250,000 and 1,499,999 population,
Urban—between 5,000 and 249,999 population,
Small town—below 5,000 population.

In this study the following groups were combined: 21 and 31,

22 and 32, 43 and 44, 53 and 54, and 63 and 64. Group 10 was not

included asthis is the category for vocational high schools.
The following codes are used to designate categories of seniorclass enrollments:
1—0 to 24 seniors
2—25 to 99 seniors

3—100 to 399 seniors
4—400 seniors or more

The specific procedures for selecting the public senior high
schools are presented next.
Random selection of schools. A list of public senior high schools
is given in the Directory of Public Secondary Day Schools, 1958—
1959, published by the U.S. Office of Education. For purposes of
random sampling, each school on the list was assumedto be identified by a six-digit numberof the form XXX-X-XX.Thefirst three digits
indicate the page in which the schoolis listed in the Directory; the
next digit represents the column on the page; and the last two digits
represent the position of the school in the column.
A sequence of six-digit random numbers was obtained from a
table of random numbers. A number wasdiscarded if the first three
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digits were not in the appropriate range for the pages in the Directory, 011-158. The school corresponding to each random number

wasselected. If it turned out that there was no entry in the Directory
corresponding to the random number, that number was discarded
and the next one looked up. Similarly, if the school turned out to be
one not in the population being sampled (for example, a junior high
or a vocational school ) it was discarded.
The group (Project Talent High School Taxonomy group and
senior class size category) to which a school belonged was determined, and it was then entered in the sample if the quota for its
category had not already beenfilled.
Determination of taxonomy group characteristics and senior
class size. The size of the senior class and U.S. Office of Education region were obtained from the Directory of Public Secondary Day
Schools, 1958-1959. City size was determined from Bureau of the
Census data in World Almanac, 1960, using the mailing address given
in the Directory. Schools were entered in the sample in the order in
which they were drawn if the quota for the category had not been
filled, but were rejected after the quota had been filled. Additional
samples were selected as it was necessary to determine the socioeconomic level of the neighborhood of the school (for city schools) and
additional schools would be required as replacements for rejects
(that is, schools which did not meet “SES”specifications).
Two reserve samples were selected for the nonurban schools
(taxonomy groups 43, 44, 53, 54, 63, and 64) and four reserve samples were selected for the urban schools (taxonomy groups 21, 22,
31, 32, 41, 42, 51, 52, and 61, 62). Four samples were selected for
the urban schools since it was anticipated that some urban schools
would be dropped which were not in the appropriate socioeconomic
category.
The Retail Credit Company was employed to determine the socioeconomic level of the schools. Socioeconomic level of the school
wasdefined in terms of the following item:
“The residences in the area served by the school are best described as primarily:
1. expensive private homes

2. moderate priced homes
3. low-cost homes
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OMDNADAD

. high-rental apartments

moderate-rental apartments
. low-rental apartments
low-income areas

. about equally apartments and homes
students are resident students—cannotestimate.”

The schools were dichotomized into “low” versus “medium” and
“high” socioeconomic status, using options 3, 6, and 7 versus2, 4, 5,
8, 9. The schools were classified upon receipt of the returns from the
Retail Credit Company. If it turned out that a school in the first
sample drawn did not have the appropriate “SES” characteristics,
the next alternate in the same taxonomy and senior class size category wasselected.
Vocational schools were excluded from the sample on the basis
of the school name; in addition, a check wasinstituted with U.S. Office of Education personnel familiar with the schools to assure that
vocational schools were not included in the sample. Also excluded
from the sample were schools tested by Project Talent in 1960.
Sampling the parochial high schools. A sample of 10 diocesan
or parochial secondary schools was obtained through the cooperation
of the National Catholic Education Association (NCEA). At ourrequest, a list was submitted of 20 secondary schools that NCEA felt
adequately represented the Roman Catholic secondary schools of
the nation. Thus the method of sampling was purposive rather than
statistically random. Ten schools were selected from the list of 20
for wide geographical dispersion. The Right Reverend Monsignor
O'Neil C. D’Amour wrote to the Diocesan Superintendents and informed them of the purpose of the study and urged their cooperation. As a result, all of the schools invited agreed to participate in the
study. Subsequently, one of the 10 schools withdrew because of
scheduling difficulties. All available students in grade 10 and grade
12 in these schools were included in the sample.
Sampling the private high schools. A sample of nine private
secondary schools, five male and four female, was obtained from a
larger listing of these schools prepared by the Foundation staff. The
schools are primarily in the East and are amongthose generally considered to be leading preparatory institutions. As with the parochial
schools sample, the method of sampling was purposive rather than
random. University of Pittsburgh staff contacted each school on the
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list and informed it of the purpose of the study and urged its cooperation. Repeated contacts were made until the list was exhausted.
As a result, nine schools agreed to participate in the study.
Data collection

Invitations to participate in the study. A letter was sent to the school
principal requesting his cooperation and that of his staff and students. An enclosure described the project briefly and the requirements in participating in the project. Briefly, the letter and enclosure emphasized the importance of obtaining objective information
regarding the effects of standardized ability testing on the school’s
staff and on the students. In addition, a financial incentive was offered the principals in public and in private schools for their cooperation. Information copies of the letter and enclosure were sent to
school superintendents in the districts in which the schools were
asked to participate.
Also enclosed for their convenience in responding werea letter
of reply and a stamped return envelope. The letter of reply provided
space for reporting the numberof students in grade 10 and in grade
12; the names of staff members spending 20 per cent or more time
in counseling duties with students in grades 10, 11 and 12; the
names of teachers with one or more courses in grades 10, 11 and 12;

and the date on which they planned to administer the reading tests
and questionnaires to the students.
Two follow-up letters were prepared. The first letter was sent to
each school from two to three weeks after the mailing of the letter of
invitation. The second follow-up letter was sent if a reply was notreceived two weeks following the mailing of the first follow-up letter.
Generally, the time interval before follow-up letters were sent was
affected by considerations of distance from the Washington office,
greater time being given to those west of the Mississippi River than
to those east of the Mississippi River. In a number of cases whenreplies were not received within a reasonable time following the mailing of the first or second follow-up letter, the principals were called
long distance by the projectdirector.
Administration of the reading test and students’ questionnaire.
The administration of the project was scheduled for January and
February, 1964. For a number of schools it was necessary to permit
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administration of student materials in March due to scheduling difficulties. All materials for the project were sent to the school principal
who wasaskedto act as the coordinator for the project or to appoint
someoneashis representative to carry out these duties. The Students’
Questionnaire and Reading Test were administered by members of
the school staff; the Teachers’ Questionnaire and the Counselors’
Questionnaire were distributed by the school principal and returned
to him in sealed envelopes to preserve anonymity. The following
guides were sent to the schools to provide them with information regarding procedures for the handling, administration and return of all
materials:
1. Local Coordinator’s Guide for the Students’ Questionnaire and Reading
Comprehension Test
2. Local Coordinator’s Guide for the Teachers’ Questionnaire and Card
Sort and the Counselors’ Questionnaire and Card Sort

3. The Administrator’s Guide for the Students’ Questionnaire and Reading
Test.

Record forms were also sent to the schools in which the students were tested. The record form was to be completed by each administrator as a means of checking on proper administrative procedures.

Processing, scoring, and
analyzing the data

When the data were received in the Washington office they were
checked to be sure that the materials were returned that were requested in the Local Coordinator’s Guides. When some materials

were missing the schools were requested to testify to their security.
In most cases the missing materials had been destroyed or, as far as
wecould tell, were mailed out but not delivered.

The Teachers’ Questionnaire, Counselors’ Questionnaire, and
Testing Program Questionnaire were coded, key-punched, and sent
to the University of Pittsburgh Data Processing and Computation
Center for entry on computer tape. The Teachers’ Card Sort and
Counselors’ Card Sort were key-punched under the direction of Russell Sage Foundation and forwarded to the Data Processing and Com-
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putation Center. Two high-speed digital computers, the IBM 7070
and the IBM 7090, were used to analyze the data.
Copies of all questionnaires used as well as local coordinators’
and administrators’ guides appear in Technical Report No. 3 on the
Social Consequences of Testing.®
8 Brim, Orville G., Jr., and others, op. cit.

APPENDIX IT

TEACHERS’

QUESTIONNAIRE

The University of Pittsburgh in conjunction with Russell Sage
Foundation of New York has been given support by the U.S. Office
of Education to study the consequences of ability testing in schools.
Aptitude and achievement tests have sometimes been criticized on
the basis of conjecture and not on scientifically established facts. It
is our hope through this study to obtain accurate information about
this importantarea.
Wewould greatly appreciate your cooperation in completing the
following questionnaire concerning your experiences with standardized tests and your opinions about testing. We hope that you will be
entirely candid in your answers to these questions.
General Directions: This questionnaire is to be completed by
all teachers in grades 10, 11, and 12. It should take about forty minutes to complete. Please try to fill it out at one sitting.
When you have finished, put the questionnaire in the accompanying envelope, seal the envelope, write your name on the outside of
the envelope, and give it to your school principal. Your responses will
be keptstrictly confidential.

University of Pittsburgh
Russell Sage Foundation
1964
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Name of school
City

State

School code number

Date

oO om

a a as

Ww NY NY

“NNN

wwwy

Directions: Please place all of your
that awarded your highest deanswers in this booklet. Answer each
gree?
question as accurately and as frankly
as possible but do not spend too much ( ) 1. Nonuniversity-affiliated teachers college
time on any one question. Please
teachers
choose the one best answer for each ( ) 2. University-affiliated
college or school of education
question. ALL ANSWERS ARE STRICTLY
C ) 3. University (but not in the
CONFIDENTIAL.
school of education )
Answer each question as indicated;
4, Liberal arts college
place an “X” in the parentheses to the
5. Other
left of the answer you choose or write
6. No college degree
your answer in the space provided. If
you choosethe option “other (specify )”
5. What was your major area of
for any question, be sure to write in
study leading to your highest deyour answer on the line provided as
gree?
well as marking an “X” in the paren1. Education
theses.
2. Guidance
3. Physical education or home
Your background
economics
1. Sex
. Psychology
. Other social sciences
( ) 1. Male
. Natural sciences or mathemat( ) 2. Female
ics
. Humanities (English, history,
2. Age
etc. )
. Languages
( ) 1. 25 or under
(
. Other (specify)
( ) 2. 26-30
( ) 3. 31-35
( ) 4. 36-40
( ) 5. 41-45
courses in
( ) 6. 46-50
the following general area have
( ) 7. 51-55
you had? Tests and Measure( ) 8. 56-60
ments (sample course titles: In( ) 9. Over 60
dividual Testing; Analysis of the
Individual; Psychological Meas3. Greatest amount of education
urements;
Diagnostic
Testing;
completed
Group Tests and Techniques;
Mental Measurements; Personal( ) 1. High school
ity Testing; etc.)?
( ) 2. Somecollege
( ) 3. Bachelor’s Degree
( ) 1. None
( ) 4. Bachelor’s Degree, some credit ( ) 2. One
toward Master’s
( ) 3. Two
( ) 5. Master’s Degree
( ) 4. Three
( ) 6. Master’s Degree, some credit ( ) 5. Four
toward Ph.D. or Ed.D.
( ) 6. Five or more
( ) 7. Ph.D. or Ed.D.
7. Approximately how many gradu4. Which of the following best deate or undergraduate courses in
scribes the educational institution
the following general area have

Pommemany geathi:
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school problems with students or
parents?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

per cent
16. Approximately what proportion of
your in-school time do you spend
discussing school problems with
students or parents in addition to
formally allocated hours?

None
One
Two
Three
Four
Five or more

per cent

Questions 17-19: In which of the following areas have you had previous
. How many years have you spent
experience?
teaching
part-time
in public
schools?
(1) (2)
Yes No
years
( ) ( ) 17. Counseling or guidance
in education
. How many years have you spent
( ) € ) 18. Administrative
position
teaching
full-time
in
public
in education
schools?
( ) € ) 19. Full-time position
outside of education (do not
years
include summer employment )
10. How many years have you spent
teaching part-time in independent schools (not parochial or pub- Questions 20-24: Which of the followlic )?
ing kinds of students do you teach at
©

11. How many years have you spent
teaching full-time in independent
schools?
years
12. How many years have you spent
teaching part-time in parochial
schools?

present?
Yes

C) € ) 28.
C ) ( ) 24.

years

years

years
15. Approximately what proportion of
your in-school time is formally
allocated at present to discussing

College preparatory
Vocational
Special
section(s)
for
gifted pupils
Special section(s) for retarded pupils
Other (specify )

295. Write in the parentheses on each
line the percentage of your time
given to teaching that subject.
(The percentages should add to
100.)

13. How many years have you spent
teaching full-time in parochial
schools?

14. How many years have you held
your present position?

No

C ) C ) 20.
( ) ¢ ) 21.
( ) ( ) 22.

%
NY NY NY NYY NY NY

years

SN LN PN LN ONIN

i i a i a

Ww NY NY NY NY NY

you had? Methods of research
(sample course titles: Research
in Education; Statistical Methods
in Education and Psychology;
Statistics; Educational Statistics;
Methods in Educational Research;
Research Design; etc.)?

Subject
English
Social studies
Science
Mathematics
Foreign languages

Commercial subjects
shorthand,etc. )
) Art or Music

(typing,
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) Physical education
) Other (specify)
100 Total
Your opinions about standardized

_ tests and their use

(Brow accurate do you feel most
|
standardized intelligence or aptitude tests are in measuring a student’s potential?

vides the third most accurate
measure of a student’s intellectual ability?
( ) 1. Grade average
( ) 2. Parents’ opinions
( ) 3. Standardized achievement-test
scores
C ) 4. IQ or scholastic aptitude-test
scores
( ) 5. Teacher recommendations
( ) 6. The student’s own opinion
( ) 7. Peers’ opinions

orGNpWw ¢

ot mR

oN NN

wey

( ) 1. Much better than other measures of ability (e.g., teacher
evaluations,
nonstandardized
the following scale in answering
tests )
. Slightly better than other meas- items 3@—%2.,,_
ures
1. None
. No better than other measures
2. A very slight amount
. Not so good as other measures
. Much worse than other meas“4, A moderate amount
ures
. A fairly great amount
. A great amount

lN TN TN

ad

o~

ww

may

oN TN PEN

a a

2ST OD Ut

Oot one of the following kinds
In questions 30-72, we should
of information do you feel prolike to know how much weight you
vides the single most accurate
think should be given to several differmeasure of a student’s intellecent kinds of information, including test
tual ability?
scores, in making decisions about a
student or advising him about his fu1. Grade average
ture plans.
2. Parents’ opinions
Please answer by writing in the
3. Standardized achievement-test
parentheses at the left of each quesscores
. IQ or scholastic aptitude-test tion the number of the statement in
the scale given above that you think
scores
best answersit.
—
. Teacher recommendations
. The student’s own opinion
. Peers’ opinions
j
.
4) How much weight
- t L a oe

should be givéfi to intelligence-test

oN TN TN

Nw NY NY

oN ON EN

NY VY MY

28. Which one of the following kinds scores in
of information do you feel provides the second most accurate ( ) 30. assigning a student to an accelerated track or special class
measure of a student’s intellec(or classes) for advanced stutual ability?
dents?
1. Grade average
( ) 31. assigning a student to a spe2. Parents’ opinions
cial class (or classes) for
3. Standardized achievement-test
slow students?
scores
C ) 32. writing a recommendation for
C ) 4. IQ or scholastic aptitude-test
college admission or scholarscores
ship aid?
5. Teacher recommendations
C ) 33. allowing a student to take ex6. The student’s own opinion
tra courses?
7. Peers’ opinions
( ) 34. counseling a student on occupational plans?
29. Which one of the following kinds ( ) 35. counseling a student about his
of information do you feel prochoice of a college?

is
‘.

;
p

o
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’QuetHens—36-—42: How much weight ( ) 52. allowing a student to take exbe
given to
standardized
should
achievement-test scores in
( ) 36. assigning a student to an accelerated track or a special
class (or classes) for advanced students?
. assigning a student to a special class (or classes) for
slow students?
38. writing a recommendation for
college admission or scholarship aid?
39. assigning grades?
40. allowing a student to take extra courses?
. counseling a student on occupational plans?
42. counseling a student about his
choice of a college

tra courses?
¢ ) 53. counseling a student on occupational plans?
( ) 54. counseling a student about his
choice of a college?

Questions 55-60: How much weight
should be given to vocational-interestinventory scores in

( ) 55.

( ) 56.

¢ ) 57.
C ) 58.

-@Qarenttsiis—43—48: How much weight
. Should be given to over-all grade average in

( ) 59.

assigning a student to an accelerated track or a special
class (or classes) for advanced students?
assigning a student to a special class (or classes) for
slow students?
writing a recommendation for
college admission or scholarship aid?
allowing a student to take extra courses?
counseling a student on occupational plans?
counseling a student about his
choice of a college?

( ) 60.
( ) 43. assigning a student to an ac‘,
celerated track or special class
(or classes) for advanced stuQuestions—61—66=How much weight
dents?
( ) 44, assigning a student to a spe- should be given to recommendations
cial class (or classes) for of former teachers in

g)

slow students?
¢ ) 61. assigning a student to an ac( ) 45. writing a recommendation for
celerated track or a special
college admission or scholarclass (or classes) for adship aid?
vanced students?
( ) 46. allowing a student to take ex- ( ) 62. assigning a student to a spetra courses?
cial class (or classes) for
( ) 47. counseling a student on occuslow students?
pational plans?
( ) 63. writing a recommendation for
( ) 48. counseling a student about his
college admission or scholarchoice of a college?
ship aid?
( ) 64. allowing a student to take extra courses?
~\Qwestinns—498=54: How much weight
[/ should be given to personality-test ( ) 65. counseling a student on occupational plans?
7 scores in
C ) 66. counseling a student abouthis
( ) 49. assigning a student to an ac-~choice of a college?
celerated track or special class
q)
(or classes) for advanced stu2: How much weight
dents?
should be given to-simfermetion—abeut Sen:tue PERE
( ) 50. assigning a student to a spea_student-s—familybackground (€.£., 4,npiea’ Alaly
cial class (or classes) for
slow students?

father’s

occupation,
4)

financial, status,

( ) SI. writing a recommendation for nhghBbabe ek
college admission or scholarship aid?

( ) 67.

4 bebog

Ae.

assigning a student to a ac-

celerated track or a special

Teachers andtesting

158

class (or classes)
vanced students?
(

for

ad-

( 4

) 68. assigning a student to a spe-

cial

class

(or

slow students?

classes)

for

This is almost always the best
ay of evaluating a teacher’s
eHectiveness.

( ) 2. Thiis sometimes the

of evaluating a tea

bést way

SCHOOL-SPONSORED standardized
testing and EXTERNALLY

73. In cases where a student’s a=ee
tatie=or IQ scoreg afe; considerably
higher than other-indications-of

eo

7 SPONSORED testing

hie-abiltytees grad
esachi
grades
eve
¥achie
ve- ¥8:
How
do_you feel about the num2
|
Mentaeseuempeeres¥, what effect
2
would this be=tHeely—te have on

WAber ofsponsored
$eRAAL
standard-

thearrewnt-ofweicht—yeu—-weuhkt
_

ized tests that
school?

are given in your

decisions like those specified in
tests.
Vel
the preceding questions?
( ) 2. Too manytests are given.
IN TN IN INS

( ) 4“About the right number of tests
are given.
) 1Too few tests
t
are given.

74. In cases where a student’s

4%. /How do you feel about the
/ amount of use, that is made of
fA.” scores on&
jsponsored stand-

+tce=er IQ scores are considerably

]

than

ardized tests in your school?

-ether—ifidtcatioris
of

ates
_core
grades “achieve- ( ) 1. Much more use should be made
ment-test «seeres), what effect
would this Wé“Pkek have on

(

oftest scores.

nratte-ef&test-scores.
( w3—About the right amount of use
is being made of test scores.
decisions like those given in the
e sh
preceding questions?
(

SN PN ON TN ON

—_~

( ) 69. writing a recommendation for
tiveness,
college admission or scholar- ( ) 3. This is a\rela ively poor way of
ship aid?
evaluatings“a teacher’s effec( ) 70. allowing a student to take ex;
tra courses?
( ) 4.
ievement-tést scores should
( ) 71. counseling a student on occupational plans?
acher’s effectiveness
( ) 72. counseling a student on his
choice of a college?
Your opinions about

ws: Much less use should be made
of test scores.

78. How do you feel about, the ways
in which scores on
odlSponsored standardized tests are being
used in your school?

. 75. How do you feel about the use
of standardized achievement-test ( ) 1. Very different uses should be
scores by school administrators
for evaluating the effectiveness
of teachers?

(

madeof test scores.
) 2. Slightly different uses
be made of test scores.

should
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( ) 91. Iowa Tests of Educational Development
( ) 92. School and College Ability
Test (SCAT)
79. How do you feel about the num- ( ) 93. Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP )
ber of externally sponsored tests
( ) 94. College Board Scholastic Aptithat are given in your school?
tude Test (SAT )
C) 1. Far too many externally spon- ( ) 95. Preliminary Scholastic Aptisored tests are given.
tude Test (PSAT)

( ) 3. Test scores are used in about
the right ways.
( ) 4. No opinion

oN PN TN

C ) 2.
C ) 3.

Too manytests are given.

About the right numberof tests
are given.

) 4. Too few tests are given.
) 5. Far too few tests are given.
) 6. No opinion
Familiarity with standardized tests

Use the following scale in answering
questions 80-95.

1. I have never heard of thetest.
2. I recognize the name but have
no other knowledge about the

Directions: Place an “X” in the parentheses corresponding to the answer
you choose for each question.
96. Have you ever seen a copy of the
booklet, A Description of the College Board Scholastic Aptitude
Test (published by Educational
Testing Service )?

C) 1.

Yes, a copy of each year’s edition is distributed to teachers
in our school.
2. Yes.
. No, but I have often wondered
how I might get a copy.
. No, this is the first time I have
seen a reference to the booklet.
5. No.

PON ON LN ON TN

test.

80. Stanford-Binet

“oN

Test

C ) 81. Wechsler Intelligence Scales
( ) 82. Bell Adjustment Inventory
( ) 83. Strong
Vocational
Interest
Blanks
84. Differential Aptitude Tests
85. Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory

86. Kuder Preference Record, Vocational Form C
87. California Test of Mental Maturity

88. California Test of Personality
89. Otis Quick-Scoring Test of
Mental Ability
90. Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence
Tests

Yes, more than once.
Yes, once.

. I don’t think so.
No.
. I don’t know.

98. Have you ever examined a complete copy (not just sample questions) of the College Board Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)? Do
not count your own pre-college
experience in taking the SAT.

Intelligence

“NoN CN

C )

Os © Po

your degree of familiarity with thetest.
Be sure to write in a number for each

YY NY NY NY NY

scale given above that best indicates

97. Have you ever taken the SAT?

ww NY NY

For questions 80—95, write in the parentheses at the left of each test title
the number of the statement in the

C )

we

with it.

QO

test.

3. I know what the test measures
only in a general way.
4. I have examined (or studied
about) the test and am familiar

1. Yes, within the past two years.
2. Yes, prior to two years ago.

3. Yes, both within the past two
years and priorto that.
4. I don’t think so.
5. No.
6. I don’t know.

99. Have you ever examined a com-

plete copy of the Preliminary
Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT),
which is administered in many

Teachers andtesting
schools in October of each school

“™s

oN

NY NY NY

NY NY NY

year?

1. Yes, within the past twoyears.

160

C ) 4.
C ) 5.
C ) 6.

I don’t think so.
No.

I don’t know.

2. Yes, prior to two years ago.

3. Yes, both within the past two
Questions 104-109: Which of the folyears andpriorto that.
lowing kinds of tests have you per4. I don’t think so.
3. No.

6. I don’t know.

sonally

administered

at

least

once

since you began teaching? (Be sure to
mark an answer for each type of test.)

oO os

2. Yes, prior to two years ago.

oN

oN

NY NY NY

oN ON PN

100. Have you ever examined a com- (1) (2)
plete copy of the National Merit Yes No
( ) € ) 104. Group intelligence test
Scholarship Qualifying Test?
(e.g., Otis or Lorge1. Yes, within the past two years.
Thorndike )
2. Yes, prior to two years ago.
( ) € ) 105. Standardized
achieve3. Yes, both within the past two
ment test (e.g., Iowa
years and prior to that.
Tests
of
Educational
. I don’t think so.
Development)
. No.
( ) € ) 106. Individual
intelligence
. I don’t know.
test (e.g., Stanford-Binet
or Wechsler )
in101. Have you ever examined a com. ( ) € ) 107. Vocational-interest
ventory (e.g., Kuder)
plete copy of any of the tests in
the American College Testing pro- ( ) € ) 108. Personality or adjustment inventory
gram?
( ) € ) 109. Standardized
aptitude
1. Yes, within the past two years.
test (e.g., DAT)
3. Yes, both within the past two

oN oN

4

years and prior to that.

4. I don’t think so.
5. No.
6. I don’t know.

Questions 110-115: Which of the following kinds of tests are you routinely
responsible for administering every
year (or every other year)? (Be sure
to mark an answer for each type of

NY

1. Yes, within the past two years.
2. Yes, prior to two years ago.
3. Yes, both within the past two
years and priorto that.
. I don’t think so.

oO os

oN TN

NY NY MWY

oN ON TON

102. Have you ever examined a com- test.)
plete copy of any of the College
(1) (2)
Board achievementtests?

. No.

. I don’t know.

Yes

No

C)¢€) 110. Group intelligence test
achieveC)¢) 111. Standardized

C ) ¢

ment test

) 112. Individual

113. Vocational-interest
ventory

114. Personality

OW re

oN LN TN

NZ NY NY

103. Have you ever seen a complete
copy of any other standardized
achievement tests (for example,
the Iowa Tests of Educational Development )?
. Yes, within the past two years.
. Yes, prior to two years ago.

intelligence

test

or

in-

adjust-

ment inventory

115. Standardized

aptitude

test

Questions 116-121: Which of the following kinds of tests have you been responsible for scoring at least once since

. Yes, both within the past two you began teaching? (Be sure to mark
years and prior to that.
an answer for each type oftest.)
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C1) ¢ 2)

C )

No

C ) ¢
C ) ¢

) 116. Group intelligence test
) 117. Standardized
achieve-

C ) ¢ ) 118.
) 119.
) 120.

ment test
Individual
test

intelligence

Vocational-interest
ventory

Personality

or

in-

adjust-

ment inventory

) 121. Standardized

C )

aptitude

C )

test

routinely responsible for scoring?

(Be

sure to mark an answer for each type
of test.)

(1) ¢ 2)
No

C ) ¢ ) 122. Group intelligence test
achieveC ) ¢ ) 123. Standardized

C) ¢

ment test

) 124. Individual

intelligence

test

) 125. Vocational-interest
ventory

) 126. Personality

or

in-

adjust-

ment inventory

) 127. Standardized
test

aptitude

Access to standardized test scores

Use the following scale in answering
questions 128-132.

1. No opinion
2. No, teachers should never see
these scores.

. Teachers should be allowed
to see these scores only un-

der special circumstances.

. Teachers should have access

to these scores whenever they
wish.
. Yes, teachers should receive
these scores routinely.
For questions 128-132, write in the
parentheses at the left of each question
the number of the statement in the
scale given above that best expresses
your answertoit.
(

)

128. Do

you

129. Do you feel that teachers
ought to have college-admissions test scores (e.g., SAT or
ACT)?
130. Do you feel that teachers
ought to have their pupils’
scores
on
standardized
achievement tests (like the
Iowa Tests of Educational
Development)?
131. Do you feel that teachers
ought to have their pupils’
scores on vocational-interest

Questions 122-127: Which of the following kinds of tests have you been

Yes

161

feel

that

teachers

ought to have their pupils’
IQ scores?

C )

inventories given by the
school?
132. Do you feel that teachers
ought to have their pupils’
scores on personailty
given by the school?

tests

133. Do you think teachers should ever
give a high-school student specific
information about his intelligence
(e.g., either his IQ or its percentile rank )?

1. Yes, to most or all students
whether the student asks for it
or not.

2. Yes, to any pupils that ask
aboutit.
3. Yes, to some students whether
or not they ask about it.
4. Yes, to some students if they
ask aboutit.
5. Only under special circumstances.
6. No, never.
7. No opinion

. Do you think teachers should ever
give a high-school student general
information abouthis intelligence
(e.g., a general idea of where he
stands relative to the other pupils
in his class)?
1. Yes, to most or all students
whether the student asks for it
or not.

to any pupils who ask
about it.
. Yes, to some students whether
. Yes,

or not they ask aboutit.
. Yes, to some students if they

ask about it.
. Only under
stances.

. No, never.

special

circum-

Teachers and testing
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eKDo you think teachers should ever For questions 137-142, write in the

a\
(
\ 7)

give a pupil’s parents specific in- parentheses at the left of each quesformation about the pupil’s intel- tion the number of the statement in
ligence (e.g., his IQ or=rts™per- the scale given above that best expresses your answertoit.

( ) 1. Yes, to-sees+-en all parents.
( ) 2. Yes, to any parent that asks
about it.
( j—de—Fess—te—somre=parents whether

or not they ask aboutit.

SUme-perentsifthey ask
a about it.
( )“& Only under
~“stances.

special

circum-

(

)

137. Have you ever known any of

your pupils’ intelligence-test
(

)

scores?
138. Have you ever known any of

your

sions

pupils’
test

college-admis-

scores

(SAT

or

ACT)?
( ) 139. Have you ever known any of
your pupils’ National Merit
Scholarship Qualifying Test
scores?
( ) 140. Have you ever known any of

136. Do you think teachers should ever

your pupils’ scores on any

formation about the pupil’s intel-

tests (like the Iowa Tests of

give a pupil’s parents general in-

ligence(e.g., a general idea of

standardized

Educational

achievement

Development)

where the student stands relative
given by your school?
to the other pupils in his class)? ( ) 141. Have you ever known anyof

your pupils’ scores on voca-

( ) 1. Yes, to mostor all parents.
(

)

2.

Yes,

to

aboutit.

any

parent

that

tional-interest
asks

( ) 3. Yes, to some parents whether

‘

or not they ask aboutit.

( ) 4. Yes, to some parents if they ask
about it.

( ) 5. Only

under

stances.

special

inventories

given by your school?

( ) 142. Have you ever known any of

your pupils’ scores on per-

sonality tests given by your
school?

circum- 143. Have you ever given a student

( ) 6. No, never.
( ) 7. No opinion

specific information about his in-

telligence (either his IQ or its percentile rank )?

Use the following scale in answering ‘ ) 1. Yes, to most or all of my pupils.
questions 137-142.

1. No, my pupils don’t take this
test.

( ) 2. Yes, to many students.
( ) 3. Yes, to some students.

( ) 4. Yes, to a few students.

( ) 5. No. Although I have access to

2. No, I have never known any

my

3. Yes, although I do not nor-

of them Specific information

of my pupils’scores.

pupils’

intelligence-test

scores, I have never given any

mally have accessthese
scores, I have
sometimes
known one of my pupil’s

about their intelligence.
( ) 6. No, I do not have access to my
pupils’ intelligence-test scores.

scores.
4. Yes, I have access to these
scores and I occasionally look
at the records.
5. Yes, I have access to these

144. Have you ever given a pupil general information about his intelligence (e.g., a general idea of
where he stands relative to the

scores and I frequently look
at the records.

other pupils in his class)?
( ) 1. Yes, to most or all of my stu-

6. Yes, I routinely receive most
or all of these scores.

dents.
—_
( ) 2. Yes, to many students.
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Cp wb

) 6. No, I do not have access to my

146. Have you ever given a parent general information about his child’s
intelligence?

150. How often do your students ask
you for information about their
abilities?
(
(
(
(

)
)
)
)

VY NY NY NY

pupils’ intelligence-test scores.

SN PN TN TN
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(

NY NY NY NY

( )*4Z. No, I do not know how intelli( ) 3. Yes, to some students.
~
gent any of my students are.
( ) 4. Yes, to a few students.
( ) 5. No. Although I have access to
my
pupils’
intelligence-test fi .;Do you feel that your students
have an accurate estimate of how
scores, I have never given them
intelligent they are?
general information about their
intelligence.
Lt
alt
( ) 6. No, I do not have access to my
fairtyestimate.
pupils’ intelligence-test scores.
(
fo. Yes, most have a fairly accu"rate estimate.
145. Have you ever given a parent spe=
. A-few my students Navea
cific information about his child’s
_fairk—accurate—estinrate.
intelligence (e.g., either an IQ or
( )~4@. No. None of my students has a
its percentile rank)?
4
airly accurate estimate.
( ) 1. Yes, to most or all of my stu- (_»-6=Fden
dents’ parents.
149. Have you ever had a student in. Yes, to many parents.
dicate to you that he did not
Yes, to some parents.
know how intelligent he was?
. Yes, to a few parents.
. No. Although I have access to
( ) 1. Frequently
my
pupils’
intelligence-test
( ) 2. Occasionally
scores, I have never given a
( ) 3. Rarely
parent
specific
information
( ) 4. Never
about his child’s intelligence.
( ) 5. I don’t remember.

1.
2.
3.
4.

Frequently
Occasionally
Rarely
Never

om Wb

IN

LN INN ON

( ) 1. Yes, to most or all of my students’ parents.
. Yes, to many parents.
. Yes, to some parents.
4 How frequently do parents of your
. Yes, to a few parents.
¥ students ask you for information
. No. Although I have access to
about their children’s abilities?
my
pupils’
intelligence-test
scores, I have never given a
1. Frequently
parent
general
information
2. Occasionally
about his child’s intelligence.
3. Rarely
( ) 6. No, I do not have access to my
4. Never
pupils’ intelligence-test scores.
152. In general, about how many of

| In general, do you feel that you
pa
LY

the parents you come in contact

have an accurate estimate of how
intelligent your students are?

with have a good idea of how intelligent their children are?

( ) 1. All or nearly all

_. howintelligent.all_ofmy-—stu—~( ) 2. Most
weet

( f 2. Yes, I am fairly sure I know
how intelligent most of my
students are.

( ) 3. Some

(
(

) 4. None
) 5. I don’t know.

ow 153. Do you feel that teachers, counselors, psychologists, etc. should
intelligent-a-feurof-mystudents
give high-school students specific
~are.—
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information concerning their intelligence (e.g., IQ’s or their percentile ranks)?

when she sets the passing mark
in assigning grades?

scores,

I have

never

used them forthis.
4. Yes, occasionally.
D>. Yes, frequently.
6. Yes, always or nearly always.

For questions 154-157, write in the
parentheses at the left of each question the number of the statement in
the scale given above that best expresses your answertoit.

( ) 154. Have you ever used a pupil’s
intelligence-test score as one
basis for assigning him a
grade in one of your classes?
( ) 155. Have you ever considered a
pupil’s college-admissions test
scores as one basis for assigning him a grade in one
of your classes?
( ) 156. Have you ever made use of a
pupil’s intelligence-test score
in advising him about his
work

in

your

course

(or

other courses )?
( ) 157. Have you ever made use of a
pupil’s college-admissionstest
score in advising him about
his work in your course (or
other courses )?
158. Do

you

think

that

a

a BP © DN Re

.
.
.
.

ao PWN

a i a a aa

these

Ne NY NY NY NY

1. I don’t know.
2. No, I do not have access to
these scores.
3. No. Although I have access to

LON LON LON ON LN

Use the following scale in answering
questions 154-157.

Nw NY NY NY NY

. Yes, always or nearly always.
( ) 1. All students should be given
. Yes, frequently.
specific information routinely.
. Only in special cases.
( ) 2. Most students should be given
. No, never.
specific information.
. No opinion
( ) 3. Only in special cases
( ) 4. No students should ever be
159. Do you think that a teacher
given specific information.
should take into account the aver( ) 5. No opinion
age college-admissions test scores
of a class whenshesets the passUse of standardized-test scores
ing mark in assigning grades?
Yes, always or nearly always.
Yes, frequently.
Only in special cases.
No, never.

. No opinion

(1) (2)
Yes

Preparation for tests

No

( ) € ) 160. Have you ever prepared
students for a standardized test by teaching
them shortly in advance
of the test administration specific information
you knew was included
in the test?
( ) € ) 161. Have you ever prepared
students for a_ standardized test by teaching
them shortly in advance
of the test administration how to take such
tests (Chow to. distribute their time wisely,
whether to mark answers to all questions,
etc.)?
( ) € ) 162. Have you ever prepared
students for a_ standardized test by emphasizing over a considerable period of time the
kind of subject matter
covered
by
the
test
(without any knowledge
about
specific
test
items)?

teacher Directions:

should take into account the aver-

In answering the follow-

ing questions, we would like you

age intelligence level of a class consider

“preparing

students

to

specifi-

167
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standardized

testing

(not

counting courses taken in college
or graduate school)?

om WN eR

LN LN ON ON SN

. Occasionally

. Never or almost never

188. How frequently do you use essay
or short essay questions in tests

that you prepare for your students?
. Always or nearly always
. Most of the time

oo BR WN

of

. Alwaysor nearly always
. Most of the time
. Frequently

a ae

184. Have you ever attended anyclinics or meetings intended primarily
to acquaint teachers with the content, philosophy, or methodology

tion) questions in tests that you
prepare for your students?

SN ON PN ON TN

( )

ministrative official of your
school to conduct one or
more special classes designed
to prepare pupils specifically
for standardized tests?
183. Have you ever been asked
by the parents of any of your
pupils to conduct one or
morespecial classes designed
to prepare pupils specifically
for standardized tests?

. Frequently

. Occasionally
. Never or almost never

Your opinions about the nature
1. Yes, within the past two years.
and importance of intellectual
2. Yes, prior to the past two years.
ability
3. Yes, both within the past two
years and prior to that.
Use the following scale in answering
4. Never.
questions 189-191.
5. I don’t remember.

( )

1. Yes, this
bility of a
2. Yes, this
bility of a

oN LN ON

185. Do you feel that teachers have a
responsibility to try to prepare
their students specifically for
standardized achievement tests
(e.g., the Iowa Tests of Educational Developmentor the College
Board achievementtests )?

3. Only in somecases.

is a major responsiteacher.
is a minor responsiteacher.

1. No opinion

2. It is not importantatall.
3. It is less important than most
other qualities.
. It is about the same in im-

portance as most other qualities.

. It is more important than
most other qualities.
. It is the most important quality for success.

SJ wv

= “NN oN

For questions 189-191, write in the
parentheses at the left of each question the number of the statement in
186. Do you feel that teachers have a the scale given above that best exresponsibility to try to prepare presses your answerto the question.
their students specifically for
( ) 189. How important do you feel
standardized aptitude or intellithe kind of intelligence measgence tests (e.g., the College
ured by standardized tests is
Board Scholastic Aptitude Test)?
for success in school or college?
—
1. Yes, this is a major responsi¢ ) 190. How important do you feel
bility of a teacher.
the kind of intelligence meas2. Yes, this is a minor responsiured by standardized tests is
bility of a teacher.
for success in one of thepro3. Only in somecases.
fessions, such as law or med4. No.
icine?
5. I have no opinion.
. How frequently do you use ob- ( ) 191. How important do you feel
the kind of intelligence measjective (that is, multiple-choice,
ured by standardized tests is
true-false, matching, or comple4. No.
5. I have no opinion.
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for success in the business
world?

For questions 193-196, write in the
parentheses at the left of each question the number of the statement in
192. Do you think standardized intelli- the scale given above that best exgence tests measure primarily the

intelligence people are born with,
or what they have learned?
1. IQ tests measure only inborn
intelligence.
2. IQ tests measure mostly inborn
intelligence but learning makes
somedifference.
3. IQ tests measure inborn intel-

ligence and
equally.

learning

presses your answertoit.

( ) 193. Do you feel that there are
differences between the kind
of intelligence measured by
standardized tests and the
kind of intelligence necessary for success in college?
(

about

4. IQ tests measure mostly learned

( )
( )

knowledge, but inborn intelligence makes some difference.
o. IQ tests measure only learned
knowledge.
(
6. No opinion

Use the following scale in answering
questions 193—196.

1. They are completely different.
2. They are more different than
alike.
. They are similar, but there
are manydifferences.
. They are basically the same,
but there
ences.

are

a

. They are identical.

few

differ-

)

194. Do you feel that there

are

differences between the kind
of intelligence measured by
standardized tests and the
kind of intelligence necessary for success in graduate
school?
) 195. Do you feel that there are
differences between the kind
of intelligence measured by
standardized tests and the
kind of intelligence necessary for success in one of
the professions, such as law
or medicine?

( ) 196. Do you feel that there are
differences between the kind
of intelligence measured by
standardized tests and the
kind of intelligence necessary for success in the business world?

Please go on to the Teachers’ Card Sort on the next page.
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SORT

General Directions: Assume that you are beginning the academic
year as a classroom teacher in a school where you have not taught
before. Each teacher is assigned a home-room andis largely responsible for the guidance counseling of the students in it. Your home-room
group is made up of 28 eleventh-grade students.
Yourfirst task as a home-room teacher is to make recommendations to the principal regarding which of the students in your class
should be placed in the accelerated eleventh-grade science class and
which of them should be placed in the regular eleventh-grade science
class.
Detailed directions about what you are to do are given on the
next page.

Teachers andtesting

170

DIRECTIONS
Your school keeps a record card for each student on which are entered his IQ
score, his percentile ranks on several well-known achievement tests in a representative sample of American school children, and his percentile ranks on nine
interest areas derived from the Kuder Preference Record, Vocational Form C.

The higher a student’s percentile rank, the higher his standing in relation to
the norms sample.
This record also provides evaluations of the student made by his or her adviser. The advisers are teachers of long experience who have had sometraining
in educational and vocational guidance.
On each of the following pages you will see reproductions of these record
cards for each of two eleventh-grade students. The pupil’s name,* his age, and
his grade level at the time the record card wasfilled out are given at the top
of each record card. All of these cards were filled out at the end of grade 10.
The data on them were obtained during each student’s tenth-grade year.
Your task is to decide on the basis of the data about each of the 28 students
whether he should be assigned to the accelerated science class or the regular
science class in grade 11. In the accelerated class, the students are expected to
learn at a faster pace and more intensively than in the regular class.
You should examine the information about each student, decide whether to
recommendthe accelerated or regular class for him, and indicate your decision
by making an “X” on the corresponding line in the upper right-hand corner of
his record card.
You may take as much time as you wish and place as many students as you
wish in either science class.
* The names of all pupils arefictitious.
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A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE —10__
NAME

Accelerated Science

Gregory Barton

Intelligence
Test

AGE:
IQ

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Reading

65

Science
Math
Social Studies

Regular Class

_16

89
88
64

Kuder Interest
Area
Mechanical

75

Artistic
Literary
Musical

50
43
36

Clerical

19

Computational
Scientific
Persuasive

Social Service

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:

ADVISER:

Percentile
Rank

87
83
64

28

An excellent student high in achievement and ability.

Well-liked.

Capable.

Conscientious.

Excellent student.

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10_
NAME

__Glen Chapman

Intelligence
Test

California Test of
Mental Maturity:

AGE:
IQ

109

Achievement
Test

Reading

Science

Math
Social Studies

Accelerated Science —__
Regular Class

_16

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile

26

Mechanical

23

26
2k

Scientific
Persuasive
Artistic
Literary

18
AL
63
61

25

Computational

el

Musical

48

Clerical

87

Social Service

83

HOME-ROOM TEACHER: Glen has his heart set on becoming a scientist like his father. Unfortunately his ability does not seem to warrant this. He accompanies his father to the lab evenings and weekends and loves every minute of it. He works very hard but does not seem to
understand basic scientific concepts.
ADVISER: Glen is keenly interested in all things scientific. All three science teachers have
commented to me on his interest but they are worried that his ability is just not up to his
ambitions.
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A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10
NAME

Accelerated Science

__Doris Sheehan

Intelligence
Test

OTIS:

IQ

124

‘“HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
time in the gym.
and sports.

Re

AGE: _16_
Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Reading

Kuder Interest
Area

gular

ar Cl
Class

Percentile
Rank

84

Science
Math
Social Studies

82
81
8h

This girl has no interest in anything but athletics. ‘She spends all of her
Her English teacher tells me she writes nearly all of her papers on games

ADVISER:
Interested only in sports. I have talked with her about becoming a physical education
teacher but she says she wants to "play," not "teach."

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE __1O_

NAME

John Dewitt

Intelligence
Test
California Test of

Mental Maturity:

AGE: _16_
IQ

106

Achievement
Test
Reading

Science
Math
Social Studies

Percentile
Rank

Accelerated Science —_
Regular Class
Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

39

26
27
4

HOME~-ROOM TEACHER: John cares only for science. He is never happier than when he is "“experimenting" in the little laboratory he built in his basement at home.

ADVISER: Very interested in science.
field of science to go into.

He told me that his chief problem was to decide which
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A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10

Accelerated Science

NAME __MaryMullen
Intelligence
Test

OTIS:

Regular Class

AGE: _16_
IQ

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

129

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

Mechanical

26

Computational
Scientific
Persuasive

29
32
43

Artistic

76

Literary
Musical
Social Service
Clerical

54
ho
65
ou

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
Every teacher who has this girl complains about her. She is near the bottom
in all her classes; her work is rarely handed in on time; she practically refuses to recite or
to answer when called on.

ADVISER: I am concerned about Mary.
She has no interest, no plans, no ambitions.
school intensely and refuses to work at anything. A very difficult girl.

She dislikes

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10

Accelerated Science ___

NAME _ElaineHumphrey
Intelligence
Test

California Test of
Mental Maturity:

Regular Class

AGE: _16_
IQ

120

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Reading

81

Mechanical

Math
Social Studies

82
84

Scientific
Persuasive

Science

82

Computational

Artistic
literary

ALVISER:

85

87

85
16

4g
37

Musical

43

Clerical

31

Social Service

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:

Percentile
Rank

el

Teachers andtesting
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A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10_
NAME

Accelerated Science

Margaret Hilton

Intelligence
Test
California Test of
Mental Maturity:

AGE:
IQ

Achievement
Test

Regular Class ___

_16

Percentile
Rank

103

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

Mechanical
Computational

82
81

Scientific

79

Persuasive

Artistic

literary
Musical
Social Service
Clerical

58

ho

46
48
60
22

HOME-ROOM TEACHER: Excellent student. The math teacher tells me that he has yet to call on
Margaret for an explanation that she cannot provide.

ADVISER: A born mathematician.
research,

Bright and capable girl.

Will do well in any type of scientific

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10
NAME

Accelerated Science __

Margaret Nielson

Intelligence
Test
California Test of
Mental Maturity:

AGE:
TQ

109

Achievement
Test
Reading
science
Math
Social Studies

Percentile
Rank
23
26
ek
26

Regular Class —_

_16
Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

Mechanical
Computational
Scientific
Persuasive
Artistic
Literary

el
17
26
ho
37
59

Social Service
Clerical

25
87

Musical

63

HOME-~ROOM TEACHER: Margaret is a capable and industrious student. She does good work in all
her classes and is very popular with both her teachers and her peers,

ALVISER: This girl has yet to make a firm decision regarding her future. Her chief interest
lies in working in a hospital, but she does not want to become a nurse. I have discussed the
possibilities of her becoming a laboratory technician, an X-ray technician, or doing medical
research. Of these she prefers the last. Her interest and capability in science would make
this a good choice for her.
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A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE
NAME

_10

Accelerated Science

Mildred Learch

Intelligence
Test
California Test of
Mental Maturity:

Regular Class

AGE: _16_
IQ

106

Achievement
Test
Reading
Science
Math

Social Studies

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

23
25
23

Mechanical
Computational
Scientific

67
81
93

Artistic
Literary

39
41

Social Service
Clerical

32
19

26

Persuasive

63

Musical

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:

ADVISER:

A superior student.

One of our better students.

16

Does excellent work in all of her classes,

No definite plans other than "college" as yet.

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10

Accelerated Science __

NAME __RuthSkiljman
Intelligence
Test
California Test of

Mental Maturity:

Regular Class —_

AGE: 16
IQ

106

Achievement
Test
Reading

Science
Math
Social Studies

Percentile
Rank
73

85
88
76

Kuder Interest
Area
Mechanical

Computational
Scientific
Persuasive

Artistic
Literary
Musical
Social Service
Clerical

Percentile
Rank
88

81
8h
48
53
ky
37
47
55

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
This girl's ability is quite high. On two different occasions teachers
have told me that when class discussion gets involved she can ask a question that cuts right
to the heart of the matter.
ADVISER:
This girl wants to become a high-school teacher and I have encouraged her in this.
She is of superior ability and I believe she will be quite successful in working with
students.
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A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10__

NAME

Accelerated Science

__Martin Anderson

Intelligence
Test
California Test of
Mental Maturity:

HOME-ROOM TFACHER:

Re

AGE; _16_
TQ
7

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

a

ar Cl

e

—__

Percentile
Rank

lel

This boy is near the bottom of his class in achievement.

Many teachers

have commented to me about his poor work.

ADVISER:
Poor worker. Very low in achievement.
a professional athlete.

Interested only in athletics.

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE __10

NAME

Accelerated Science

__Burt Ingram

Intelligence
Test

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:

ADVISER:

Regular Class

AGE: _16_
IQ

Talks of being

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Inferior abiiity and achievement.

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

Does failing work in most of his classes.

Wo interest in school or any of his classes. Spends most of his time with his gang
Below average in ability and achievement.

hanging ‘around street corners.
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A
YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE __1O_
NAME

__Morton Dawson

Accelerated Science ___
Regular Class

AGE: _16_

Intelligence
Test

IQ

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

Mechanical

LT

Computational

28

Scientific
Persuasive

31
62

Artistic

2k

Literary
Musical
Social Service
Clerical
HOME-ROOM TEACHER:

Poor student.

23
19
48
71

Limited ability.

ADVISER:
Plans to become a chemist like his father and brother but his low ability and achievement make this possibility unlikely.

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10
NAME

Accelerated Science

__Catherine Kenny

Intelligence
Test

Regular Class

AGE: _16_
IQ

Achievement
Test

Reading
Science
Math

Social Studies

Percentile
Rank

26
26
24
23

|
|
|
}

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile

Mechanical
Computational
Scientific

23
21
18

Persuasive
Artistic
literary
Musical

Social Service

Clerical

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
essentials.

Is

72

89

Catherine is a very conscientious student who gets along well with everyone,

Although she works very hard and gets good marks she does not always seem to “grasp" the

ALVISER:

lg
93
5T
36

seriously considering becoming a high-school science teacher,

Teachers andtesting
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A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE __1O_

NAME

Paul Kilgore

Intelligence
Test
OTIS:

IQ
121

Achievement
Test
Reading
Science

Math
Social Studies

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:

Accelerated Science
Regular Class

AGE: _16_
Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

81
83

Mechanical
Computational

85
87

84
82

Scientific
Persuasive

Artistic
Literary
Musical
Social Service
Clerical

85
AL

16
2e
19
38
el

JI have heard two different teachers comment on Paul's lackadaisical attitude

and class work, and I agree with them. His ability and achievement are both below average
and his interest in his studies is nil.

ADVISER:

paul is a difficult boy to talk to.

When I try to get at the reason for his poor

school work and total lack of interest he clams up and I get no where.
is as apparent to all of his teachers as it is to me.

His lack of ability

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE __10_
NAME

Keith Warren

Intelligence

IQ

Test

OTIS:

Accelerated Science
Regular Class

AGE: _16_
Achievement
Test

123

Reading
Science
Math
Social Studies

Percentile

Kuder Interest

Percentile

Rank

Area

Rank

84
81
81
83

Mechanical
Computational
Scientific
Persuasive

33
45
37
81

Artistic
Literary

Musical

Social Service
Clerical

69
67
52

86
4g

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
This boy is extremely negative toward his work. He has come into serious
conflict with two of his teachers. His achievement is very low, and in ability he is near
the bottom of his class.

ALVISER:
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A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _19_

NAME

Accelerated Science

__Bill Turner

Intelligence
Test

California Test of
Mental Maturity:

Regular Class ___

AGE: _16_
IQ

123

Achievement
Test

Reading

Percentile
Rank

Percentile
Rank

64

Mechanical

KL

Scientific

AL

Artistic

81

Science

Lh

Social Studies

72

Math

Kuder Interest
Area

Computational

Persuasive
Literary

36

50

63

78

Musical

Social Service
Clerical

82

46
79

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:

Bill's ability is questionable. His teachers tell me that they frequently
He rarely recites in class or enters into the
discussion, and when called on he seems not to understand the question.
doubt that the work he hands in is his own.

Bill's parents have talked with me about whether to send him to college, but I doubt
ADVISER:
that he has the ability. Various comments about his behavior in class from teachers tend to
support my judgment in this.

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE __10__
NAME

Accelerated Science

Norman Richardson

Intelligence
Test
California Test of

Mental Maturity:

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:

ADVISER:

Regular Class

AGE: _16_
IQ

108

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

Reading

23

Mechanical

21

Social Studies

2k

Persuasive
Artistic
Literary
Musical
Social Service
Clerical

62
37
39
51
78
61

Science
Math

26
26

Computational
Scientific

24
au

Teachers and testing
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A
YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE __10_
NAME

__Joyce Durwith

Intelligence

AGE:
IQ

Test
California Test of

Mental Maturity:

HOME- ROOM TEACHER:

Achievement
Test

_16

Accelerated Science
Regular Class ___

Percentile

Kuder Interest

Percentile

Rank

Area

Rank

109

A very capable girl.

ADVISER:
Very good student.
study nuclear physics.

Does well in all of her classes.

Have talked with her about going on to college.

She plans to

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE __1O_
NAME

Accelerated Science —_

Alex Crane

Intelligence
Test

AGE:
IQ

Achievement
Test

Regular Class

16

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
A top-notch student.
Several teachers have commented to me about what a
pleasure it is to have Alex in their classes. His work is always well done and always in on
time. He seems interested in everything.
ADVISER:
This boy's only problem is in deciding what most interests him. He enjoys all of his
classes and does very good work in all of them.
To date he has considered Law, Medicine,
Politics, and Teaching:
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A
YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10_

NAME

Accelerated Science

__Kathy Parker

Intelligence
Test

ace: _16
IQ

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Regular Class
Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

Mechanical
Computational

81
79

Scientific

Persuasive
Artistic
Literary
Musical
Social Service

Clerical

HOME-ROOM TEACHER: An excellent student.
interested in English and literature.

ADVISER:

Plans to become a writer.

31
64
19
he
37

61

Stands high in all of her classes, but is especially

Superior in ability and achievement.

I have discussed

colleges and college courses with her in detail.

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE

__10

NAME __Ruth Changer

Intelligence
Test

AGE:

IQ

Achievement
Test

Accelerated Science
Regular Class ___.

_16

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

Reading
Science

65
83

Mechanical
Computational

7h
82

Social Studies

63

Persuasive

Math

80

Scientific

86
31

Artistic

16

Literary

25

Musical

33

Sociai Service
Clerical

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
A bright girl but is below average in achievement.
duties as cheer-leader than in her school work.

ks
59

More interested in her

A pleasant and popular girl. Does not work up to her full capability.
ALVISER:
become a beautician and work in her sister's beauty parlor.

Plans to

Teachers and testing

182

A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10__
NAME

Accelerated Science

Bernice Eager

Intelligence
Test

Kuhlmann-Anderson:

Regular Class

AGE: _16_
IQ

122

Achievement
Test

Reading
Science
Math
Social Studies

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile

84
84
84
81

Mechanical
Computational
Scientific
Persuasive

87
85
93
40

Artistic
Literary
Musical
Social Service
Clerical

27
36
31
43
22

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
Bernice is extremely bright. She loves her work in home economics and
dreams of the day when she will have her own home and family. She has no interest in anything except home-planning and home-management.
ADVISER:
This girl's strong interest in home economics ani her very high ability has led me
to suggest that she enter this field professionally. She will have none of it. She has no
interest in anything other than becoming a wife and mother.

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10
NAME

Intelligence
Test
OTIS:

Accelerated Science

__Carroll Scott

Regular Class

AGE: _16_
IQ
120

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Reading

81

Mechanical

Math

83

Scientific

Science

Social Studies

8h

81

Percentile
Rank
87

Computational

86

Persuasive
Artistic
Literary

ho
18
26

Musical
Social Service
Clerical

93

38
54
19

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
Below average in achievement. Work is sloppy and never on time. The only
teacher who has not commented on this is the physical education teacher. She always gets
A's in physical education.
—
ADVISER:
This girl's low achievement will prevent her from being successful in college. She
is planning to attend college, and I have several times warned her that unless her achievement improves she will have difficulty in gaining admittance.
She plans to become a
physical-education teacher.

183
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A

Accelerated Science

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10__

NAME

Regular Class

AGE: _16_

__Frances DeLong
IQ

Intelligence
Test

129

OTIS:

Percentile
Rank

Achievement
Test

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

84
82
81
31

Reading
Science
Math
Social Studies

definitely
This girl is a problem! Her work is very poor, her ability is
HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
than both. Every
below average, and her attitude toward school and her teachers worse
teacher complains of her poor attitude and lack of interest.
with her several
If this girl has any interests I cannot locate them. I have talked
ADVISER:
all part of the same
times, but with no success. Her lack of ability and achievement are
picture.

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE

NAME

Intelligence
Test

Accelerated Science
Regular Class

10

AGE: _16_

__Darrell O'Rourke
IQ

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Percentile
Rank

28
17
14
26

Mechanical
Computational
Scientific
Persuasive
Artistic
Literary
Musical

ho
39
43
84
68
he
2T

Clerical

79

Reading
Science
Math
Social Studies

Social Service

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
about his work.

ADVISER:

Below average student, quite limited in ability and achievement.
Dislikes school.

Ability and achievement are both limited.

65

Careless

Teachers andtesting
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A

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10
NAME

Accelerated Science

__Michael Vaughan

Intelligence
Test

TQ

OTIS:

Regular Class
ee

AGE: _16_

107

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Kuder Interest
Area

Reading

23

Mechanical

21

Math

26

Scientific

ok

Artistic

AL

Science

24

Social Studies

Computational

a4

Persuasive
Literary
Musical

| HOME-ROOM TEACHER:

Percentile
Rank

A very hard-working student.

18
36

32
58

Social Service

85

Clerical

79

Gets good grades.

ADVISER: Mike plans to become a high-school science teacher
and I have encouraged him in this.
I talked with his chemistry teacher who told me of the
excellent work Mike did on his science
projects. It seems as though he spent more time and did
a more thorough job than anyone else
in the class,

B

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10__
NAME

Accelerated Science

Robert Elliott

Intelligence
Test

California Test of
Mental Maturity:

AGE:

IQ

108

Achievement
Test

Percentile
Rank

Reading

Kuder Interest
Area

26

Social Studies

23

26

HOME-ROOM TEACHER:
Robert is a capable and hard-working student.
his classes. His ability is well above average.

ADVISER:

Plans to become a chemist or a physician.

Percentile
Rank

ou

Science

Math

Regular Class

16

He does good work in all of

Does excellent work in his science classes.
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Thank you for your cooperation. Please put the questionnaire in the accompanying envelope, seal the envelope, write your name on the outside of the
envelope, and give it to your school principal. Your responses will be kept
strictly confidential.

APPENDIX III

TESTING

PROGRAM

QUESTIONNAIRE

The University of Pittsburgh in conjunction with Russell Sage Foundation of New York has been given support by the U.S. Office of
Education to study the consequencesof ability testing in schools.
Aptitude and achievement tests have sometimes been criticized on
the basis of conjecture and not on scientifically established facts. It
is our hope through this study to obtain accurate information about
this important area.
We would greatly appreciate your cooperation in completing
the following questionnaire concerning your school and the school
testing program. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential. No
school or individual will be identified in our reports.

University of Pittsburgh
Russell Sage Foundation
1964

186
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% 5. Some other type of school
for high-school graduates
10. Write in the approximate percentage of girls in your graduating

teaching in your school. (This may
not be their first year of teaching
in any school. )

$

class of June, 1963 who have al-

ready enrolled in the
schools listed below.

types

of 16. Write
in the average per-pupil expenditure for all purposes in your

% 1. Four-year college
Jo 2. Junior college
% 3. Business school (not in a

-

college or university )

school system last year, grades 10-—
12 only.

$__________ per grade 10-12 pupil

%o 4, Technical school (not in a
college or university)

_

% 9. Some other type of school
for high-school graduates

17. Write in the approximate percentage of pupils in grades 10-12 in
your school whoare:

% 1. of Spanish or Latin-American background

% 2. of oriental background
% 3. American Indians
Yo 4. Negroes

. Low-cost single houses
. Moderate-priced single houses

DM PWNY

LN IN IN NNN

Wey wv

11. Which one of the descriptive
phrases below best describes the
homes of most of the pupils in
_
your school?

. Expensive single houses

. Low-rental apartments
. Moderate-rental apartments
. High-rental apartments

12. From which one of the following

18. Are the following types of marks

given regularly in your school?

(1) (2)

Yes

(

No

) €

types of areas do most of the pu-

) 1. Marks that show thelevel
of a pupil’s achievement
according

pils in your school come?
( ) 1.
( ) 2.
( ) 3.
( ) 4.
(

(

Urban residential
Urban commercial or industrial
Suburban residential
Suburban commercial or industrial

) 5. Small towns (under 5,000 pop-

ulation )
) 6. Rural or farm

13. Approximately what percentage of
the fathers of your pupils in grades

C ) C ) 2.

according to standards set

C ) ¢

C)() 4.

10-12 are in professional, techni-

C)C) 5.

14. Write in the average number of
years of teaching experience of
men at the time they begin their
first

year

school.

of

teaching

in

your

years
15. Write in the average annual salary
of men during their first year of

standards

by the school system
) 3. Marks that show the level
of a pupil’s effort according to standards set by his

cal, or managerial occupations?
%

to

set by his subject-matter
teacher
Marks that show the level
of a pupil’s achievement

CC) ) 6.

own subject-matter teacher

Marks that show the level
of a pupil’s achievement
relative to the average
achievement in his class
group
Marks that show the level
of a pupil’s achievement
relative to his own level
of mental ability

Marks that show thelevel
of a pupil’s achievement
relative to his own level
of effort

19. Are the following provisions for
homogeneous grouping of pupils
made in your school?

189

Appendix III—Testing program questionnaire

(1) (2)

Yes

C)

C)
C
(

No
( ) 1. Pupils are grouped
mental ability in a
subjects.
( ) 2. Pupils are grouped
achievement level in a
subjects.
( ) 3. Pupils are grouped
mental ability in most
jects.
( ) 4. Pupils are grouped
achievement in most
jects.

by
few
by
few
by
subby
sub-

C ) C )

C ) C )

C ) C )

buses but cover more subject matter than other
classes.
. We do not group them
separately but we encourage them to take the Advanced Placement Tests.
4. We offer one or more
courses that use syllabuses
of the Advanced Placement Program.
. We make other provisions
not listed above.

20. Mark one or more of the following 21. Except for the reading test used in
this project, are any standardized
to show what special provisions,
tests, inventories, or questionnaires
if any, are made for top-ranking
given to pupils in your school?
pupils in your school.

C )

(1) (2)

Yes

C )

C )

1. Yes.

No
C) 2. No.
( ) 1. We make no special proIf you answered “No” to question 21,
visions.
( ) 2. We group them in classes omit questions 22-79, and go directly
that use our own sylla- to question 68.

99-34. Please indicate by marking with an “X” the types of standardized tests
that have been administered during the past three years to pupils who
attend your school and the individuals or groups to whom they are administered.

Not
given
22. Achievementtests
23. Group intelligence

etc.)

tests

(Otis,

24. Individual intelligence tests (Wech-

sler, etc.)

25. Multi-aptitude tests
26, National college-admissions

(CEEB, ACT,etc.)

tests

27. National scholarship tests (National Merit, Westinghouse, etc.)
28. Statewide testing programs (Iowa,

All pupils in
grade:

Individuals
or groups of
pupils
in grade:

10

10

11

12

11

12

()1O€)€)€)16€6)90€6) 06)

(2710) 6)906)}106)006)00)
C()1O)6€)96)4}06)9 06900)
C(dv1€)€)€)1€6)€) €)

C()10)¢6¢)¢6)9)06)006)00)
()1€)€)€6)1€6)C6) 6%)

etc.)

C()1E0)¢6¢)06))06)906)900)

etc. )

C)10)9¢6¢)906)97106)00)90)

(TAT,etc.)

CdV1EC)V CEC) CII

29. Special talents tests (music, art,
30. Interest inventories
. Personality inventories
tests
of personality
32. Projective
33. Biographical data inventories
34. Other (specify )

C()y1€)€6)¢€6)16) 6) € 29
C()1E€)C€6)€6))6)6) €%9

OC) CDC)

()1€)¢€)€)1€)€) €%9

C10) EC) 094090900)
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35. Are standardized achievementtests
given in grades 10, 11, and 12 in
your school in one or more of the
followingfields?

(1) (2)

Yes
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )

No
€ )
( )
( )
€ )
€ )
€( )
€ )

- ( ) To measure the gain in
achievement made by individual pupils during a school
year

44. ( )
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

English fundamentals
Reading comprehension
Foreign language
Social studies
Biological science
Physical science
Mathematics

C ) ( ) 8. Other (specify)

Please use the following scale in
answering questions 36—50.
1.
2.
3.
4,

190

Of no importance
Of very little importance
Fairly important
Very important

45. ()

To measure the average gain
in achievement made by all
pupils in a given course during a school year
To help pupils gain a_better understanding of their
strengths and weaknesses

46. ( ) To help in educational and
vocational counseling of pupils
47. € ) To help in counseling parents
48. ( ) To evaluate the school curriculum

For questions 36—50, write in the
49. ( ) To evaluate teacher effectiveparentheses the number of the phrase
ness
in the scale given above that best indicates the degree of importance attached
to each of the following possible rea- 50. C ) To
(Write in any reason not
sons for using tests in your school.
given and rate its importance. )
36. ( ) To meet state testing requirements

37. € ) To section pupils in any given
course by achievementlevel
38. ( ) To section pupils in any given
grade by level of mental ability

Please use the following scale in
answering questions 51-66.

1.
2.
3.
4.

Never
Occasionally
Frequently
Very often

For questions 51-66, write in the
parentheses the number of the word or
39. ( ) To help in guiding pupils into
phrase in the scale given above that
appropriate curricula (combest indicates how frequently scores
mercial,
college-preparatory,
from intelligence, scholastic-aptitude,
vocational, etc. )
or achievement tests are used in your
school for each of the purposes listed
40. C) To select among applicants below.
for admission to your school
41,

C )

To compare the average scores
of pupils with those of other
schools

o1. ¢ ) To diagnose reasons for failure to learn on the part of
pupils

52. ( ) To assess pupil achievement
42. ( ) To measure the level of
achievement of individual pu- 93. ( ) To provide a basis for school
pils at the end of a school year
marks
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o4. ( ) To assess the potential learn- 68. Write in the average number of
hours that pupils spend taking
ing ability of pupils
standardized tests given by outside agencies (CEEB, ACT, NaTo provide a basis for indi55.
tional Merit, etc.) during their
vidualizing instruction
twelfth-grade year.
To identify pupils who are
56.
hours
under-achievers
or
overachievers
69. How does your school report the

oN

/

58.

( ) 1. The results are not reported in
school.
To guide pupils in their
choices of curricula (college- ( ) 2. Only the scores themselves are
reported.
preparatory, commercial, vo( ) 3. Only an interpretation of the
cational, etc.)
scores is reported.
( ) 4. Both the scores themselves and
To guide pupils in their decian interpretation of them are
sions about post-high-school
reported.
education

60. ( ) To guide pupils in their
choices of specific colleges

To inform pupils about their
own abilities and achievements

65.

To inform teachers about the
abilities and achievements of

their pupils
66.

To
(Write in

any purpose

not

given and rate its frequency

of use.)
67. Write in the average number of
hours that pupils spend taking
standardized

tests

given by your

school during their twelfth-grade
year.
hours

71. In which one of the following
ways has the Parent Teachers Association had the greatest effect
on your school’s testing program
during the last five years?
.
.
.
.

It has had noeffectatall.
It has increased the program.
It has decreased the program.
It has changed the program in
some other way.
. It has never considered the program.
. There is no Parent Teachers
Association.

mwON

64.

Ne NY NY OY

63.

their ( ) 1. The results are not reported in
school.
( ) 2. Only the scores themselves are
reported.
To inform institutions of
higher learning about their ( ) 3. Only an interpretation of the
scores is reported.
applicants for admission
( ) 4. Both the scores themselves and
an interpretation of them are
To inform prospective emreported.
ployers about job applicants
To guide pupils in
choices of occupations

Ol

62.

70. How does your school report the
results of tests sponsored by the
school?

TN LN ON TN

61.

results of externally sponsored
tests (CEEB, ACT, etc.) to pupils
and parents?

To guide pupils in their
choices of specific high-school
subjects

57.

72. To what extent are the parents of
pupils in your school provided
with information about their children’s
aptitudes
for
learning
school subjects?

Teachers andtesting
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( ) 1. This is never done.
77. € ) To introduce or use more per( ) 2. This is done if the parents
sonality inventories
specially requestit.
( ) 3. This is done if a teacher, 78. ( ) Toimprove
the scoring of tests
guidance counselor, or principal takes the initiative in doing
To improve the recording of
it.
test scores
( ) 4. This is done routinely on all
report cards.
80. ( ) To improve the processing and
reporting of test results to
73. Is your school planning to make
teachers, counselors, and adany significant changes in its testmMinistrators
ing program between the school
years 1963-1964 and 1964-1965?
81. ( ) To improve the interpretation
( ) 1. Yes.
of test results to pupils and
( ) 2. No.
their parents
If you answered “No” to question 73,
62. ( ) To improve the interpretation
omit questions 74-83, and go directly
of test results to teachers,
to question 84.
counselors, and administrators

Please use the following scale for
answering questions 74-83.

83.
1. This change is not needed or
planned.
2. This change is needed but is not 84.
planned.
3. This change is planned but is
not needed.
4, This change is both needed and
planned.
€( )
For questions 74-83 write in the ( )
parentheses the number of the statement in the scale above that best in- 85.
dicates your reaction to each change
suggested in your school testing program.

use more
achievement

tests

76. (€ ) To

introduce

or

interest inventories

use

more

your school have a guidance program in which at
least one person has been officially assigned, part time or
full time, to counseling with
pupils individuallly?
1. Yes.
2. No.

oR W

or

“NINN

75. (€ ) To introduce
standardized

more

Does

Does your school have definite
plansto establish a counseling and
guidance program within three
years?
( ) 1. We already have a guidance
program.
C ) 2. No, we have no definite plans
to do this.
. Yes, in 1964-1965.
. Yes, in 1965-1966.
. Yes, in 1966-1967.
wey

74. ( ) To introduce or use
multi-aptitude tests

( ) To make some other change
(Specify)

Thank you for your cooperation.

APPENDIX IV
Familiarity of secondary school teachers with various standardized ability,
personality, and interest tests (Percentages )

NEVER
HEARD
OF
TEST

RECOGNIZE
NAME,
NO
OTHER
KNOWLEDGE

KNOW
GENERALLY
WHAT
TEST
MEASURES

EXAMINED OR
STUDIED
ABOUT
TEST

NUMBER
OF
TEACHERS

Stanford-Binet
Intelligence Test
Public
Private
Parochial

4.5

13.1

41.0

41.3

(1418)

13.2

11.8

47.4

27.6

(152)

7.7

14.8

32.4

45.1

(142)

40.7

21.6

22.8

15.0

(1402)

38.5
56.4

20.9
17.1

29.7
14.3

10.8
12.1

(148)
(140)

60.5
80.3
66.7

23.1
15.0
18.4

11.3
2.0
11.3

5.0
2.7
3.5

(1394)
(147)
(141)

50.8
65.8
56.0

18.0
15.1
19.1

16.8
11.0
14.9

14.5
8.2
9.9

(1395)
(146)
(141)

Wechsler
Intelligence Scales
Public
Private
Parochial
Bell Adjustment
Inventory

Public
Private
Parochial
Strong Vocational
Interest Blanks
Public
Private
Parochial
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Familiarity of secondary school teachers with various standardized ability,
personality, and interest tests (Percentages )—continued
RECOG-

KNOW

NIZE

GENER-

NEVER
HEARD
OF
TEST

NAME,
NO
OTHER
KNOWLEDGE

ALLY
WHAT
TEST
MEASURES

EXAMINEDOR
STUDIED
ABOUT
TEST

Differential
Aptitude Tests
Public

38.7

Private
Parochial

26.9

20.7

13.7

56.8
44.6

(1389)

18.9
27.3

13.5
15.8

10.8
12.2

(148)
(139)

Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory
Public
Private
Parochial

48.1
74.3
56.7

22.0
12.8
17.0

15.0
8.1
14.9

14.8
4.7
11.3

1389)
(148)
(141)

Kuder Preference Record,
Vocational Form C
Public
Private
Parochial

20.7
46.7
14.8

17.8
13.3
9.2

26.0
20.7
23.2

35.5
19.3
52.8

(1414)
(150)
(142)

Mental Maturity
Public
Private
Parochial

18.6
48.6
14.0

22,5
23.6
9.8

26.2
17.6
23.1

32.8
10.1
53.1

(1410)
(148)
(143)

California Test
of Personality
Public
Private
Parochial

32.6
62.4
25.0

26.7
21.5
26.4

24.1
10.1
27.1

16.6
6.0
21.4

(1393)
(149)
(140)

20.0
15.2
4.9

26.2
27.2
13.4

25.5
31.8
20.4

28.2
25.8
61.3

(1413)
(141)
(142)

48.1

27.1

16.0

8.7

(1400)

61.7

20.3

13.4

4.0

51.4

(149)

20.7

14.3

13.6

(140)

NUMBER
OF
TEACHERS

California Test of

Otis Quick-Scoring Test
of Mental Ability
Public
Private
Parochial
Lorge-Thorndike
Intelligence Tests
Public
Private

Parochial
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Familiarity of secondary school teachers with various standardized ability,
personality, and interest tests (Percentages )—continued
RECOG-

KNOW

NIZE

GENER-

NEVER
HEARD
OF
TEST

NAME,
NO
OTHER
KNOWLEDGE

ALLY
WHAT
TEST
MEASURES

EXAMINEDOR
STUDIED
ABOUT
TEST

NUMBER
OF
TEACHERS

Iowa Tests of
Educational Development
Public
Private
Parochial

15.2
38.5
19.6

22.6
26.4
23.1

24.3
20.9
14.0

37.9
14.2
43.4

(1412)
(148)
(143)

School and College
Ability Tests (SCAT)
Public
Private
Parochial

25.2
28.5
17.7

26.8
21.2
12.8

28.6
30.5
28.4

19.4
19.9
41.1

(1407)
(151)
(141)

Sequential Tests of
Educational Progress
(STEP)
Public
Private
Parochial

59.6
63.3
51.8

19.8
15.0
17.0

13.7
11.6
14.2

6.9
10.2
17.0

(1398 )
(147)
(141)

College Board Scholastic
Aptitude Test (SAT)
Public
Private
Parochial

10.0
7
3.5

24.1
4.6
12.0

38.6
38.6
35.9

27.3
56.2
48.6

(1414)
(153)
(142)

Preliminary Scholastic
Aptitude Test (PSAT)
Public
Private
Parochial

26.2
9.2
7.7

24,2,
8.6
9.9

31.3
36.2
28.9

18.3
46.1
53.5

(1406 )
(152)
(142)
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Index

AccuRACYof tests
teachers’ opinions about, 50-54
in relation to background characteristics, 54

Achievementvs. ascription, 2—3
Achievementtests
coaching for, 107-125
extent of use
in elementary schools, 17—18
in secondary schools, 13-16
Advising students about course work
vs. card sort test score, 101
vs. experience in administering of
scoring tests, 84
vs. familiarity with tests, 84
use of test scores for, by teachers,
82-86, 133-134
American Council on Education, 129
American Institute for Research,
xix, 7
American Psychological Association,
129
Anastasi, Anne, 17
Armitage, Peter, 47
Ascription vs. achievement, 2—3
BoongE, Barbara, xix
Brennan, William, 136

Brim, Orville G., Jr., xix, 5, 7, 32,
66, 136, 143, 151
Buck, Vernon, 5
Carpsort test, 98-106
vs. index of extent of testing, 106
vs. index of extent of test use,
105-106
vs. opinion about accuracy of
tests, 103

vs. school and testing program
characteristics, 105—106
vs. teacher opinions and background characteristics, 102

199

vs. teacher reports of test score use,

100-102
vs. use of test scores in advising
pupils about course work, 101
Carnegie Corporation of New York,
xix
Coaching for tests, 107-125, 137-138
effect on curriculum, 137—-138
reports of teachers on, 111-119
student reports on, 119-121
teacher opinions on, 109-111
Cochran, W. G., 47
College Board, 41-42
College Entrance Examination Board,
107-108, 120
Cooley, William W., xix
Cooperative Research Branch, United
States Office of Education, xix
DaILEY, John T., xix, 12, 143, 144
D’Amour, O’Neil C., 148
Data
analysis, 150-151
collection procedures, 149-150
sources of, 7-9
Dunne, Margaret, xix

EDUCATIONAL Testing Service, 41-42
Elementary School Testing Survey, 9
Epstein, Roberta R., xix, 9, 13, 18, 88
Experience of teachers with tests and
testing, 33-48
vs. reporting of general information
about intelligence to pupils, 93
vs. use of intelligence test scores in
advising pupils about course
work, 84

Extent of testing
in elementary schools, 17-18
in secondary schools, 13—16
opinions of teachers about, 61-63
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Index
FAMILIARITY of teachers with tests,
38-42, 193-195
vs. number of courses in tests
and measurement, 47
vs. reporting of general information
aboutintelligence to pupils, 93
vs. use of test scores in advising
pupils about course work, 84
Firestone, Ira, xix
Flanagan, John C., xix, 12, 13, 143,
145
GENETIC vs. learning components in
tested intelligence
opinions of teachers about, 59-60,
131-132
vs. background characteristics,
60
Glaser, William A., 95
Glass, David C., xix, 5, 7, 32, 66,
83, 143

Goldberg, Isidore, xix, 7, 12, 32,
66, 143
Goslin, David A., 1, 3, 7, 9, 12, 13, 18,
82, 59, 66, 83, 88, 102, 143
Grading pupils
use of test scores in, by teachers,
80-82, 133-134
HALLOCK, Barbara A., xix, 9, 13,
18, 88

Hastings, J. Thomas, 99, 100
IMPORTANCEof tested intelligence for
success in school andafter
school
students’ opinions about, 55
teachers’ opinions about, 54—58
Intelligence tests
elimination of, 132
extent of use of
in elementary schools, 17—18

in secondary schools, 13-16
reporting of results of, by teachers,
89-96, 132-137
JAcoBSON, Lenore, 128
KNOWLEDGEof content of standardized tests, by teachers, 38—42,
193-195
vs. teacher reports of having
changed course content, 114—
115
vs. teacher reports of having
changed teaching methods,
115-117

vs. teacher reports of having
coached pupils, 114-117
Kuhn, Eleanor, xix
LAvIn, David E., 4, 67
Lazarsfeld, Paul F., 95
Lennon, Roger, xix
Linton, Ralph, 2
MAcIvEr, Robert M., 95
Maxwell, Albert E., 47
Merton, Robert K., xix, 95
NATIONAL Catholic Education
Association, 148
National Defense Education Act, 36
National Education Association, 129
Neulinger, John, 5
New York State Regents’ Examinations, 107
OBJECTIVE tests vs. essay tests,

teacher reports of the useof,
122-125, 137
Opinionsof teachers, 49—78, 129-133
on accuracy of tests, 50-59,
129-133
vs. use of the test scores in
advising pupils about course
work, 85
vs. card sort test scores, 102—105
on coaching for tests, 109-111,
137-138
on genetic vs. learning components

in tested intelligence, 59-60,
129-133
vs. use of test scores in advising
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on number of tests being given,
61-63
vs. practices, 92-95, 138-139
on providing pupils and parents
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72—78, 133-137
vs. students’ opinions, 77-78
on relevance of tested intelligence
to success in school and after
school, 54—58, 130
on testing practices, 60—78
on the use of test scores in
assigning grades, 71-72
on the use of tests to evaluate
teachers, 70-71
vs. school policy, 72
on weight to be given test scores,

63-70, 130
Orr, David G., 12, 143

Index
PrRoJEcT talent, xix, 7, 12, 13, 32,
87, 144
REPORTING of test scores to pupils
and parents
vs. familiarity and experience with
tests, 93

vs. opinion about giving information to pupils, 94
opinions of pupils about, 77
opinions of teachers about, 72-78,
132-137
school policies on, 25—32
by teachers, 87—96
Reporting of test scores to teachers
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school policies on, 32
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