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ABSTRACT

A LONGITUDINAL INVFSTIGATION OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS’ PRACTICES 
AND ATTITUDES RELATED TO THE USE OF THE MICHIGAN 

EDUCATION ASSESSMENT PROGRAM TEST RESULTS

By

Christopher G. Jencka

The purpose o f  t h i s  study was to  d escr ib e  the a t t i t u d e s  and 

p r a c t i c e s  o f  elementary s ch oo l ,  ju n io r  high/middle s ch oo l ,  and high 

school p r in c ip a l s  in a l l  Michigan publ ic  school d i s t r i c t s  r e l a t i v e  

to  t h e i r  use o f  the Michigan Education Assessment Program (MEAP) 

t e s t  r e s u l t s .  A sample o f  elementary sch oo l ,  ju n ior  high/middle  

s ch oo l ,  and high school p r in c i p a l s  was surveyed in spring 1988.  

The s u r v e y  had 20 f o r c e d - c h o i c e  q u e s t i o n s  and one o p en -end ed  

q u es t ion .  The data were analyzed to  provide answers to  the four  

research quest ions  under i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  to  examine r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

between the ex ten t  o f  p r i n c i p a l s ’ use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and other  

s e l e c t e d  v a r i a b l e s ,  and t o  examine r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the extent  

o f  use o f  the assessment r e s u l t s  fo r  one purpose ( e . g . ,  to  determine  

in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s )  and the ex ten t  o f  use fo r  o ther  purposes  

( e . g . ,  to  determine need fo r  new programs).

Given t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  s t u d y ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  major  

con c lus ions  were drawn: (1) Building p r in c i p a l s  were,  for  the most

part ,  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  determining procedures for  us ing the MEAP
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r e s u l t s  in t h e i r  b u i ld in g s .  Less than h a l f  o f  the  high school  

p r in c i p a l s  were r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  procedures fo r  us ing the MEAP 

r e s u l t s ,  and nearly  one- fourth  o f  the high school p r in c i p a l s  gave 

t h e i r  guidance counse lors  or other  personnel  th a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ;  

(2) A majori ty  o f  p r in c i p a l s  i n i t i a t e d  plans or were required to  

develop plans  addressing the  needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the  MEAP t e s t ;  (3)  

T ea ch er s  were  i n v o l v e d  in  b u i l d i n g - l e v e l  c o m m it t e e s  in t h e  

in t e r p r e t a t io n  and a n a ly s i s  o f  the assessment r e s u l t s  in almost h a l f  

o f  the schoo ls  in Michigan; (4) The MEAP r e s u l t s  were used "quite a 

bit" by p r in c i p a l s  in determining s tren gth s  and weaknesses in t h e i r  

r e a d i n g  and m ath em at ic s  programs,  in d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  g e n e r a l  

a c h ie v e m e n t  1e v e l  o f  t h e  s t u d e n t s  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s , and f o r  

informing the school community o f  the achievement l e v e l s  o f  t h e i r  

s tuden ts ;  (5)  The MEAP was seen as being "quite" usefu l  when 

communicating achievement l e v e l s  to  s tudents  and parents ,  planning  

fo r  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvements, and diagnosing student learn ing  

needs; and (6) Elementary school and ju n io r  high/middle school  

p r in c i p a l s  b e l i e v e d  the MEAP t o  be more useful  and made grea te r  use 

o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  than did  high school p r i n c i p a l s .
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CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND

Introduction

In January 1970, the Michigan Department o f  Education began the  

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  Michigan E d u ca t io n a l  A sses sm en t  Program,  

h e r e a f t e r  referred  to  as MEAP. The MEAP "was i n i t i a t e d  by the S ta te  

Board o f  Education,  supported by the Governor, and funded by the  

l e g i s l a t u r e  i n i t i a l l y  through the enactment o f  the Public Acts o f  

1969 and subsequently  under Act 38 o f  the Public Acts o f  1970" 

(Michigan Department o f  Education,  1974, p. i i i ) .  At th a t  t ime,  the  

S ta te  Board o f  Education had in place a s i x - s t e p  educat ional  

management system designed to  a s s i s t  loca l  d i s t r i c t s  in the planning  

o f  d i s t r i c t  programming and eva luat ion  o f  student  performance. The 

s i x  s t e p s  o f  the  c y c l i c a l  planning model were (1) the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

o f  common g o a l s ,  (2)  the development o f  performance o b j e c t i v e s ,  (3) 

the assessment o f  educational  needs,  (4)  the a n a ly s i s  o f  d e l i v e r y  

s y s t e m s ,  ( 5 )  th e  e v a l u a t i o n  and t e s t i n g  o f  t h e s e  s y s te m s  or  

programs,  and (6 )  recommendations  f o r  e d u c a t i o n a l  improvement  

(Michigan Department o f  Education,  1974) .  The MEAP was des igned to  

gather  data r e la t e d  to  s tep  three  o f  the model, the assessment o f  

educational  needs.

1
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The f i r s t  MEAP t e s t s  were given in grades 4 and 7 on an ev e r y - 

pupil b a s i s  in the areas o f  reading,  mathematics, and the  mechanics 

o f  w r i t t en  Engli sh .  Grade four was s e l e c t e d  because i t  i s  at  the  

end o f  the "very important primary y e a r s , " and grade 7 was s e l e c t e d  

because i t  i s  at  the "end o f  the elementary sequence" (Michigan 

Department o f  Education,  1975, p. 5 ).

During the f i r s t  four y ea rs ,  the MEAP was a standardized  norm- 

referenced t e s t  designed to  rank students  from h ig h es t  to  low es t .  

Results  were reported in p e r c e n t i l e s .  The data th at  the MEAP 

provided,  however, "did not adequately serve  the purpose o f  MEAP to  

provide information on the s ta tu s  and progress o f  Michigan b as ic  

s k i l l s  education" (MEAP, 1988, p. 1 ) .

Beginning with the 1973-74 school year ,  two s i g n i f i c a n t  changes 

were made with the MEAP: (1) the t e s t i n g  dates  were moved from

January to  September, and (2) the norm-referenced assessments  were 

replaced with o b je c t iv e - r e f e r e n c e d  assessments .  The o b j e c t i v e -  

re ferenced  t e s t s  were designed to  measure, more a ccu ra te ly ,  c e r ta in  

o f  the reading and mathematics o b j e c t iv e s  developed as part o f  s tep  

two o f  the S ta te  Board o f  Education’ s educat ional management system,  

"development o f  performance o b j e c t i v e s . " Currently ,  the MEAP t e s t s  

are based on S ta te  Board o f  Education approved " e s se n t ia l  s k i l l s , " a 

r ev i se d  vers ion  o f  those  i n i t i a l  "performance o b j e c t i v e s . "

Because  no w r i t t e n  d ocu m en ta t ion  i s  a v a i l a b l e  as t o  th e  

e v o lu t io n  o f  MEAP t e s t i n g  s in ce  1976, t h i s  researcher  interv iewed  

Edward Roeber, MEAP Supervisor for  the S ta te  o f  Michigan, in
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December 1988 fo r  the fo l low ing  synopsis  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  changes over  

the l a s t  12 years .

In 1976, major r e v i s i o n s  o f  the reading and mathematics t e s t s  

given to  the s t a t e ’ s fourth and seventh graders were begun. In an 

e f f o r t  t o  quel l  loc a l  d i s t r i c t  r e s i s t a n c e  to  a perce ived  "top-down" 

mandate o f  the o b j e c t iv e s  t e s t e d  and t e s t  format, an e f f o r t  was made 

to  garner "greater f i e l d  support" o f  loca l  educators .  That e f f o r t  

was s u c c e s s f u l , and the newly rev ised  assessment t e s t s  were p i l o t  

t e s t e d  and given  across  the s t a t e  on a cont inuing b a s i s ,  s t a r t i n g  in 

f a l l  1980.

Also begun in 1976 were reading and mathematics t e s t s  fo r  tenth  

graders .  The t e s t s  s tar ted  on a vo luntary b a s i s  with a l im ited  

number o f  high sch oo ls .  Each year t h e r e a f t e r ,  and for  reasons that  

can only be surmised ( i . e . ,  p r in c ip a l s  and teachers  a n t ic ip a te d  an

eventual s t a t e  mandate for  tenth-grade t e s t i n g ) ,  the number o f  high

schools  in t e r e s t e d  in t e s t i n g  increased s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  As a r e s u l t  

o f  that  i n t e r e s t ,  in part ,  the S ta te  Board o f  Education approved 

every-pupil  t e s t i n g  for  the tenth grade in 1977. The l e g i s l a t u r e  

mandated the t e s t i n g  beginning in f a l l  1979.

S tar t in g  in f a l l  1985, the s t a t e  o f f e r e d ,  and cont inues  to  

o f f e r ,  health  t e s t i n g  on a voluntary b as i s  for  grades 4,  7, and 10.  

Science t e s t i n g  was mandated on an every-pupil  b a s i s  at  the fourth ,  

seventh ,  and tenth  grades in 1986-87,  on a voluntary  b a s i s  in 1987-

88,  and was required again o f  a l l  the aforementioned s tudents  in

f a l l  1988.
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The S ta te  Board o f  Education and the l e g i s l a t u r e  cont inue to  

examine and eva luate  the s t a t e ’ s assessment program and, as always,  

there  i s  some i n t e r e s t  in cons ider ing  ad d it ion a l  t e s t i n g ,  both in 

other  academic areas and at  other  grade l e v e l s .  The S ta te  Board o f  

Education has approved, when funds become a v a i l a b l e ,  the s h i f t i n g  o f  

s c ie n c e  and health  t e s t i n g  to  grades 5, 8,  and 11. A voluntary  

w rit in g  assessment has been approved fo r  grades 3,  6,  and 9.  

F i n a l ly ,  the s t a t e  i s  developing an employabi1 i t y - s k i  11 s assessment  

program for  high school s tu d en ts .  This assessment may be used in 

the future  to  endorse the diplomas o f  high school graduates  (Roeber,  

1988).

Currently,  the s t a t e  spends $1 ,500 ,000  on MEAP t e s t i n g  for  

approximately 320,000 students  in grades 4,  7, and 10.

Rat ionale  for  the Study

In 1976, Donald J.  S t e e l e  conducted a study for  the doctoral  

degree at The Ohio S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty .  The purpose o f  S t e e l e ’ s study  

was to determine the a t t i t u d e s  th a t  Michigan school admin is trators  

held toward the MEAP and the uses they made o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s .  

Although a study r e l a t i v e  to  t e a c h e r s ’ uses o f  and a t t i t u d e s  toward 

the MEAP had been done by Aquino (1975) before  the  S t e e l e  study,  no 

data were a v a i la b le  concerning a d m in is t r a to r s ’ uses  o f  and a t t i t u d e s  

toward the MEAP. At that  t ime,  the MEAP had been given  to  s tudents  

in grades 4 and 7 for  s i x  y ears .

In the ensuing 12 years  s in c e  the S t e e l e  study,  the S ta te  o f  

Michigan has continued a s s e s s in g  thousands o f  s tu d en ts ,  on an
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every-pupil  b a s i s ,  as to  t h e i r  achievement l e v e l s  in reading,  

mathematics, and s c ie n c e  (beginning in 1987) .  The t e s t i n g  o f  t en th -  

grade students  in the areas o f  reading and mathematics was added in 

f a l l  1979. Addit ional sample and voluntary t e s t i n g  has been done in 

t h e  a r e a s  o f  a r t ,  c a r e e r  d e v e lo p m e n t ,  h e a l t h ,  l i f e  r o l e  

c o m p e t e n c i e s , m e t r i c s ,  m u s ic ,  p h y s i c a l  e d u c a t i o n ,  and s p e c i a l  

education (MEAP, 1988) .  Also ,  the S ta te  o f  Michigan has spent  

m i l l i o n s  o f  d o l l a r s  o v e r  t h e  p a s t  12 y e a r s  in t h e  c o n t i n u e d  

development, preparat ion,  scor ing ,  and admin is trat ion  o f  the MEAP.

Given the importance o f  the MEAP both in terms o f  the data 

generated r e l a t i v e  to  student  achievement l e v e l s  at  the indiv idual  

student ,  school b u i ld in g ,  and d i s t r i c t  l e v e l s ,  and the f in a n c ia l  

investment by the s t a t e  over the past  12 y ea rs ,  i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  th at  

a comprehensive study be conducted to  determine how the data  

generated by the t e s t  are current ly  used by bu i ld ing  ad m in is tra tors .  

This research w i l l  provide valuable  in s i g h t s  for  Michigan Department 

o f  Education personnel and other in t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s  concerning the  

actual  uses o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  by elementary schoo l ,  ju n ior  high/middle  

sch oo l ,  and high school adm in is tra tors .  I t  w i l l  a l s o  support the  

con t in u at ion ,  t erm inat ion ,  or m odif icat ion  o f  current p o l i c i e s  and/  

or p r a c t i c e s  r e l a t i v e  to  the MEAP (Roeber, 1988).

Statement o f  the Problem and Purpose o f  the Research

Not s in c e  1976 has a comprehensive study been made to  a s cer ta in  

the a t t i t u d e s  o f  Michigan school adminis trators  toward the MEAP and 

the  uses they make o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s .  The purpose o f  t h i s  study
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was to  d escr ib e  the current a t t i t u d e s  and p r a c t i c e s  o f  elementary  

s ch oo l ,  midd le / jun ior  high schoo l ,  and high school admin is trators  

r e l a t e d  to  the use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in a l l  562 publ ic  school  

d i s t r i c t s  in Michigan, As in 1976, four research q u e s t io n s ,  along  

with cer ta in  pr inc ipa l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and demographic data ,  were 

i n v e s t i g a t e d .  Those four research q u e s t io n s ,  along with updated and 

cu rre n t ly  re levant  subquest ions ,  are d e l i n e a t e d  below:

1. What d i s t r i c t - l e v e l  a d m in is tra t ive  p r o v i s io n s  are being  

made for  Michigan school p r i n c i p a l s ’ use and d issem inat ion  o f  the  

MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

a. Who determines s c h o o l - l e v e l  procedures for  use o f  the

MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

b. Which MEAP t e s t  reports  are being provided to  school  

p r in c ip a l s  from the o f f i c e  o f  the super in tendent ,  and when are 

these  reports  received?

c .  Are school p r in c ip a l s  required to  analyze  the MEAP 

school r e s u l t s  and develop a pi an o f  ac t ion  to  overcome needs 

i d e n t i f i e d ?

2. What adm in is tra t ive  p rov is ion s  are Michigan school p r i n c i - 

p als  making to  involve  teachers  in the a n a l y s i s ,  in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  and 

use o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

a. Are p r in c ip a l s  e s t a b l i s h i n g  b u i ld in g  t e s t  committees to

analyze and in te r p r e t  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

b. Are school p r in c ip a l s  providing appropriate MEAP t e s t

r e s u l t s  and explanatory m ater ia ls  to  classroom teachers?
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c .  Are p r in c i p a l s  providing a s s i s t a n c e  to  teach ers  in an 

e f f o r t  to  help them b e t t e r  understand and use the  MEAP t e s t  

r e s u l t s ?

d. For what purposes are p r in c i p a l s  encouraging teacher  

use o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

3.  For what purposes and to  what e x ten t  are Michigan school  

p r in c i p a l s  using the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

a. Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used t o  determine the  

general l e v e l  o f  achievement o f  the student  body?

b. Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used t o  inform the  

school community o f  the general  l e v e l  o f  achievement o f  the  

student body?

c .  Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used to determine areas  

o f  s t r e n g t h  and w eakness  w i t h i n  t h e  c u r r i c u l a r  a rea s  o f  

reading,  mathematics, and sc ience?

d. Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used to determine 

in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ?

e .  Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used as a c r i t e r i o n  for  

th e  p lacem ent  o f  s t u d e n t s  in p a r t i c u l a r  programs,  i . e . ,  

remedial reading or mathematics programs?

f .  Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used to  determine need 

for  new programs?

g.  Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used t o  determine the  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs?

h. Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used to analyze teacher  

performance?
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i .  Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used to  document need 

fo r  determining a l l o c a t i o n  o f  resou rces ,  i . e . ,  t ime,  m a te r ia l s ,  

personnel?

j .  Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used to  prepare propos­

a l s  fo r  funding agencies?

k. Are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used to  determine need 

fo r  i n s e r v i c e  education programs fo r  teachers?

1.  Are th e  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  being used to  p r e d ic t  the  

future  academic success  o f  students?

4.  What are  t h e  a t t i  tu d e s  o f  Mich igan s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l  s 

regarding the value  o f  the MEAP and the u t i l i t y  o f  the t e s t  r e s u l t s  

provided by the program?

a. How useful  are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  in s t r u c t io n a l  

planning d e c i s i o n s  th at  the pr inc ipa l  makes or shares  in 

making?

b. How useful  are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  fo r  e va lu a t ing  the  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  in s t r u c t io n a l  programs?

c .  How useful  are the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  informing 

parents and community groups about the s ta tu s  and progress  o f  

student achievement in a publ ic  school?

A secondary purpose o f  t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was to  co n tra s t  the  

f i n d i n g s  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  w i th  t h o s e  o f  t h e  S t e e l e  s t u d y . To 

f a c i l i t a t e  a comparison o f  the f in d in g s  o f  the s t u d i e s ,  many o f  the  

o r i g in a l  research q u es t ions  and survey were r e ta in e d .  The f in d in g s  

o f  the  S t e e l e  study are d iscussed  in r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  study in
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Chapter IV. I t  should be noted th at  S t e e l e  was contacted  in f a l l  

1989, and he gave h is  permission to  r e p l i c a t e  the study.

Methodology

To determine current  a t t i t u d e s  and p r a c t i c e s  o f  elementary  

s c h o o l , ju n io r  high/middle s c h o o l , and high school admin is trators  

r e l a t e d  to  the use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s ,  t h i s  researcher  surveyed a 

sample  o f  t h e  a fo r e m e n t i o n e d  s c h o o l  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s .  Mich igan  

c u rre n t ly  has 1,871 elementary s c h o o l s ,  768 ju n io r  high/middle  

s c h o o l s ,  and 631 high s c h o o l s .  The research  des ign  and s t a t i s t i c a l  

a n a l y s e s  used were t h e  r e s u l t  o f  c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  Michigan  

Department o f  Educat ion  p e r s o n n e l , t h e  Department  o f  R esearch  

Consultation  at  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty ,  and the  Department of  

Planning and Evaluation,  Ingham Intermediate School D i s t r i c t .

The survey used in t h i s  study had 20 q u es t io n s  requ ir ing  a 

f o r c e d - c h o i c e  r e s p o n s e  and one o p en -en d ed  q u e s t i o n .  M ichigan  

Department o f  Education computers conta in ing  a 1 i s t  o f  a l l  the  

elementary sch o o ls ,  ju n ior  high/middle s c h o o l s ,  and high schoo ls  in 

the s t a t e  were used to  determine the  school b u i ld in g s  included in 

the random sample.

To insure a v a l id  lon g i tu d in a l  comparison o f  the S t e e l e  study,  

noted e a r l i e r  in t h i s  chapter ,  a core  o f  r e p l i c a t e d  survey qu es t ions  

was used. Certain quest ions  were e i t h e r  abbreviated  or d e l e t e d ,  

based on t h e i r  re levance  to  the 1988 MEAP assessments  and t h i s  

study ( i . e . ,  added response 4 to  Question 7,  p er ta in in g  to  MEAP 

video; added area o f  s c ie n c e  to  Question 9; d e le te d  question  r e la te d
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to  a d m in is tr a to r s ’ recommendation o f  support regarding the fu ture  o f  

t h e  HEAP; and d e l e t e d  q u e s t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  f a m i l y  income o f  

students  attend ing  the a d m in is tr a to r ’ s school and the age o f  the  

bui ld ing  adminis trator .

In a d d i t io n ,  a small sample o f  elementary s c h o o l s ,  ju n ior  h igh /  

middle s c h o o l s ,  and high sch oo ls  was chosen fo r  fo l low-up telephone  

in terv iew s  by the researcher  to  c l a r i f y  the w r i t ten  responses  and to  

v e r i f y  the uses ind ica ted  on the  returned surveys .

Analys is  o f  the data c o l l e c t e d  was used to  (1)  provide a 

d e s c r ip t io n  and d i s c u s s i o n  o f  the  responses  regarding the research  

q u e s t i o n s  under i n v e s t i g a t i o n  in  t h i s  s t u d y ,  (2 )  examine  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the  e x ten t  o f  a d m in is tra t iv e  use o f  MEAP 

r e s u l t s  and other  s e l e c t e d  v a r i a b l e s ,  and (3)  examine r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

between "extent o f  use" o f  assessment r e s u l t s  fo r  one purpose and 

the "extent o f  use" for  o ther  purposes (survey items a through o ) .

D e f in i t i o n  o f  Terms

The fo l lo w in g  terms are d is c u s se d  as they  are used with in  the  

context  o f  t h i s  study.

Classroom L is t in g  Reports summarize for  an e n t i r e  classroom the  

information contained on the Individual Student Reports (MEAP, 

1988).

E s s e n t i a l  s k i l l s  r e f e r  t o  minimal perform ance  o b j e c t i v e s , 

approved by the S ta te  Board o f  Education,  for  Michigan s tudents  in 

the areas o f  a r t ,  reading,  w r i t in g ,  s p e a k in g /1 i s t e n in g ,  h ea l th ,  1 i f e  

r o l e  competencies ,  mathematics, music,  physica l  educat ion ,  s c i e n c e ,
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s o c ia l  s t u d i e s ,  and computer education ( Questions and Answers About 

MEAP. 1988) .

Individual Student Report in d ic a te s  attainment or nonattainment  

o f  each o b j e c t iv e  t e s t e d  fo r  indiv idual s tudents  (MEAP, 1988).

MEAP r e f e r s  to  the Michigan Educational Assessment Program.

Norm-referenced t e s t  r e f e r s  to  an assessment th a t  i s  des igned  

to  determine a s t u d e n t ’ s achievement r e l a t i v e  to  th at  o f  other  

s tudents  (same year in s c h o o l ) taking the same t e s t .

O b jec t ive -re feren ced  t e s t  r e f e r s  to  an assessment that  i s  

designed to  in d ic a te  a s tu d e n t ’ s achievement r e l a t i v e  to a s e t  o f  

o b j e c t i v e s  or c r i t e r i a .

School and D is tr ic t .  Summary Reports are used to  report the  

assessment data fo r  each school with in  the d i s t r i c t  and the overa l l  

d i s t r i c t  r e s u l t s .

Summary and Overview

The need for  the study was e s t a b l i s h e d  in Chapter I .  The 

chapter included a h i s t o r i c a l  p ers p ec t iv e  o f  the MEAP, going back to  

i t s  in cept ion  in 1970. The S t e e l e  study conducted in 1976 and the  

r a t io n a l e  for  t h i s  study were d i s c u s se d .  Also included were a 

statement  o f  the problem and purpose for  the research ,  as well  as a 

d e s c r ip t io n  o f  data c o l l e c t i o n ,  p res en ta t io n ,  and a n a ly s i s .

Chapter II conta ins  a review o f  the 1 i t e r a t u r e  re levant  to  t h i s  

study: a review o f  national s t u d i e s ,  a review o f  Michigan s t u d i e s ,

and a review o f  the  S t e e l e  study o f  1976.
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Chapter III  inc ludes  a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  the populat ion  and sample 

fo r  the study,  a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  the survey instrument,  data-  

c o l l e c t i o n  procedures and data analyses  used,  and the  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  

the study.

Chapter IV conta ins  a review o f  the f in d in g s  from the survey o f  

elementary s ch oo l ,  ju n io r  high/middle s ch oo l ,  high s c h o o l ,  and 

"tota l  group" p r in c i p a l s .

In Chapter V the study i s  summarized, fo l lowed by c o n c lu s io n s ,  

recommendations for  fu r th er  research ,  and r e f l e c t i o n s .



CHAPTER I I

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction

The Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) generates  

co ns iderab le  assessment information,  which i s  made a v a i l a b l e  to  

e d u c a t o r s .  This  w r i t e r  i n v e s t i g a t e d  s c h o o l  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ’ 

p r a c t i c e s  and a t t i t u d e s  r e la te d  to  the use o f  the MEAP. L i tera ture  

c o n t a i n e d  in D i s s e r t a t i o n  A b s t r a c t s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l ,  E d u c a t io n a l  

Resources Information Center (ERIC), and p ro fe s s io n a l  works i s  

reviewed in t h i s  chapter.

The review o f  r e la te d  l i t e r a t u r e  i s  o f f e r e d  in three  p ar t s .  In 

part one, the w r i ter  reviews nationwide s tu d ie s  th at  i n v e s t ig a t e d  

the uses and a t t i t u d e s  o f  school adminis trators  r e l a t i v e  to  school  

t e s t i n g  programs. In part two, the w r i ter  examines s t u d i e s  that  

i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  u s e s  and a t t i t u d e s  o f  Michigan  s c h o o l  

adminis trators  r e l a t i v e  to  school t e s t i n g  programs, inc luding  the  

MEAP. In part th ree ,  the w r i ter  reviews the most s a l i e n t  f in d in g s  

of  a 1976 study in which Michigan school a d m in is t r a to r s ’ p r a c t i c e s  

and a t t i t u d e s  r e l a t e d  t o  th e  use  o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  were  

in v e s t ig a t e d .

The purpose o f  t h i s  study was to  determine current  data  

r e l a t i v e  to  the f in d in gs  o f  the 1976 study.  With th at  in mind, the  

researcher  attempted to  demonstrate through the l i t e r a t u r e  review

13
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that  the few s tu d ie s  th at  have examined various a sp ec ts  o f  the MEAP 

have f a i l e d  to  produce current information regarding the a t t i t u d e s  

Michigan adminis trators  hold toward the MEAP and the uses they make 

o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s .

Nationwide Studies

Part I o f  t h i s  review focu ses  on nationwide s tu d ie s  that  

i n v e s t ig a te d  the a t t i t u d e s  o f  school admin is trators  r e l a t i v e  to  

school t e s t i n g  programs and the uses they make o f  program r e s u l t s .

New Jersey

In f a l l  1972, the s t a t e  o f  New Jersey  began the New Jersey  

Educational Program (NJEP), a s ta tew ide  t e s t i n g  program, to  a s se s s  

achievement in the bas ic  s k i l l  areas o f  reading and mathematics o f  

a l l  fourth-  and tw e l f th -grade  s tu d en ts .  In f a l l  1975, the t e s t s  

were expanded to inc lude a l l  s tudents  in grades 4,  7, 10, and 12. 

The NJEP was designed to  provide useful  information to  educat ional  

d e c i s io n  makers on the s t a t e  and loca l  l e v e l s  concerning the s t a t e ’ s 

educat ional system. More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the assessment was intended  

to  provide information concerning students  in need o f  further  

d ia g n o s t i c  t e s t i n g  and to  determine p u p i l ,  c l a s s ,  sch oo l ,  and 

d i s t r i c t  s trengths  and weaknesses so th a t  in s t r u c t io n  could be 

planned accordingly  (Rojas, 1977) .

In May 1976, the New Jersey  Bureau o f  Research and Assessment,  

New Jersey  Department o f  Education,  conducted a survey o f  loca l  

d i s t r i c t s ’ use o f  assessment data .  The survey focused on four broad 

c a te g o r i e s  o f  the s ta tewide  t e s t i n g  program: (1) program changes,



15

(2)  in s t r u c t io n a l  changes,  (3)  adm in is tra t ive  changes,  and (4)  

d i s s e m i n a t i o n  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n .  Survey q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were  

d i s t r ib u t e d  to  a l l  l oc a l  d i s t r i c t  superin tendents ,  and approximately  

h a l f  o f  the d i s t r i c t s  responded (Rojas, 1977).

In the category o f  ad m in is tra t ive  changes,  data were c o l l e c t e d  

in the areas o f  use o f  funds,  use o f  s t a f f ,  addit ion  o f  s t a f f ,  and 

i n s e r v i c e  workshops o f  t eachers  and ad m in is tra tors .  O v e r a l l , t e s t  

information was used to  i n i t i a t e  adm in is tra t ive  changes by 36.8% o f  

the responding d i s t r i c t s .  Twenty-two and f i v e - t e n t h s  percent  o f  the  

d i s t r i c t s  ind ica ted  a d i f f e r e n t  use o f  funds in both the  reading and 

math areas .  Adminis trat ive  changes concerning the use o f  s t a f f  

occurred in 41.7% o f  the report ing  d i s t r i c t s ,  20% o f  which occurred  

in schedul ing .  The addit ion  o f  s t a f f  r e s u l t e d  in 8.6% o f  the  

resp on d i  ng di  s t r i c t s . In t h e  area  o f  admini s t r a t i  ve ch an ges  

concerning the  i n i t i a t i o n  o f  in s e r v i c e  workshops, at  the d i s t r i c t  

l e v e l , an average o f  16.6% i n i t i a t e d  workshops in the areas  o f  

methodology,  reading in content  areas ,  b as ic  reading s k i l l s ,  bas ic  

mathematics s k i l l s ,  and " o t h e r ."

In addit ion  to  the above-noted percentages  i n d ic a t i n g  that  

school admin is trators  did cons ider  and use data generated by the  

NJEP, Gary Gappert ,  th en  A s s i s t a n t  C ommiss ioner ,  D i v i s i o n  o f  

Research,  Planning and Evaluat ion ,  noted in h is  cover l e t t e r  to  the  

Rojas  document t h a t  "We were p l e a s e d  t o  n o t e  t h e  e x t e n s i v e  

u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  the s ta tewide  t e s t i n g  program res u l t s "  (Rojas,  1977,

p. 1)
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Florida

The Flor ida Statewide Assessment Program t e s t s  s tud en ts  on 

t h e i r  achievement o f  s ta tew ide  o b j e c t i v e s  in the b a s ic  s k i l l  areas  

o f  mathematics, reading,  and w r i t in g .  The o b je c t iv e - r e f e r e n c e d  

t e s t s ,  which measure e n t r y - l e v e l  s k i l l s ,  are adminis tered in the  

f a l l  o f  each year.  Results  are provided fo r  each s tud ent ,  s c h o o l , 

d i s t r i c t ,  and the s t a t e  (Owen & Haynes, 1977).

Information about use o f  the s ta tew ide  assessment r e s u l t s  was 

o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  Department o f  E d u cat ion  and t h e  s t a t e  

l e g i s l a t u r e .  In March 1976,  a survey o f  parents ,  t e a c h e r s ,  and 

admin is trators  was conducted j o i n t l y  by the C ol lege  o f  Communication 

at Florida S ta te  U n ivers i ty  and the Student Assessment Sect ion  o f  

the Florida Department o f  Education.  Two l e v e l s  o f  admin is trators  

rece ived  and used assessment data: d i s t r i c t  adm in is tra tors  and

bui ld ing  principal  s .  For the survey each was t r e a te d  as a separate  

group and rece ived  appropriate ly  worded surveys .  Surveys were sent  

to  a l l  67 d i s t r i c t  superintendents  and to  a l l  p r in c i p a l s  o f  schools  

with grade 3 and/or grade 6 (approximately 1,500 s c h o o l s ) . Of those  

s e n t ,  79% o f  the pr inc ipa l  surveys were returned and 48% o f  the  

superintendent surveys were returned.

The quest ions  on each ques t ionna ire  can be separated  in to  f i v e  

c a t e g o r i e s ,  each o f  which can be seen to  ask a major quest ion  about 

the use o f  or the a t t i t u d e  toward the assessment t e s t  and r e s u l t s .  

The f i v e  c a te g o r ie s  are (1) Adminis trat ive  Information Regarding 

Statewide Assessment R esu l t s ,  (2)  Value and Use o f  Student Reports,
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(3)  Value and Use o f  School Reports, (4)  Use o f  Statewide Minimal 

O b jec t ives ,  and (5)  Type o f  Test  Information Desired.

S p e c i f i c  survey q u es t ions  were asked r e l a t i v e  to  each o f  the  

broad c a t e g o r i e s ,  or major q u e s t io n s ,  noted above. Following are 

s e l e c t e d  p r in c i p a l -  and superin tendent-response  percentages gleaned  

from the survey r e s u l t s .  The quest ions  reviewed below were s e l e c t e d  

by choosing those  q u es t ions  most re levan t  to  the present  study.  In 

a d d i t io n ,  ca tegory 4 r e l a t e s  to  classroom t e a c h e r s ’ use o f  s ta tewide  

o b j e c t i v e s .  P r in c ip a ls  and superintendents  were not g iven quest ions  

r e l a t i v e  to  category 4.

Major question  1: "What ad m in is tra t ive  information i s  needed

to  assure  proper and thorough d isseminat ion  o f  Statewide Assessment  

resu lt s?"

Two o f  the survey q ues t ions  designed to  answer major question 1

were:

1.  "How much s ta tew id e  t e s t i n g  should be done?" T h ir t y - s ix  

percent o f  the p r in c i p a l s  indicated  t h e i r  preference  for  a l l  grades,  

and 36% in d icated  t h e i r  preference  for  in t e r m i t t e n t  grades .  S ix ty -  

t h r e e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d in g  s u p e r i n t e n d e n t s  i n d i c a t e d  a 

preference  for  in t e r m i t t e n t  grades .  No c l a r i f i c a t i o n  as to  meaning 

o f  " in term it ten t  grades" was g iven.

2.  "Who should r e c e iv e  t e s t i n g  re s u l t s ? "  F or ty -e igh t  percent  

o f  the p r in c i p a l s  and 69% o f  the superintendents  thought the t e s t i n g  

r e s u l t s  should be made a v a i l a b l e  to  the general  p u b l ic ,  t ea ch er s ,  

and educat ional adm in is tra tors .
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Major quest ion  2: "What i s  the ex ten t  o f  use and r e l a t i v e

value o f  the student  reports?"

Two o f  the survey q u es t ions  designed to  answer major qu es tion  2

were:

1.  "How much addit ional  information about the s t u d e n t ’ s aca ­

demic s trength s  and weaknesses do the Statewide  Assessment r e s u l t s  

add to  information you already have available?" Forty - th ree  percent  

o f  t h e  p r i n c i p a l s  i n d i c a t e d  "some," whereas  35% i n d i c a t e d  

"considerable ."  Thirty-one percent o f  the superin tendents  ind ica ted  

"some," and 34% indicated  "considerable ."  Twenty-two percent  o f  the  

superintendents  indicated  that  the assessment reports  added "a great  

deal" o f  addit ional  information about a s t u d e n t ’ s s t ren gth s  and 

weaknesses.  P r in c ipa ls  and t ea ch er s ,  those working more c l o s e l y  

w ith  s t u d e n t s ,  i n d i c a t e d  o n ly  10% and 7% t o  t h a t  q u e s t i o n ,  

r e s p e c t i v e l y .

2. "How do you ra te  the value o f  the indiv idual student  

r e p o r t s  f o r  making i n s t r u c t i o n a l  d e c i s i o n s  about  group s  o f  

students?" Almost on e- th ird  (32%) o f  the responding p r in c i p a l s  

rated the value as "high." Superintendents were not asked t h i s  

s p e c i f i c  ques t ion .

Major quest ion  3: "What i s  the ex ten t  o f  use and r e l a t i v e

value o f  the school reports?"

One o f  the survey quest ions  des igned to  answer major q ues t ion  3

was:

1. "How valuable  i s  the School Report o f  Statewide Assessment  

Results  for  making d e c i s i o n s  about the s trengths  and weaknesses of
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the s c h o o l ’ s in s t r u c t io n a l  program?" F orty - three  percent o f  the  

p r in c i p a l s  indicated  "some," with 35% i n d ic a t i n g  "considerable ."  

Again,  superintendents  seemed to  value  the  assessment  r e s u l t s  more 

than p r i n c i p a l s ,  as 34% in d ica ted  "some" and 56% responded th at  the  

information was o f  "considerable" va lue .  No in d ic a t io n  was made as 

to  why superin tendents  seemed to  value  the assessment r e s u l t s  more 

than p r in c i p a l s .

Major q u es t ion  4: "Are s ta tewide  minimal o b j e c t i v e s  widely

used in planning s t r a t e g i e s  for  in stru ct ion ?"  As noted above,  

p r in c i p a l s  and superintendents  were not questioned  in t h i s  area.

Major ques t ion  5: "Which type o f  t e s t  r e s u l t s  information i s

more des irable - -norm referenced  or c r i t e r i o n  referenced?"

One o f  the survey q u es t ion s  des igned to  answer major question 5

was:

1. "For school r e p o r t s ,  which kinds o f  t e s t  information would 

you rather  have- - in formation  about how the school compared to  

national norms or information about the s c h o o l ’ s academic s tren gth s  

and weaknesses?" This quest ion  e l i c i t e d  the h igh es t  percentage  

response o f  any quest ion  in the survey.  S e v e n ty - f iv e  percent o f  the  

p r in c ip a l s  and 94% o f  the superintendents  responding in d ica ted  that  

they  preferred "mostly data on achievement o f  s p e c i f i c  s k i l l s ,  and 

some comparison to  nat ional norms."

New York

In 1975, the s t a t e  o f  New York began a s ta tew id e  t e s t i n g  

program in reading and mathematics. The program was des igned to
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assure  th a t  every student who rece ived  a high school diploma had 

a t ta in ed  b as ic  s k i l l s  in reading and mathematics. Passing the  

"basic competency t e s t s "  became a graduation requirement in 1979

(New York S ta te  Education Department, 1980).

In e a r ly  1978,  the U n iv ers i ty  o f  the S ta te  o f  New York, the  

S ta te  Education Department, D iv is ion  o f  Educational T e s t in g ,  i n i t i ­

ated a survey des igned to  determine the ex ten t  to  which the program 

was ach iev ing  i t s  g o a l s ,  i t s  impact upon s tudents  and s c h o o l s ,  and 

i t s  p o te n t ia l  for  s trength ening the q u a l i ty  o f  education in New York 

S ta te  (New York S ta te  Education Department, 1980).  Two d i f f e r e n t  

survey forms were prepared: one fo r  high school p r in c i p a l s  and one

fo r  c h i e f  school ad m in is tra tors .  Response r a te s  were 82% for  high 

school p r in c i p a l s  and 96% for  c h i e f  school ad m in is tra tors .

High school p r in c i p a l s  and c h i e f  school adm in is tra tors  were

surveyed on 23 t o p i c s .  The t o p i c s  ranged from the percentage o f  

tenth  and e leventh  graders who had completed the b as ic  competency 

t e s t  requirements,  to  the procedures used to provide s p e c ia l  help to  

s tudents  f a i l i n g  the b a s ic  competency t e s t ,  to  the views o f  high

school p r in c i p a l s  and c h i e f  school adminis trators  about the approp­

r i a t e n e s s  o f  the bas ic  competency te s^s  as a minimum standard for  

graduation from high s c h o o l .

In terms o f  s u r v e y  q u e s t i o n  t o p i c s  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e

a d m in is t r a to r s ’ a t t i t u d e s  toward and uses fo r  the bas ic  competency 

t e s t s ,  i t  was found th a t  78% o f  the c h i e f  school adm in is trators  and 

78% o f  the high school p r in c i p a l s  ind icated  t h e i r  preference  fo r  the
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"adult context" for  measurement o f  bas ic  s k i l l s  knowledge versus  the  

"school context" for  measurement o f  b as ic  s k i l l s  knowledge. In 

a d d i t io n ,  i t  was found th a t  59% o f  c h i e f  school adm in is tra tors  and 

63% o f  high school p r in c i p a l s  thought the b a s ic  competency t e s t s  as 

a minimum standard for  graduation from high school were "too low." 

Only 41% o f  the c h i e f  school admin is trators  and 37% o f  the  high 

school p r in c i p a l s  thought the competency t e s t s  as a minimum standard  

fo r  graduation were "app rop r ia te ."

Michigan Studies

This s e c t io n  o f  the review conta ins  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  s t u d i e s  

t h a t  have p r o v id e d  knowledge and i n f o r m a t i o n  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  

involvement o f  Michigan school admin is trators  in school t e s t i n g  

programs and the purposes for  which t e s t  r e s u l t s  are used.

From 1958 to  1976, the Michigan School Test ing  S e r v ic e ,  Bureau 

o f  School S e r v ic e s ,  U n ivers i ty  o f  Michigan, conducted four major 

in q u ir i e s  in to  the nature o f  t e s t i n g  programs and p r a c t i c e s  in 

Michigan schools  (B rze z in sk i ,  1976).  The f i r s t  o f  the s t u d i e s  was 

completed during the 1958-59 school year .  Frank Womer, d i r e c t o r  o f  

the Test ing  S erv ice ,  was c h i e f  i n v e s t i g a t o r .  The membership 1 i s t  o f  

the Michigan A ssoc ia t ion  o f  Secondary School P r in c ip a l s  was used to  

d e te r m i n e  t h e  sample  p o p u l a t i o n .  R esponses  from 276 s c h o o l  

d i s t r i c t s  were obta ined ,  represent ing  about 50% o f  the surveyed  

d i s t r i c t s  (Womer, 1959).  The r e s u l t s  in d ica ted  th at  school  

p r in c i p a l s  piayed a s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  in many asp ec ts  o f  school  

t e s t i n g  programs. Secondary school p r in c i p a l s  were found to  be l e s s
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f req u en t ly  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  in t e r p r e t in g  t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  parents and 

t each ers  than were elementary p r i n c i p a l s .

Twenty percent o f  th ose  p r in c i p a l s  responding in d ica te d  using  

t e s t  r e s u l t s  f o r  the  ad m in is tra t ive  purposes o f  (1)  development o f  

c o n t i n u o u s  programs o f  t e a c h e r  i n s e r v i c e ,  (2 )  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  

educational  research ,  and (3) improvement o f  publ ic  r e l a t i o n s .  In 

a d d i t io n ,  about 70% o f  the  responding p r in c i p a l s  reported us ing t e s t  

r e s u l t s  f o r  t h r e e  primary admini s t r a t i v e  p u r p o s e s : (1)

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  except ional c h i l d ,  (2) placement o f  s tudents  

in p a r t i c u l a r  c l a s s e s ,  and (3)  eva lu a t ion  o f  curriculum (Womer, 

1959) .  This i n i t i a l  inquiry o f  school adm in is tra tors  provided  

ev idence  o f  a d m in is tra t iv e  involvement in t e s t  programs and in s ig h t  

in to  s p e c i f i c  u ses .  The i n t e r e s t  that  was generated supported 

conducting the subsequent study f i v e  years  l a t e r .

During the 1963-54 school y e a r ,  the Michigan School Test ing

S e r v ic e ,  again under the d i r e c t io n  of  Frank Womer, conducted the  

second study.  This study d i f f e r e d  somewhat from i t s  predecessor  in 

t h a t ,  as well  as providing information regarding t e s t i n g  programs 

and p r a c t i c e s  in Michigan,  an addit ional  purpose was to  determine  

what changes had occurred during the f i v e - y e a r  in terva l  between the

two surveys .  Of the  524 p ubl ic  school d i s t r i c t s  in the s t a t e ,  93%,

or 514 d i s t r i c t s ,  were represented  in the r e s u l t s .  By 1963,  

counse lors  or o ther  pupil  personnel  s p e c i a l i s t s  were the group 

prim ari ly  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  development o f  the d i s t r i c t ’ s t e s t i n g  

program and in the s e l e c t i o n  o f  s p e c i f i c  t e s t s  in 50% o f  the

responding d i s t r i c t s .  This compares with 32% in 1959.  P r in c ip a ls
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were most r e s p o n s ib le  in 29% o f  the d i s t r i c t s  and superin tendents  in

13% o f  the d i s t r i c t s .

Over the f i v e - y e a r  period from 1959 through 1963,  the  primary

purposes fo r  which adm in is trators  used achievement r e s u l t s  remained

the same. Those purposes were (1)  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the except ional

c h i l d ,  (2) ev a lu a t io n  o f  curriculum, and (3)  piacement o f  s tudents

in p a r t i c u l a r  c l a s s e s .  The 1963 study a l s o  revea led  a small

in crease  in the use o f  t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  the purpose o f  educat ional

research and a decrease  in usage for  the a d m in is tra t iv e  purpose o f

in s e r v i c e  education and p u bl ic  r e l a t i o n s .

The th ir d  in t h i s  s e r i e s  o f  surveys by the Michigan School

Test ing  S erv ice  was conducted during the 1968-69 school year .

Richard Watson, Acting D irec tor  o f  the Michigan School Test ing

S e r v i c e ,  and W i l l ia m  S ch m algem eier ,  A d v i s o r y  A s s o c i a t e  t o  Dr.

Watson, were c h i e f  in v e s t i g a t o r s  for  the study.  The purpose fo r  the

th ird  study was d i f f e r e n t  from th at  o f  the two previous  s t u d i e s  in

th a t  the f i r s t  two sought to  determine changes in t e s t  use between

1958-59 and 1963-64.  The th ird  study,  as noted in t h e i r  report ,

. . . w i l l  not do t h a t .  Rather, e f f o r t s  w i l l  be made to  
d e s c r i b e  some o f  t h e  app aren t  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between  
c e r ta in  p i e c e s  o f  reported information.  In t h i s  sense  the  
d ir e c t i o n  o f  the present  report i s  more a p r e s c r ip t io n  for  
t e s t i n g  use than a document fo r  past  performance.  (Watson & 
Schmalgemeier,  1970, p. 3)

The r e s u l t s  o f  the th ird  study were based on a response ra te  o f  

84%. The data showed th a t  the primary a d m in is tra t iv e  purposes for  

t e s t  r e s u l t s  were (1)  eva lua t ion  o f  curriculum and (2)  development  

o f  educational g o a l s .  In a d d i t io n ,  the data revea led  th a t  "the most
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important use o f  t e s t  r e s u l t s  i s  involved  in the r e l a t io n s h i p  

between teacher  and student" (Watson & Schmalgemeier, 1970,  p. 16) .  

In the  1970 q u es t ion na ire ,  Watson and Schmalgemeier asked about 

"organized t e s t i n g  programs" but gave no d e f i n i t i o n .  E igh ty -e ight  

percent o f  the responding d i s t r i c t s  sa id  they had organized t e s t i n g  

programs. Th ir ty -n in e  percent o f  the responding d i s t r i c t s  reported  

they had a t e s t i n g  committee,  o f  which 84% funct ioned for  the e n t i r e  

d i s t r i c t .  Regarding membership o f  the d i s t r i c t  t e s t i n g  committees,  

the th ree  most represented  groups were p r in c i p a l s  or a s s i s t a n t  

p r i n c i p a l s  (81% o f  t h e  c o m m i t t e e s ) , c o u n s e l o r s  (75% o f  t h e  

com m ittees) , and teachers  (44% o f  the com m ittees) .

The fourth and f in a l  study in the s e r i e s  by the Michigan School 

Test ing  Serv ice  was conducted in 1976 and was a j o i n t  e f f o r t  o f  the  

Department o f  Education and the Michigan School Test ing  S erv ice .  

Department o f  Education s t a f f  were in t e r e s t e d  in the study because 

o f  continuing concern as to  what e x t e n t ,  i f  any, the r e c e n t ly  

i n i t i a t e d  (1970) MEAP was having on t e s t i n g  in loc a l  d i s t r i c t s .  

Frank Womer, o f  the Michigan School Test ing  S e r v ic e ,  was in t e r e s t e d  

because he had been involved in the three  previous  s tu d ie s  and t h i s  

study was seen as a chance to  gather  lon g i tu d ina l  data .  Evelyn J.  

Brzezinski  was pro jec t  d ir e c t o r ;  the fo l low ing  data come from her 

r e p o r t , " T e s t in g  in M ich igan ,  a Twenty-Year P e r s p e c t i  ve" 

(B r z e z in s k i , 1976).

Because o f  a d e s i r e  to  keep the survey b r i e f  y e t  to  develop one 

th at  would gather a wide v a r i e t y  o f  data about t e s t i n g  programs, two
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qu es t ion n a ires  were des igned .  A sample o f  d i s t r i c t s  was s e l e c t e d  to  

r e c e iv e  ques t ion na ire  1,  which was seen as requir ing  more t ime to  

complete.  All o ther  K-12 d i s t r i c t s  rece ived  ques t ion na ire  2. Some 

q u es t ion n a ire  items appeared on both surveys .

A b r i e f  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  the r e s u l t s  o f  the 1970 surveys th a t  were 

most re levan t  to  t h i s  study f o l 1ows. Questionnaires  1 and 2 and the  

q u es t ion s  th a t  appeared on both instruments are reviewed.

Questionnaire 1 . A response  ra te  o f  80% was achieved from the  

149 d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  were  s e n t  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  1 . The h i g h e s t

percentage o f  qu es t ion n a ires  (30%) was completed by d i r e c t o r s  of

guidance or counse lors  from indiv idual s c h o o l s .  The three  other  

groups o f  in d iv id u a l s  who most o f ten  completed the q ues t ionna ire

were d i r e c t o r s  or s t a f f  o f  research eva luat ion  or t e s t i n g  s e r v i c e s  

(19%), superintendents  or t h e i r  dep u t ies  (15%), and d i r e c t o r s  of

i n s t r u c t io n  or curriculurn (15%). "Smal1" numbers o f  q u es t ionna ires  

were completed by bu i ld ing  p r in c ip a l s  and others  (B r z e z in s k i , 1976) .

When asked how the MEAP had a f f e c t e d  the d i s t r i c t ’ s t e s t i n g  

program, 42 respondents sa id  i t  prompted them to  use or cons ider  

u s in g  o t h e r  o b j e c t i v e - r e f e r e n c e d  a s s e s s m e n t s  as  p a r t  o f  t h e i r  

t e s t i n g  program. When asked to  in d ic a te  which o f  the suggest ions  

th a t  appeared in a Michigan Department o f  Education p u b l ic a t io n  for  

using s t a t e  assessment data were used, 105 o f  the 155 responding  

d i s t r i c t s  reported us ing MEAP data in at  l e a s t  one o f  the suggested  

ways. S e v e n ty - f iv e  o f  those d i s t r i c t s  ind ica ted  they made p er iod ic  

reports  to  the board o f  educat ion on progress  made in in t e r p r e ta t io n  

o f  t h e  a s s e s s m e n t  d a ta  and use  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s . F o r t y - e i g h t
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d i s t r i c t s  in d ica ted  th at  they  appointed curriculum study groups to  

review t e s t  r e s u l t s  and r e l a t e  them to  teaching s t r a t e g i e s  used.

When asked a short-answer quest ion  about what the most frequent  

use o f  MEAP data was, 61 d i s t r i c t s  responded. Of th o se ,  20 used the  

data to  work with indiv idual s tudents  on i d e n t i f i e d  needs ,  and 18 

used the data fo r  curriculurn review. An item on the survey was used 

in an attempt to  determine addit iona l  t r a in i n g  and/or experiences  

from which lo c a l  d i s t r i c t  personnel might b e n e f i t .  I t  was ev ident  

th a t  bui ld ing-based  s t a f f  were most in need o f  add it ional  t ra in in g  

regarding t e s t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  for  both norm-referenced and o b j e c t i v e -  

r e f e r e n c e d  t e s t s . The h i g h e s t  p e r c e n t a g e s  were seen  f o r  

p r i n c i p a l s / a s s i s t a n t  p r i n c i p a l s  and t e a c h e r s  in  t h e  a r e a s  o f  

i n t e r p r e t i n g  r e s u l t s  (47% and 54%, r e s p e c t i v e l y ) , a p p ly in g  

o b je c t iv e - r e f e r e n c e d  r e s u l t s  for  student  or curriculum improvement 

(47% and 50%, r e s p e c t i v e l y ) , and applying norm-referenced r e s u l t s  

for  student or curriculurn improvement (50% and 46%, r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .

Questionnaire  2 . Questionnaire 2 was sent  to  379 publ i c  K-12 

d i s t r i c t s .  Three hundred s ix ty - tw o  d i s t r i c t s  responded, for  a 

return rate  o f  96%. No data are a v a i l a b l e  as to who completed the  

surveys .  As s ta te d  before ,  ques t ion na ire  2 was l e s s  comprehensive 

than q u es t ion na ire  1.

D i s t r i c t s  were asked i f  they had a d i s t r i c t  t e s t  committee (not  

asked in ques t ionna ire  1 ) .  Forty- four percent sa id  y e s ,  and 54% 

sa id  no.



When asked to  determine the degree to  which various groups in 

the d i s t r i c t  were involved in t h e i r  t e s t i n g  programs, the three  

groups  t h a t  c l e a r l y  s u r f a c e d  were c o u n s e l o r s  or  o t h e r  p u p i l  

p e r s o n n e l  s p e c i a l i s t s ,  t e a c h e r s ,  and p r i n c i p a l  s / a s s i s t a n t  

p r in c i p a l s .  The same three  groups were most involved in the  

s e l e c t i o n  o f  t e s t s ,  b a t t e r i e s  or groups o f  b a t t e r i e s ,  and overa l l  

review o f  the t e s t i n g  program. Not s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  the same three

groups  were m ent ioned  as r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  on di  s t r i c t  t e s t

c o m m i t t e e s . Curriculurn d i r e c t o r s  and s u p e r i n t e n d e n t s  were  

represented on only about one-th ird  o f  the d i s t r i c t  committees.  ( I t  

should be noted that  a small percentage o f  d i s t r i c t s ,  perhaps 20% to  

25%, had curriculum d i r e c t o r s . )

Questions common to  both q u e s t i o n n a i r e s . D i s t r i c t s  were asked 

to  1 i s t  how they used t e s t  r e s u l t s  with in  the d i s t r i c t .  The area  

rec e iv in g  the h igh es t  response rate  for  t e s t  use was counsel ing o f  

students  (58 i t e m s ) . Other uses mentioned most were d iagnosing

student learning  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and p lac ing  s tu d en ts .  Not cons ider ing

the use o f  the MEAP, about one- th ird  o f  the sampled K-12 di s t r i c t s  

and one- fourth  o f  the d i s t r i c t s  responding to  ques t ion na ire  2 used 

o b je c t iv e - r e f e r e n c e d  t e s t s .  Most t e s t i n g  was done on a p re /p o s t

b as i s  in September or October and May.

R e la t iv e  to  the purpose o f  the present study,  B r z e z in s k i ’ s data  

revealed  that  over the 17 years  between the i n i t i a l  and l a s t  study  

con d u cted  by t h e  School T e s t i n g  S e r v i c e ,  o v e r a l 1 ,  b u i l d i n g  

princ ipa l  s ’ r o l e  with student  t e s t i n g  changed. In 1959, p r in c i p a l s  

were most o f ten  mentioned as those  "primarily r e s p o n s ib le  for  t e s t
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program development and s e le c t io n "  (B rze z in sk i ,  1976, p. 1 ) .  By 

1976,  however, "the person mentioned most o f ten  as most involved  in 

the development and review o f  the t e s t i n g  program was the counselor  

or other  pupil personnel s p e c i a l i s t  " (P- 12 ) .

In s p r i n g  19 8 6 ,  t h e  O f f i c e  o f  T e c h n ic a l  A s s i s t a n c e  and 

Evaluat ion,  Michigan S ta te  Board o f  Education,  and the Ingham 

I n t e r m e d i a t e  School Di s t r i c t  co n d u c te d  t h e  Survey o f  D i s t r i c t  

Test ing  P ra c t ice s  and Needs. The purpose o f  the survey was to  

gather  data r e l a t i v e  to  d i s t r i c t  t e s t i n g  programs and to  determine  

di s t r i c t  needs as to the "development, implementation o f  t e s t s  and 

t e s t i n g  programs, and the report ing  of  t e s t  re su l t s"  (Michigan S ta te  

Board o f  Education,  1987, p. 9 ) .  Surveys were sent  to  a l l  o f  the  

562 d i s t r i c t s  in Michigan. Four hundred nineteen d i s t r i c t s  returned  

surveys ,  for  a response r a te  o f  79.8%.

As seen in p rev iou s ly  reviewed s t u d i e s ,  both Michigan and 

nationwide,  three groups o f  school personnel were most involved in 

d i s t r i c t  t e s t i n g  programs ( in vo lved ,  as def ined  in t h i s  study,  i s  

rou t in e  admin is trat ion  o f  t e s t s ,  development o f  new t e s t s ,  and 

s e l e c t i o n  o f  new t e s t s ) . Those groups were p r in c i p a l s ,  t ea ch er s ,  

and coun se lors .  In f a c t ,  the th ree  groups were ranked in the top 

three  in each o f  the aforementioned areas .  P r in c ip a ls  were ranked 

number one in development and review of  new t e s t s ,  number one in 

s e l e c t i o n  o f  new t e s t s ,  and number two in rout ine  admin is trat ion  o f  

t e s t s  (91.3% fo r  p r in c i p a l s  and 91.6% for  t e a c h e r s ) .

When asked to  what e x ten t  MEAP r e s u l t s  were used on a school  

and d i s t r i c t  b a s i s ,  98% o f  the responding d i s t r i c t s  ind ica ted  that
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HEAP r e s u l t s  were used by school personnel .  The h igh es t  three  areas  

i n d i c a t e d ,  i n  d e s c e n d i n g  o r d e r ,  were (1 )  t o  d e t e r m i n e  which  

e s s e n t i a l  s k i l l s  are taught  in which grades ,  (2)  to  report to  the  

board o f  education on in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  t e s t  data and use o f  

rep o r t s ,  and (3)  t o  analyze  other  t e s t  data and r e l a t e  th es e  to  

assessment r e s u l t s .

S t e e l e ’ s 1976 Study

In 1976, S t e e l e  conducted a study at The Ohio S ta te  U nivers i ty  

e n t i t l e d  "An I n v e s t ig a t io n  o f  Adminis trat ive P ra c t ice s  and A t t i tu d e s  

Related to the Use o f  Michigan Educational Assessment Program Test  

R esu l t s ."  The purpose o f  the S t e e l e  study was "to descr ib e  school  

a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ’ p r a c t i c e s  and a t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  th e  use  o f  

Michigan Educational Assessment Program t e s t  r e s u l t s  in elementary  

and ju n io r  high schoo ls  in a l l  531 Michigan K-12 publ ic  school  

d i s t r i c t s "  ( S t e e l e ,  1976).  In th at  the purpose o f  the present  study  

was t o  determine current data r e l a t i v e  to  the f in d in g s  o f  the S t e e l e  

study,  a thorough review o f  the S t e e l e  study i s  warranted and 

f o l l o w s .

The S t e e l e  study was designed to  gather data on four major 

q u es t ion s ,  namely:

1. What d i s t r i c t - l e v e l  ad m in is tra t ive  p r ov is ion s  are being  

made for  the use and d isseminat ion  o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

2. What p rov is ion s  are school p r in c ip a l s  making to  invo lve  

teachers  in  the a n a l y s i s ,  i n t e r p r e t a t io n ,  and use o f  MEAP t e s t  

r e s u l t s ?
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3.  For what purposes and to  what e x ten t  are school p r in c i p a l s  

using the t e s t  r e s u l t s  produced by MEAP?

4. What are the a t t i t u d e s  o f  school p r in c i p a l s  in Michigan 

regarding the value o f  MEAP and the u t i l i t y  o f  the t e s t  r e s u l t s  

produced by the program?

In addit ion  to  th es e  four major q u e s t io n s ,  information was 

sought in the areas o f  school and pr in c ipa l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

The S t e e l e  study c o n s i s t e d  o f  23 fo r c e d -c h o ic e  q ues t ions  and 

one open-ended-response q u es t ion .  Approximately o n e -h a l f  o f  the  

q uest ion s  were designed t o  gather data on the four major questions  

noted above. The second h a l f  o f  the survey was designed to  gather  

demographic data r e l a t i v e  to  the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the responding  

p r in c i p a l s  and t h e i r  work s e t t i n g s .  Survey instruments were sent  in 

November 1975 to  a l l  o f  the es t imated  875 ju n ior  high schoo ls  and 

o n e - h a l f  o f  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  2 , 4 1 7  e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l  s . Su rveys  

returned by January 1,  1976, were included in the r e s u l t s .  The 

survey return ra te  was 74% for  the elementary population and 76.2% 

for  the ju n ior  high populat ion.

In an e f f o r t  to  " f a c i l i t a t e  a c l e a r  and meaningful a n a ly s i s  o f  

the data gathered" ( S t e e l e ,  1976, p. 95 ) ,  S t e e l e  presented and 

analyzed the data in th ree  s e c t i o n s ,  namely:

1. Presentat ion  and a n a ly s i s  o f  elementary and ju n io r  high 
school p r i n c i p a l s ’ responses to  the major quest ions  under 
in v e s t i g a t i o n  in t h i s  study,  s p e c i f i c a l l y :

a. What d i s t r i c t - w i d e  prov is ion s  are being made fo r  p r in ­
c i p a l s ’ use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?
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b. What p rov is ions  are p r in c ip a l s  making to  invo lve  t e a c h ­
ers  in the a n a ly s i s ,  in t e r p r e ta t io n  and use o f  MEAP 
t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

c.  To what ex ten t  are p r in c ip a l s  using MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  
for  s p e c i f i c  purposes?

d. What are the a t t i t u d e s  o f  school p r in c i p a l s  toward the  
value o f  MEAP and the u t i l  i t y  o f  the t e s t  r e s u l t s  
produced by the program?

2. Presentat ion  and a n a ly s i s  o f  data to  determine the nature  
of  r e l a t io n s h i p s  between p r i n c i p a l s ’ responses  regarding  
e x t e n t  o f  use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  and p r i n c i p a l s ’ 
responses t o  quest ions  from the fo l low ing  c a t e g o r i e s :

a. D i s t r i c t - l e v e l  p rov is ions  for  p r i n c i p a l s ’ use o f  MEAP 
t e s t  r e s u l t s .

b. P r i n c i p a l s ’ prov is ions  for  teacher  involvement and use 
o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s .

c . P r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  toward MEAP and the t e s t  r e s u l t s  
produced by the program.

d. Se le c ted  school c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

e .  S e le c ted  pr inc ipa l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

3.  Presenta t ion  and a n a ly s i s  o f  data to  determine c o r r e l a t i o n s  
between school p r i n c i p a l s ’ responses regarding t h e i r  ex ten t  
of  use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  and 12 s e l e c t e d  purposes.

What fo l low s  i s  a b r i e f  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  how S t e e l e  presented and 

analyzed h is  data for  each s e c t io n  (1,  2, and 3) and a review o f  h is  

most s a l i e n t  f in d in g s  for  each o f  the three  s e c t i o n s .

Sect ion  1: Presentat ion and Analys is
of  Data, Ma.ior Questions

Sect ion  1 data presenta t ion  and a n a l y s i s . For Sec t ion  1 o f  h is  

study,  S t e e l e  used frequency d i s t r i b u t i o n s  d is p la y in g  raw counts and 

percentages for  elementary and jun ior  high p r in c i p a l s .  In th a t  the  

sample  d e s i g n  o f  h i s  s tu d y  i n c l u d e d  a l l  o f  t h e  j u n i o r  h igh
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p r in c i p a l s  in Michigan and the use o f  a 1:2 sampling r a t i o  fo r  the  

elementary p r in c i p a l s ,  a weighted percentage score  was computed for  

the nonsca le - type  questions  to  in d ic a te  more a ccu ra te ly  how the  

combined universe o f  elementary and ju n io r  high school p r in c i p a l s  

responded to  the survey q u es t io n s .  Means and standard d e v ia t io n s  

were c a l c u la te d  for  those  quest ions  requir ing  a response to  an 

e i g h t - p o i n t  s c a l e .

Sect ion  1 review o f  f i n d i n g s . Sect ion  1 survey q u es t ion s  were 

designed to  gather data r e l a t i v e  to  the four major quest ions  

(Categories  1 through 4) under in v e s t i g a t i o n  in the S t e e l e  study.  

What fo l lo w s  i s  a statement o f  each major question  as s ta te d  above 

and a b r i e f  review o f  S t e e l e ’ s f in d in g s .

Major Question 1; What d i s t r i c t - w i d e  p ro v is io n s  are being made 

for  p r i n c i p a l s ’ use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

Ninety-two percent o f  the responding elementary p r in c i p a l s  and 

87% o f  the ju n ior  high p r in c ip a l s  indicated  that  they were rec e iv in g  

t h e i  r s c h o o l s ’ Indi v id u a l  S tu d e n t  C lassroom Li s t i  ng,  Classroom  

Summary, and School Summary Reports.  A smaller percentage ,  y e t  

s t i l l  a majority ,  o f  the elementary (61%) and ju n io r  high (66%) 

p r in c i p a l s  ind icated  that  they were rec e iv in g  the D i s t r i c t  Summary 

Report.

In terms o f  when the p r in c ip a l s  were r e c e iv in g  the majority  o f  

the above-mentioned rep orts ,  83% o f  the elementary and ju n io r  high 

p r in c i p a l s  were r ec e iv in g  the reports  by the end o f  January.  F i f t y -  

two percent o f  the elementary p r in c i p a l s  were r e c e iv i n g  t h e i r
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reports  in November, whereas s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than h a l f  o f  the junior  

high p r in c i p a l s  were r e c e iv in g  t h e i r  reports  by that  t ime.

Sixty- two percent o f  the elementary p r in c i p a l s  and 47% o f  the  

ju n io r  high p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  th at  the primary r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for  

determining s c h o o l - l e v e l  procedures for  use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  

res ted  with the bu i ld ing  p r i n c i p a l s .  S ix  percent o f  the elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  and 26% o f  the ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  th at  the  

bui ld ing  guidance counselor  was the "primary agent" for  determining  

how to  use MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s .

Only 12% o f  the elementary and ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  indicated  

th at  they were required t o  develop improvement plans based on the  

needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the MEAP r e s u l t s .

Based on the above a n a l y s i s ,  S t e e l e  concluded th at  d i s t r i c t s  

were "generally" providing school p r in c ip a l s  with the appropriate  

reports  and in a t im ely  fash ion ,  but that  they were "deferring  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y "  to  the bu i ld ing  admin is trators  for  determining MEAP 

usage plans at  the school l e v e l .

Major Question 2: What prov is ions  are school p r in c i p a l s  making 

t o  in vo lve  teachers  in th e  a n a l y s i s ,  i n t e r p r e ta t io n  and use o f  MEAP 

t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

Only 48% o f  the elementary p r in c ip a l s  and 47% o f  the junior  

high p r in c i p a l s  e s t a b l i s h e d  build ing committees to  invo lve  teachers  

in "the a n a l y s i s ,  i n t e r p r e ta t io n  and use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s . "

Whereas l e s s  than h a l f  o f  the elementary (47%) and ju n ior  high 

(40%) p r in c i p a l s  were providing teachers  with the D i s t r i c t  Summary 

Report, 90% o f  the elementary p r in c ip a l s  were providing t h e i r
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teachers  the Individual Student Reports, 85% were providing the  

Classroom L is t in g  Reports,  86% were providing the  Classroom Summary 

Reports, and 81% were providing the School Summary Reports.

S im i l a r ly ,  at  the ju n ior  high l e v e l ,  92% o f  the  p r i n c i p a l s  were 

providing the Individual Student Reports, 84% were providing the  

Classroom L is t in g  Reports,  79% were providing the  Classroom Summary 

Reports, and 73% were providing the School Summary Reports.

Most elementary p r in c ip a l s  helped teachers  understand MEAP t e s t  

r e s u l t s  by (1) conducting s t a f f  meetings to  d i s c u s s  the MEAP (82%), 

(2) d i s t r i b u t i n g  MEAP l i t e r a t u r e  (83%), and (3)  providing MEAP

manuals.

Most ju n ior  high p r in c ip a l s  helped teach ers  understand the MEAP 

by (1) conducting s t a f f  meetings to  d i s c u s s  the  MEAP (76%), (2) 

d i s t r i b u t i n g  MEAP t e s t  f o ld e r s  (77%), (3) providing MEAP manuals,  

and (4) present ing  the MEAP f i l m s t r i p .

Ninety-four  percent o f  the elementary p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  that

they encouraged teachers  to  use MEAP ind iv idual  student  t e s t  r e s u l t s  

to  a s s e s s  student  s trengths  and weaknesses,  whereas 80% encouraged 

teachers  to  use MEAP r e s u l t s  to  plan in s t r u c t io n a l  programs.

Junior high p r in c ip a l s  a l s o  encouraged teach ers  to  use MEAP

t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  plan in s tr u c t io n a l  programs (77%) and to  use 

indiv idual student t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  a s s e s s  student s t ren g th s  and 

weaknesses (94%).

Based on t h e  above d a t a ,  S t e e l e  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  

" pr inc ipa ls  [were] providing a s s i s ta n c e  to  help teach ers  understand
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MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  by d i s t r i b u t i n g  appropriate m a ter ia l s  and holding  

teacher  meetings they [were] not e s t a b l i s h i n g  bu i ld ing  committees to  

analyze and in te r p r e t  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s . "  P r i n c i p a l s ,  a t  both the  

elementary and ju n ior  high l e v e l s ,  were "encouraging" teachers  to  

use indiv idual student t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  determine s tudent  s t ren g th s  

and weaknesses and to  plan in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s .

Major Question 3: For what purposes and to what extent are

school principals using the t e s t  resu lts  produced by MEAP?

Major Question 3 was presented on the survey instrument as a 

s e r i e s  o f  13 statements  that  suggested  "potent ia l  purposes" for  

which MEAP r e s u l t s  could be used by bu i ld ing  pr inc ipa l  s .

P r inc ip a ls  were asked to  r a te  t h e i r  "extent o f  use" o f  the  

p o ten t ia l  purposes on an e i g h t - p o i n t  Likert s c a l e .  Numerical values  

on the s c a l e  ranged from 1 through 8 .  P r in c ip a l s  were asked to  

denote "very 1 i t t l e "  use by recording a 1 or 2 on the s c a l e ,  "some" 

use by recording a 3 or 4,  "quite a bit" o f  use by recording a 5 or 

6,  and "extensive" use by recording a 7 or 8 .  Mean scores  and 

standard d ev ia t io n s  for  each "potent ia l  use" were c a l c u la te d  and 

used for  in te r p r e ta t io n  purposes.

As S t e e l e  noted in h i s  summary o f  Major Question 3,  "some areas  

o f  s im i la r i ty "  surfaced when an a n a ly s i s  was made of  the school  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ (elementary and ju n ior  high) responses regarding the  

ex ten t  o f  use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s .  "Quite a bit"  o f  use o f  MEAP 

t e s t  r e s u l t s  was seen in the areas  o f  (1) determining student  

achievement l e v e l s ,  (2) determining s tren g th s  and weaknesses in the  

c u rr icu la r  area o f  mathematics, and (3)  determining s trengths  and
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weaknesses in the c u rr i cu la r  area o f  reading.  On the average,  the  

elementary and ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "some" use o f  MEAP 

r e s u l t s  fo r  the purposes o f  (1)  informing the school community, (2)  

determining in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ,  and (3) determining resource  

a l l o c a t i o n .  A "m ajor i ty"  o f  t h e  e l e m e n t a r y  and j u n i o r  h igh  

p r in c i p a l s  in d icated  "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  fo r  f i v e  

purposes: (1) determining the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs, (2)

analyzing  teacher  performance, (3) determining teacher  i n s e r v i c e  

needs,  (4)  preparing funding proposa ls ,  and (5) p red ic t in g  future  

academic su ccess  o f  s tud ents .

Two purposes rece ived  d i f f e r i n g  scores  from the elementary and 

ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s .  F i f t y - f i v e  percent o f  the elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

placement o f  s tu d en ts ,  whereas 57% o f  the ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  

in d ica ted  "some." In terms o f  using MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine need 

fo r  new programs, 51% o f  the elementary p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "very 

1 i t t l e "  use,  whereas the majori ty  o f  ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  (51%) 

in d ica ted  at  l e a s t  "some" use for  that  purpose.

A nalys is  o f  S t e e l e ’ s data showed th at  p r i n c i p a l s ’ use o f  MEAP 

t e s t  r e s u l t s  ranged,  in g e n e r a l , from "very 1 i t t l e "  to  "quite a 

b i t , " depending on the s p e c i f i c  purpose,  and that  "elementary and 

ju n io r  high p r in c i p a l s  [used] MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  a s im i l a r  ex ten t  

fo r  some purposes,  and to  a d i f f e r i n g  ex ten t  for  other  purposes" 

( S t e e l e ,  1976, p. 139) .
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Major Question 4: What a ttitudes do school principals in

Michigan hold toward the value o f MEAP and the u t i l i t y  of the t e s t  

resu lts  produced by the program?

Using an e i g h t - p o in t  Likert s c a l e ,  p r in c i p a l s  could denote the  

ex ten t  to  which they supported statements  des igned  to  answer Major 

Question 4.  Recording a 1 or 2 in d ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  support,  

recording a 3 or 4 ind ica ted  "some support," recording a 5 or 6 

i n d i c a t e d  " q u i t e  a b i t "  o f  s u p p o r t ,  and a 7 or  8 i n d i c a t e d  

"extensive" support.  Frequency and percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n s ,  as  

well  as mean scores  and standard d e v i a t i o n s ,  were c a l c u la te d  and 

d isp layed .

As S t e e l e  noted in h i s  summary, "on the a v e r a g e ," elementary  

and ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  b e l i eved  th at  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  had 

"some" impact in the fo l lo w in g  four areas:  (1)  encouraging the

development o f  a more comprehensive t e s t i n g  program, (2) c a l 1 ing

a t t e n t i o n  to  c u r r i c u l a r  problems n o t  p r e v i o u s l y  n o t e d , (3)

confirming t e n t a t i v e  judgments about c u r r i c u la r  problems,  and (4)  

f a c i l i t a t i n g  a more in d iv id u a l i z e d  approach to  t each in g .  In terms  

o f  in f lu enc in g  community a t t i t u d e s  toward the s c h o o l , S t e e l e  found 

t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  e l e m e n t a r y  (55%) and j u n i o r  h igh  (57%) 

p r in c ip a l s  saw MEAP r e s u l t s  as having "very 1 i t t l e "  impact.

Both elementary and ju n io r  high p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  t h a t ,  "on 

t h e  a v e r a g e ," MEAP t e s t  r e s u l  t s  were (1 )  " qu i te "  u s e f u l  f o r

diagnosing student  learning  needs and (2)  o f  "some" u s e fu ln es s  for  

t h e  pu rp ose s  o f  a n a l y z i n g  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between r e s o u r c e  

a l l o c a t i o n  and student  achievement o f  minimal o b j e c t i v e s ,  planning
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fo r  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvement, and communicating s t a t u s  o f  student  

learn ing  to  parents .

"Very l i t t l e "  support was seen from both groups o f  p r in c i p a l s  

fo r  the fo l lo w ing  recommendations: (1) to  e l im in a te  a l l  every-pupil

t e s t i n g  and introduce  a s ta tew id e  sampling procedure,  (2)  t o  change 

MEAP back to  norm-referenced t e s t i n g ,  and (3)  to  d i s co n t in u e  the  

assessment program.

S t e e l e  saw t h a t ,  "in g e n e r a l ," p r in c i p a l s  b e l i eved  th a t  MEAP 

r e s u l t s  were having an impact on the in s t r u c t io n a l  program and that  

the r e s u l t s  were useful  f o r  some s p e c i f i c  purposes.  In a d d i t io n ,  

"the majori ty  o f  school p r in c i p a l s  o f fered  ’very 1 i t t l e ’ support for  

the recommendation to  d i s co n t in u e  the assessment program" ( S t e e l e ,  

1976).

S ect ion  2: A nalys is  o f  Data t o Determine
the Nature o f  R e la t ion sh ip s  Between 
(1) The Extent to  Which School 
P r in c ip a ls  Use MEAP Test Results  
and (2) Other Se le c ted  Variables

Sect ion  2 data p resen ta t ion  and a n a l y s i s . For the second 

s e c t io n  o f  h i s  study,  S t e e l e  used ch i -square  a n a ly s i s  to  determine  

the s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between pr inc ipa l  s ’ ex ten t  o f  use 

o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  and s e l e c t e d  v a r ia b le s  ( e . g . , school and pr inc ipa l  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  p r i n c i p a l s ’ prov is ion s  for  teacher  understanding  

and use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ,  and school d i s t r i c t  p ro v is io n s  for  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ use  o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ) . In a d d i t i o n ,  S t e e l e  

c a lc u la te d  cont ingency  c o e f f i c i e n t s  to determine the s tren gths  o f  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the v a r ia b le s  under c o n s id e r a t io n .  Only the
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r e l a t i o n s h i p s  that  met the ch i- square  c r i t e r i o n  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  at  

the .05 l e v e l  were analyzed and d iscu sse d .

Sec t ion  2 review o f  f i n d i n g s . Sect ion  2 survey q u es t ions  were 

designed to  examine the nature o f  r e l a t io n s h i p s  between p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

ex ten t  o f  use o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  and other  v a r i a b l e s .  What fo l l o w s  i s  

a review o f  S t e e l e ’ s most s a l i e n t  f in d in g s .

When cons ider ing  the r e l a t io n s h i p  between "the e x ten t  to  which 

school p r in c i p a l s  are using MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  v s .  d i s t r i c t - w i d e  

prov is ion s  for  p r i n c i p a l s ’ use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s , "  S t e e l e  found 

that  (1) elementary p r in c ip a l s  who rece ived  MEAP r e s u l t s  1 ate  were 

more 1 ik e l y  to  use the r e s u l t s  "very 1 i t t l e "  than elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  who rece ived  the r e s u l t s  e a r l y ,  and (2)  elementary and 

ju n ior  high p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "extensive ly"  when they  

were required to  develop a plan o f  t h e i r  own i n i t i a t i v e .

When cons ider ing  the r e l a t io n s h i p  between "the ex ten t  to  which 

s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s  are  u s in g  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  v s . prov i  s i o n s  

p r in c i p a l s  are making to  invo lve  teachers  in the use o f  MEAP t e s t  

r e s u l t s , " S t e e l e  found t h a t  t h o s e  p r i n c i p a l s  who e s t a b l i s h e d  

b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committees to  analyze and in te r p r e t  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  

were more 1 ik e l y  to  be using MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  "extensive ly"  than 

were p r in c i p a l s  who were not choosing to  e s t a b l i s h  committees for  

th a t  purpose.

When cons ider ing  the r e l a t io n s h i p  between "the ex ten t  to  which 

school p r in c i p a l s  are us ing MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  vs .  the a t t i t u d e s  

p r in c i p a l s  hold toward MEAP and the t e s t  r e s u l t s  provided by the
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program," S t e e l e  found th a t  those  p r in c i p a l s  who ind ica ted  th a t

r e s u l t s  were having "quite  a bit" or "extensive" impact on the

in s t r u c t io n a l  program o f  the school were more l i k e l y  to  be making

"quite a bit"  and "extensive"  use o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  than were

p r in c i p a l s  who thought the t e s t  r e s u l t s  were having "very 1 i t t l e "  or 

"some" impact.

F i n a l l y ,  when con s id er ing  the r e l a t io n s h i p  between "the ex ten t  

to  which school p r in c i p a l s  are using MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  v s .  s e l e c t e d  

school c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  s e t t i n g s  in which p r in c i p a l s  perform t h e i r  

ad m in is tra t ive  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , " S t e e l e  found that  elementary and 

ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  made "quite a bit" or "extensive" use o f  MEAP 

t e s t  r e s u l t s  i f  they performed t h e i r  ad m in is tra t ive  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  

(1) in urban versus rural or suburban s e t t i n g s ,  (2) in sch oo ls  with  

a higher percentage o f  m in o r i t i e s  versus sch oo ls  with a smal ler  

percentage o f  m i n o r i t i e s ,  and (3) in schoo ls  with the lowest family  

income l e v e l s  versus sch oo ls  with average or high family  income 

l e v e l s .

Sect ion  3: I n te r c o r r e la t io n  Analys is  Among
S e le c ted  MEAP Test Usage Variables

Sect ion  3 data p resen ta t ion  and a n a l y s i s . For the th ird  

s e c t io n  o f  h is  study,  S t e e l e  c a l c u la te d  i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  for  both 

elementary and ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  among the t o t a l  sample o f  the  

items used in Sect ion  2 o f  h is  study.  All c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  

with a s i z e  o f  g r e a te r  than .50 were d is cu s se d .

S ec t ion  3 review o f  f i n d i n g s . Sect ion  3 survey q u es t ion s  were 

designed to  determine whether "extent o f  use fo r  one purpose i s
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l i k e l y  to  be a s s o c ia t e d  with e x ten t  o f  use fo r  another p u r p o s e ( s ) ." 

What f o l l o w s  i s  a review o f  S t e e l e ’ s most s a l i e n t  f in d in g s .

Elementary principals: S t e e l e  found th a t  the ex ten t  to  which

elementary p r in c i p a l s  were using MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  determine  

s t u d e n t s ’ achievement l e v e l s  was 1 i k e l y  to  be s im i l a r  to  the ex ten t  

t o  whi ch th e y  were u s i  ng MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  t o  d e te r m in e  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ,  and s t r e n g t h s  and w e a k n e s s e s  in th e  

c u r r ic u la r  areas o f  reading and mathematics .

The ex ten t  to  which MEAP r e s u l t s  were used by elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  "to determine s treng th s  and weaknesses in the c u rr i cu la r  

area o f  reading" was a s s o c ia t e d  with th ree  purposes:  (1) to

determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ,  (2) to  determine s trength s  and 

weaknesses in the c u r r i c u la r  area o f  mathematics,  and (3) to  

determine the general achievement l e v e l  o f  s t u d e n t s .

Likewise ,  the three  purposes a s s o c ia t e d  with the ex ten t  to  

which MEAP r e s u l t s  were used by elementary p r in c i p a l s  "to determine  

s tren g th s  and weaknesses in the c u r r ic u la r  area o f  mathematics" were

(1) to  determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the c u r r i c u la r  area o f  

reading,  (2)  to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ,  and (3) to  

determine the general  achievement l e v e l  o f  s tud en ts .

S im i l a r ly ,  the e x ten t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  reported  

using MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  "to determine i n s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  was 

seen as comparable to  the ex ten t  to  which they  used MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

each o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p u r p o s e s : (1 )  t o  d e te r m i n e  g e n e r a l

achievement l e v e l s  o f  s tu d e n ts ,  (2)  to  determine s tren gth s  and
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weaknesses in the c u r r i c u la r  area o f  mathematics, (3)  to  determine  

s trengths  and weaknesses in the cu rr i c u la r  area o f  reading,  and (4)  

to  document need in the a l l o c a t i o n  o f  school resou rces .

The ex ten t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  reported us ing MEAP 

t e s t  r e s u l t s  "to determine need for  new programs" was seen as 

comparable to  the ex ten t  to  which they  used MEAP r e s u l t s  (1) to  

document need in the a l l o c a t i o n  o f  school resources  and (2)  to  

determine e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs.

The ex ten t  to  which elementary p r in c ip a l s  reported us ing MEAP 

t e s t  r e s u l t s  "to document need in t h e  al 1o c a t i o n  o f  s c h o o l  

resources" was comparable to  the ex ten t  to  which they used MEAP 

r e s u l t s  (1 )  to  determ i  ne i n s t r u c t i o n a l  pr i  o r i t i e s  and (2 )  t o  

determine need for  new programs.

Junior high p r in c i p a l s :  The ex ten t  to  which ju n ior  high

p r in c ip a l s  reported us ing MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  "to determine the  

general  l e v e l  o f  achievement o f  the student  body" was seen as 

s im i la r  to the ex ten t  to  which they reported us ing MEAP r e s u l t s  (1) 

to  determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the c u r r i c u la r  area o f  

mathematics and (2)  to  determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the  

cu rr ic u la r  area o f  reading.

As with elementary p r in c i p a l s ,  the ex ten t  to  which ju n ior  high 

p r in c ip a l s  reported using MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine s treng th s  and 

weaknesses in the cu r r ic u la r  area o f  mathematics" was seen as 

s im i la r  to  the ex ten t  to  which they reported us ing MEAP r e s u l t s  (1) 

to  determine the general  l e v e l  o f  achievement o f  the student body,
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(2)  to  determine s tren g th s  and weaknesses in the cu r r i c u la r  area o f  

reading,  and (3)  to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s .

In a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which j u n i o r  h igh  p r i n c i p a l s  

reported using MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine s treng th s  and weaknesses  

in the c u r r i c u la r  area o f  reading" was seen as comparable to  the  

e x te n t  to  which they reported using MEAP r e s u l t s  (1)  to  determine  

the  general  l e v e l  o f  achievement o f  the student  body, (2)  to  

d e t e r m i n e  s t r e n g t h s  and w e a k n e s s e s  in  t h e  c u r r i c u l a r  area  o f  

mathematics,  and (3) to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s .

The e x ten t  to  which jun ior  high p r in c i p a l s  reported us ing MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine need fo r  new programs" was seen as 1 i k e l y  to  

be s im i l a r  to  the ex ten t  to  which they used MEAP r e s u l t s  (1) to  

determine the a l l o c a t i o n  o f  school resources ,  (2) to  p lace  s tudents  

in remedial programs, and (3) to  determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new 

programs.

F i n a l ly ,  the ex ten t  to which ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  reported  

using MEAP r e s u l t s  "to p lace  s tudents  in new programs" was seen as 

comparabl e to  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  whi ch t h e y  used MEAP r e s u l  t s  t o  

determine the need fo r  new programs.

S t e e l e ’ s Conclusions

In h is  con c lus ion ,  S t e e l e  noted th at  "the f in d in g s  o f  t h i s  

research  point  to  c e r t a in  conclus ions" r e l a t i v e  to  the p r a c t i c e s  and 

a t t i t u d e s  o f  elementary and ju n ior  high school p r i n c i p a l s ’ use o f  

MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  in Michigan sch o o ls .
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The majori ty  o f  elementary and ju n ior  high school p r in c i p a l s  in 

Michigan made use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s .  The most e x te n s iv e  use o f  

the r e s u l t s  was fo r  the purposes o f  determining the general  l e v e l  o f  

achievement o f  s tudents  in the s c h o o l , and determining s trength s  and 

weaknesses in the c u r r i c u la r  areas o f  reading and mathematics.  

P r in c ip a ls  not only supported the cont inuat ion  o f  MEAP but supported 

a "gradual expansion" to  other  academic areas and grade l e v e l s  as 

w e l l .

Extensive  use o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  was " s i g n i f i c a n t l y  assoc ia ted"  

w ith  numerous d i s t r i c t  and b u i l d i n g - p r i n c i p a l  p r a c t i c e s  and 

a t t i t u d e s .  Extens ive  use o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  was seen in school  

d i s t r i c t s  that  had requirements o f  bu ild ing p r in c i p a l s  to  develop  

improvement p ia n s  based  on needs  i d e n t i f i e d  by MEAP r e s u l t s . 

Extensive use was a s s o c ia t e d  with l o c a l - d i s t r i c t  p r a c t i c e s  that  

ensured th at  bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  rece ived  r e s u l t s  soon a f t e r  the  

r e s u l t s  were rece ived  from the Michigan Department o f  Education.  

Those p r in c ip a l s  who were making ex te n s iv e  use o f  MEAP thought the  

r e s u l t s  were " u s e fu l" and were "having an impact on aspects  o f  the  

in s t r u c t io n a l  program" o f  t h e i r  s c h o o l . Extensive use o f  MEAP 

r e s u l t s  was a s so c ia te d  with the es tabli shment  o f  b u i ld in g - l e v e l  

t e a c h e r  c o m m it te e s  t o  " a n a ly z e  and i n t e r p r e t "  t h e  a s s e s s m e n t  

r e s u l t s .  In a d d i t io n ,  e x te n s iv e  use o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  by ju n ior  high 

p r in c i p a l s  in Michigan was a s so c ia ted  with the es tab li shment  o f  a 

d i s t r i c t w i d e  c o m m it te e ,  c e n t r a l  o f f i c e  p e r s o n n e l , or s c h o o l  

princ ipa l  as the "agent r e sp o n s ib le  for  determining procedures for  

use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s . "
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Conclusions drawn by S t e e l e  from the demographic data were that  

e x t e n s i v e  use  o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  was a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  e l e m e n t a r y  

p r in c i p a l s  who worked in urban s e t t i n g s  with high percentages  of  

minori ty  s tudents  and low-income f a m i l i e s .  At the ju n io r  high 

l e v e l , e x t e n s i v e  use  was s e e n  in s c h o o l s  w i th  t h e  h i g h e s t  

percentages  o f  minori ty  s tudents  and with p r in c i p a l s  who had earned 

an Educational S p e c i a l i s t ,  Ed. D. ,  or Ph.D. degree .

Summary

In t h i s  chapter ,  1i t e r a t u r e  r e la te d  to  the present  study was 

reviewed in th ree  s e c t i o n s .  S tudies  in which the researchers  

i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  u s e s  and a t t i t u d e s  o f  s c h o o l  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  

r e l a t i v e  to  nationwide school t e s t i n g  programs were reviewed in the  

f i r s t  s e c t i o n .  The second part was a review o f  s tu d ie s  in which the  

u s e s  and a t t i t u d e s  o f  Mi c h ig a n  s c h o o l  admi ni s t r a t o r s  were  

in v e s t ig a te d  r e l a t i v e  to  school t e s t i n g  programs, inc luding  the  

MEAP. In the th ird  s e c t i o n ,  the most s a l i e n t  f in d in g s  o f  a 1976 

study o f  Michigan school p r i n c i p a l s ’ p r a c t i c e s  and a t t i t u d e s  re la ted  

to  the use o f  the MEAP were reviewed. The researcher  attempted to  

demonstrate that  the few s tu d ie s  that  have examined various  aspects  

o f  the MEAP have f a i l e d  to  provide current information regarding the  

a t t i t u d e s  Michigan p r in c ip a l s  hold toward the MEAP and the uses they  

make o f  the assessment r e s u l t s .



CHAPTER I I I

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

Introduction

The purpose o f  t h i s  study was to  d escr ib e  current a t t i t u d e s  and 

p r a c t i c e s  o f  elementary schoo l ,  ju n ior  high/middle sch oo l ,  and high 

school admin is trators  r e la t e d  to  the use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in a l l  

562 school d i s t r i c t s  in Michigan. The research des ign  used in the  

study was the r e s u l t  o f  co n s u l ta t io n  with Michigan Department o f  

Education personnel;  the Department o f  Planning and Evaluat ion,  

Ingham Intermediate School D i s t r i c t ;  and the Department o f  Research 

C onsu lta t ion ,  Michigan S ta te  U n iv ers i ty .  The populat ion and sample,  

des ign  o f  the  instrument,  data c o l l e c t i o n ,  data a n a l y s i s ,  and 

l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  the study are d iscussed  in the fo l low ing  paragraphs.

Population and Sample 

The un iverse  for  t h i s  study was the 1,871 elementary s c h o o l s ,  

768 ju n io r  high/middle s c h o o l s ,  and 631 high schoo ls  in Michigan.  

The source o f  data c o l l e c t i o n  was the pr inc ipa l  o f  each school  

b ui ld ing  included in the survey.  Given the large  number in the  

universe  for  t h i s  study,  the  researcher  used the technique o f  random 

sampling.  As s ta te d  by Weiss and Hasset t  (1982) ,  random sampling i s  

used "to make in ferences  (educated guesses )  about a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

o f  a populat ion ,  based on data obtained from a sample o f  the
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population" (p. 196) .  Upon co n s u l ta t io n  with Michigan Department o f  

Education personnel  experienced with p ubl ic  school surveys ,  i t  was 

d eterm in e d  t h a t  741 e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s ,  299 j u n i o r  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s ,  and 260 high school p r in c i p a l s  would 

be included in the survey.

In th a t  a geographic representa t ion  o f  the  s t a t e  fo r  the  

surveys returned was d e s ir e d ,  the researcher  employed a procedure  

used by the MEAP in conducting i t s  surveys o f  Michigan s c h o o l s .  The 

Michigan Department o f  Educat ion  has an a l p h a b e t i z e d  computer  

1 i s t i n g  o f  the elementary sch oo ls ,  ju n ior  h igh/middle  s c h o o l s ,  and 

high sch oo ls  within  s i x  geographic and community types  fo r  the  

s t a t e .  Samples for  t h i s  study were drawn from th e s e  s i x  areas or 

s t r a ta :

Stratum 1: Urban d i s t r i c t s  o f  Wayne, Macomb, and Oakland
Counties

Stratum 2: Urban d i s t r i c t s  o f  o u t s t a t e  southern lower pen in­
su la ,  excluding d i s t r i c t s  in Stratum 1

Stratum 3: Suburban d i s t r i c t s  o f  Wayne, Macomb, and Oakland
Counties

Stratum 4: Suburban d i s t r i c t s  o f  o u t s t a t e  southern lower
pen insula ,  excluding d i s t r i c t s  in Stratum 1

Stratum 5: Rural d i s t r i c t s  o f  o u t s t a t e  southern lower pen in­
su la

Stratum 6: All d i s t r i c t s  o f  northern lower peninsula  and a l l
d i s t r i c t s  o f  the upper peninsula

The number o f  sample members drawn from each stratum was in 

d i r e c t  proportion to  the number o f  elementary s c h o o l s ,  ju n ior  

high/middle s c h o o l s ,  and high schools  with in  each stratum and the  

t o t a l  number o f  sample members des ired  for  the s t a t e .
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Design o f  the Instrument

To ensure a v a l i d  lon g i tu d in a l  comparison o f  the r e s u l t s  o f  the  

S t e e l e  study noted in the  Rat ionale  for  the Study port ion  o f  t h i s  

d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  a core o f  survey quest ions  used by S t e e l e  was reta ined  

and used. The survey q u es t ion s  were modified by t h i s  researcher  and 

reviewed by Michigan Department o f  Education personnel  to  r e f l e c t  

accu ra te ly  the academic areas cu rre nt ly  being a s se ssed  and the 

overa l l  re levance  o f  the survey fo r  MEAP t e s t i n g  for  the 1988-89  

school year .  In a d d i t io n ,  the ques t ion na ire  was p i l o t  t e s t e d  by 

e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l , j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l , and h igh s c h o o l  

p r in c i p a l s  represent ing  11 o f  the K-12 school d i s t r i c t s  in the  

Ingham Intermediate School D i s t r i c t .  Their responses  were used as a 

guide to  make furth er  m od i f ic a t ion s  to  the survey.

The survey used to  gather  data for  t h i s  study had two parts .  

Part  1 ,  which com p rised  11 f o r c e d - c h o i c e  and one open-ended  

q ues t ion ,  was used to  gather  data r e l a t i v e  to  the four research  

qu est ions  o f  the study,  namely:

1. What d i s t r i c t - l e v e l  ad m in is tra t ive  p ro v is io n s  are being  

made for  Michigan school p r i n c i p a l s ’ use and d is sem inat ion  o f  the  

MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

2.  What a d m in is tra t iv e  p rov is ion s  are Michigan school p r i n c i ­

p a ls  making to  invo lve  teach ers  in the a n a l y s i s ,  i n t e r p r e t a t io n ,  and 

use o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

3.  For what purposes and to  what ex ten t  are Michigan school  

p r in c i p a l s  using the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?
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4.  What are  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  M ichigan  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s  

regarding the value  o f  the MEAP and the  u t i l i t y  o f  the  t e s t  r e s u l t s  

provided by the program?

Three q u es t ions  in Part 1 required a response to  an e i g h t - p o i n t  

Likert s c a l e .

Part 2,  which comprised nine fo r c e d -c h o ic e  q u e s t io n s ,  was 

designed to  gather  demographic data r e l a t i v e  to  the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

o f  the  school p r in c ip a l s  and t h e i r  school b u i ld in g s ,  e . g . , h ighes t  

degree held ,  number o f  years  in current a d m in is tra t iv e  p o s i t i o n ,  and 

t o t a l  school enrollment.  (A copy o f  the complete survey may be 

found in Appendix A . )

Data C o l le c t io n

The s ix -p age  q u es t ion na ire ,  along with a cover  l e t t e r  (Appendix 

B) from t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  and David L. Donovan, A ss i  s t a n t  

Superintendent for  Technical  A ss i s ta n c e  and Evaluat ion,  Michigan 

Department o f  Education,  was mailed to  survey p a r t i c i p a n t s  the  f i r s t  

week o f  April 1989. Also included was a return-addressed  reply  

enve lope .  After  a two-week per iod,  a fo l low-up l e t t e r  (Appendix C) 

was se n t ,  reminding nonrespondents o f  the need fo r  t h e i r  responses .  

Because the q ues t ionna ire  was not machine s co ra b le ,  responses  were 

keypunched on a computer tape for  a n a l y s i s .

Data Analys is

The a n a ly s i s  o f  data for  t h i s  study was conducted in three  

p a r ts .  F i r s t ,  percentages and raw counts were c a l c u la t e d  to provide  

a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  the responses fo r  elementary,  ju n io r  high/middle
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schoo l ,  high sch oo l ,  and " tota l  group" p r in c i p a l s  regarding the four  

research q ues t ions  under i n v e s t i g a t i o n  in t h i s  study.

S econ d ,  c h i - s q u a r e  a n a l y s i s  was used t o  d e te r m i n e  th e  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  

use" o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  (Research Question 3) and t h e i r  responses  

to  qu es tions  from the fo l lo w in g  c a t e g o r ie s :

1.  D i s t r i c t - l e v e l  p ro v is io n s  fo r  p r i n c i p a l s ’ use o f  MEAP t e s t  
r e s u l t s  (Research Question 1 ) .

2.  P r i n c i p a l s ’ p r ov is ion s  for  teacher  involvement and use of  
MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  (Research Question 2 ) .

3.  P r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  toward the MEAP and the t e s t  r e s u l t s  
provided by the program (Research Question 4 ) .

4.  S e le c ted  school c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

5. S e le c ted  pr inc ipa l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

T h ird ,  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  were computed t o  examine  

r e l a t io n s h i p s  between the "extent o f  use" o f  MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  

for  one purpose to  the "extent o f  use" o f  MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  

for  other purposes.  For example, analyses  were conducted to  

determine whether there  was a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the e x ten t  to  

which p r in c i p a l s  used MEAP r e s u l t s  to  "determine in s t r u c t io n a l  

p r i o r i t i e s "  and the ex ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used MEAP r e s u l t s  to  

"determ ine  need f o r  new p ro g ra m s ." The s t r e n g t h  o f  th e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between v a r ia b le s  was determined by the s i z e  o f  the  

Pearson product-moment c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t .



51

D el im i ta t ion  o f  the Study 

The study was l i m i t e d  to  elementary s ch oo l ,  ju n ior  high/middle  

sc h o o l ,  and high school p r in c i p a l s  in Michigan. Findings o f  t h i s  

study,  although g e n e r a l i z a b le  to  the elementary s c h o o l s ,  ju n ior  

h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l s ,  and h igh s c h o o l s  in M ich igan ,  are  not  

n e c e s s a r i l y  g e n e r a l i z a b le  to  schools  in o ther  s t a t e s .

L im itat ions  o f  the Study 

The study was l im i t e d  by fa c t o r s  i n t r i n s i c  to  the use o f  any 

survey qu es t ion n a ire ,  inc luding  (a) the b ias  o f  the respondents,  (b) 

the v a l i d i t y  o f  the study depending on the w i l l i n g n e s s  and a b i l i t y  

o f  the respondents to  provide the needed information ,  and (c)  the  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  m is in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  s tatements  in the q u es t io n n a ire .

Summary

An overview o f  the research design was presented in Chapter 

I I I .  Included were a d i s c u s s io n  o f  the populat ion and sample o f  the  

study,  a d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  the survey instrument,  d a t a - c o l l e c t i o n  and 

d a t a - a n a l y s i s  procedures used in the research ,  and the l i m i t a t i o n s  

o f  the  study.



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

Introduct ion

The purpose o f  t h i s  study was to  d escr ib e  the a t t i t u d e s  and 

p r a c t i c e s  o f  elementary s ch oo l ,  ju n ior  high/middle s c h o o l ,  and high 

school admin is trators  r e l a t i v e  to  the use o f  the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s .  

This chapter conta ins  the p resen ta t ion  and d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  data for  

t h i s  study.  In the f i r s t  s e c t i o n ,  f req u enc ie s  and percentages  are 

presented to  provide a d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  the responses  o f  elementary  

s ch oo l ,  ju n ior  h igh/middle  s ch oo l ,  and high school p r i n c i p a l s ,  as 

well  as o f  the t o t a l  group, regarding the four major q ues t ion s  under 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  in t h i s  study.  Total group r e f e r s  to  the aggregate o f  

elementary,  ju n ior  h igh /m iddle ,  and high school pr in c ipa l  responses .  

The four research q u es t ion s  under i n v e s t i g a t i o n  in t h i s  study are:

1.  What d i s t r i c t - l e v e l  a d m in is tra t iv e  p ro v is io n s  are being  

made fo r  Michigan school p r i n c i p a l s ’ use and d is sem inat ion  o f  the  

MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

2. What a d m in is tra t iv e  p r ov is ion s  are Michigan school p r i n c i ­

pa ls  making to  invo lve  teach ers  in the a n a l y s i s ,  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  and 

use o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

3.  For what purposes and to  what ex ten t  are Michigan school  

p r in c i p a l s  us ing the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?
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4.  What are  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  M ichigan  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s  

regarding the  va lue  o f  the MEAP and the u t i l i t y  o f  the t e s t  r e s u l t s  

provided by the  program?

In the second s e c t i o n ,  r e s u l t s  o f  ch i- sq uare  ana lyses  are used 

t o  d e term i  ne t h e  s i g n i  f i c a n c e  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  betw een  th e  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  (Research Question  

3) and t h e i r  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  from t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

c a t e g o r i e s :

1.  D i s t r i c t - l e v e l  p rov is ion s  for  p r i n c i p a l s ’ use o f  MEAP t e s t  
r e s u l t s  (Research Question 1 ) .

2.  Pr incipal  s ’ prov is ion s  fo r  teacher  involvement and use o f  
MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  (Research Question 2 ) .

3.  Pr incipal  s ’ a t t i t u d e s  toward the MEAP and the t e s t  r e s u l t s  
provided by the program (Research Question 4 ) .

4.  S e le c ted  school c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

5. S e le c ted  pr in c ipa l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

The th ird  s e c t io n  conta ins  the c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  that  

were computed to  examine the  r e l a t io n s h i p s  between the  "extent of  

use" (Question 9 o f  the survey) o f  MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  for  one 

purpose and the "extent o f  use" o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  for  other  purposes.

The data are presented for  the elementary s c h o o l , jun ior  

high/middle s c h o o l , and high school p r in c i p a l s  s e p a r a te ly  and as a 

t o t a l  group. The data were analyzed using the S t a t i s t i c a l  Package 

for  the Socia l  Sc ie nces  (SPSS-X, 1986).

The purpose o f  t h i s  study was to  d escr ib e  current a t t i t u d e s  and 

p r a c t i c e s  o f  b u i ld in g  p r in c i p a l s  r e la t e d  t o  the  use o f  the 1988 MEAP 

r e s u l t s .  A secondary purpose was to  compare th e s e  current  data with
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the f in d in g s  o f  S t e e l e  (1976) .  Each s e c t io n  noted above in c ludes  a 

d i s c u s s i o n  o f  whether the current f in d in g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  with those  

o f  S t e e l e .  Because the MEAP was given  only  in grades 4 and 7 in 

1976,  comparisons with the S t e e l e  study are l im i t e d  to  data for  

elementary and ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  and items common 

to  both s t u d i e s .

Survey Returns

One thousand three  hundred surveys were sent  to  elementary  

s c h o o l s ,  ju n ior  high/middle s ch o o ls ,  and high sch oo ls  in Michigan 

during the f i r s t  week o f  April 1989. Seven hundred for ty -on e  

surveys were sent  to  elementary s c h o o l s ,  299 to  ju n ior  high/middle  

s c h o o l s ,  and 260 to  high s c h o o l s .  Seven hundred n inety -one  surveys  

were r e t u r n e d  as o f  May 1 ,  1989 .  Because  o f  o m i s s i o n s  and 

in a cc ur a te ly  completed port ions  o f  some surveys ,  the t o t a l  number 

w i t h i n  each subgroup and f o r  t h e  t o t a l  group n oted  in th e  

s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses  may vary.

Because a geographic rep resentat ion  o f  the s t a t e  for  the  

surveys was d es ir e d ,  samples for  t h i s  study were drawn from the s i x  

geographic and community ty p e s ,  or s t r a t a ,  for  Michigan as used by 

the Michigan Department o f  Education ( s ee  Chapter I I I ) . The number 

o f  schoo ls  drawn from each stratum was in d i r e c t  proportion to  the  

number o f  elementary s c h o o l s ,  ju n ior  high/middle s c h o o l s ,  and high 

sch oo ls  with in  each stratum and the t o t a l  number o f  sample members 

d es ired  for  the s t a t e .  The number o f  surveys sent and returned per 

stratum for  each school type i s  shown in Table 1. As seen in the
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t a b l e ,  on ly  one stratum ( ju n io r  high/middle schoo l ,  Stratum 1--  

25.6%) had l e s s  than a 50% return r a t e .

Table 1 . - -Number o f  surveys  sent  and returned,  according to  the s i x  
s t r a t a  used by the  Michigan Department o f  Education.

Stratum
Schools in Surveys 

Stratum Sent
Surveys
Returned

% o f  Surveys 
Returned

Elementary Schools

1 255 100 53 53.0
2 287 100 61 53.5
3 428 169 89 52.6
4 384 152 98 64.4
5 236 94 67 71.2
6 281 112 72 64.2

Total 1,871 741 440 59.2

Junior High/Middle Schools

1 99 39 10 25.6
2 67 26 18 69.2
3 135 52 32 61.5
4 137 53 30 56.6
5 169 66 48 72.2
6 161 63 37 58.7

Total 768 299 175 58.5

High Schools

1 47 20 14 70.0
2 49 20 16 80 .0
3 101 42 32 58.1
4 134 55 33 60.0
5 152 63 37 58.7
6 148 60 45 75.0

Total 631 260 177 68.0
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Results  o f  Data Analyses for  the Four Research Questions

In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  frequencies  and percentages are presented to 

provide a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  the responses o f  elementary s ch oo l ,  jun ior  

high/middle s ch oo l ,  and high school p r in c i p a l s ,  as well  as o f  the  

t o t a l  grou p ,  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  f o u r  r e s e a r c h  q u e s t i o n s  under  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  in t h i s  study.  Part 1 o f  the survey,  Information 

About the Adminis trative  Use o f  1988 MEAP Test R esu l t s ,  was designed  

t o  gather  information r e l a t i v e  to  the four research q u es t io n s .

Research Question 1

What d i s t r i c t - l e v e l  adm in is tra t ive  p rov is ion s  are being made
for  Michigan school p r i n c i p a l s ’ use and d isseminat ion  o f  the
MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

The fo l low ing  ques t ionna ire  items were designed to  answer 

Research Question 1:

1. Which 1988 MEAP assessment reports  did you rece ive?

2.  During which month did you re c e iv e  the majori ty  o f  the  
reports  you checked in Item 1?

3.  Who was primari ly  resp on s ib le  for  determining procedures  
for  the use o f  1988 MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  in your school?

4.  Were you required to  develop a plan o f  act ion  to  overcome 
needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the 1988 MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

P r i n c i p a l s ’ responses to Item 1, "Which 1988 MEAP assessment  

reports  did you receive?" are shown in Table 2.

An examination o f  Table 2 in d ic a t e s  th at  the vast  majori ty  o f  

p r in c i p a l s  were rec e iv in g  the reports  d i s t r ib u t e d  by the Michigan 

Department o f  Education concerning the MEAP assessment.  The h ighest  

percentages  were seen with the indiv idual  student  reports  ( to ta l  

group 97.3%), with elementary p r in c i p a l s  having the h igh es t  response
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r a te  o f  98.6%). The lowest  response ra te  can be seen fo r  the  

d i s t r i c t  summary reports  at  each l e v e l  and for  the  t o t a l  group 

(77.2%). The data a l s o  show that  only 3% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  

in d ica ted  "none o f  the above" to  Item 1.

Table 2 . --MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  rece ived  by elementary sch oo l ,  
ju n ior  high/middle sch oo l ,  and high school p r i n c i p a l s ,  
and the to t a l  group.

Reports
Received

Elementary
School

P r inc ip a ls
(N=430)

Junior High/  
Middle School 

P rinc ip a ls  
(N=l65)

High 
School 

P r in c ip a ls  
(N=l46)

Total
Group

(N=785)

N % N % N % N %

Individual
Student 424 98.6 161 97.6 138 94 .5 723 97.3

Classroom
L is t in g 421 97.9 149 90.3 115 78 .8 685 91.7

Classroom
Summary 405 94.2 145 87 .9 119 81 .5 669 89 .9

School
Summary 419 97.4 101 97.6 138 94 .5 718 96 .8

D i s t r i c t
Summary 336 78.1 126 76.4 106 72.6 568 77.2

None o f  
the above 2 .5 0 0 0 0 2 .3

P r i n c i p a l s ’ responses to  Item 2, "During which month did you 

r e c e iv e  the majority o f  the reports  you checked in Item 1?" are 

shown in Table 3.
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Table 3 . --When elementary s c h o o l ,  ju n io r  high/middle s ch oo l ,  and 
high school p r i n c i p a l s ,  as well  as the  t o t a l  group,  
rec e ived  MEAP rep o r t s .

Month

Elementary
School

P r in c ip a l s
(N=406)

Junior High/  
Middle School 

Princ ip a ls  
(N=l50)

High 
School 

P r in c ip a ls  
(N=147)

Total
Group

(N=703)

N % N % N % N %

November 1988 238 58.6 93 62 .0 71 48.2 402 57.1

December 1988 124 30 .5 43 28.6 48 32 .6 215 30 .5

January 1989 37 9.1 10 6 .6 16 10.8 63 8 .9

February 1989 5 1.2 3 2 .0 4 2.7 12 1 .7

A fter  Febru­
ary 1989 2 .5 1 .7 8 5.4 11 1 .5

Inspect ion o f Table 3 shows th at  57. 1% o f  the p r in c i p a l s

in d ica te d  th a t  they rece ived  the majori ty  o f  the reports  they

checked in Item 1 during November 1988. Another 30.5% o f  the  

p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  th a t  they rece ived  the reports  during December 

1988.  As MEAP r e s u l t s  are t y p i c a l l y  rece ived  at the d i s t r i c t  l e v e l

during the l a s t  week in October or the f i r s t  week in November, these

d a ta  show t h a t  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s  were prompt in d i s t r i b u t i n g  

assessment data to  the b u i ld in g  l e v e l .  In ad d i t ion ,  only 12.1% o f  

the p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  th a t  they rece ived  MEAP r e s u l t s  during  

January,  February, or a f t e r  February, 1989.

A higher percentage o f  jun ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  

(62%) rece ived  the reports  in November than e i t h e r  elementary
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p r in c i p a l s  (58.6%) or high school p r in c i p a l s  (48.2%). Five and

f o u r - t e n th s  percent o f  the  high school p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  that  

they  rece ived  the reports  a f t e r  February 1989.

Responses o f  elementary sch oo l ,  ju n io r  high/middle schoo l ,  and 

high school p r i n c i p a l s ,  as well  as the to t a l  group, to  Item 3,  "Who 

was prim ari ly  r e s p o n s ib le  for  determining procedures fo r  the use o f  

1988 MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  in your school?" are shown in Table 4.

Examination o f  Table 4 rev e a ls  t h a t ,  in most c a s e s ,  bu i ld ing  

p r in c i p a l s  ( t o t a l  group = 60.2%) were r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  determining

procedures for  the use o f  the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .

Almost seven out o f  ten  (69.4%) o f  the elementary p r in c i p a l s

in d ica ted  that  the bu i ld ing  pr inc ipa l  had the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to  

determine use o f  the assessment r e s u l t s .  Given the r e l a t i v e  

absence o f  counselors  at  the elementary l e v e l  and the more common 

p o s i t i o n  o f  counselors  at  the jun ior  high/middle school and high 

school l e v e l s ,  the  r e l a t i v e  percentages o f  bu i ld ing  counselors  

having the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  for  determining use o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  i s  not  

unexpected.  Only 1.7% o f  the elementary p r in c i p a l s  indicated  that  

bu i ld in g  counse lors  determined use o f  MEAP r e s u l t s .  Eighteen and 

th r e e - t e n t h s  percent o f  the  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  and 

24.8% o f  the high school p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  bu i ld ing  counselors  as 

the persons r e sp o n s ib le  for  determining procedures fo r  use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s .
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Table 4 . - -P er so n (s )  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  determining procedures for  use 
o f  the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s .

Responsible
Person(s)

Elementary
School

P r in c ip a ls
(N=402)

Junior High/  
Middle School 

P r in c ip a ls  
(N=l53)

High
School

P r in c ip a l s
(N=137)

Total
Group

(N=732)

N % N % N % N %

Central
o f f i c e
personnel

64 15.9 20 13.1 29 21.2 116 15.8

D is t r ic tw id e
committee 26 6 .5 14 9.2 6 4 .4 46 6 .3

Building
p rinc ipa l 279 69.4 81 52.9 56 40 .9 441 60.2

Building-
le v e l
committee

26 6 .5 10 6 .5 12 8 .8 52 7.1

Building
guidance
counselor

7 1 .7 28 18.3 34 24 .8 77 10.5

The study p a r t i c i p a n t s ’ responses to  Item 4,  "Were you required  

to  develop a plan o f  ac t ion  to  overcome needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the 1988 

MEAP t e s t  re su l t s?"  are shown in Table 5.

As shown in Table 5, a f a i r l y  equal proportion o f  elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  ind icated  that  plans were required (33%), th a t  plans were 

not required (33.7%), and th a t  plans were developed but not required  

(33 .3% ).  A g r e a t e r  d i s c r e p a n c y  was r e v e a l e d  a t  t h e  j u n i o r  

high/middle school and high s c h o o l s ,  with 47% and 46.6% o f  the  

p r i n c i p a l s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  in d ic a t in g  that  plans were not required .
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Total group response  showed that  40.2% o f  the  p r in c ip a l s  responding  

to  the  survey ind ica ted  th at  plans were not required .  Elementary 

p r in c i p a l s  were most o f ten  required (33%) to  develop plans to  

a d d r e s s  t h e  needs  i d e n t i f i e d  by th e  MEAP a s s e s s m e n t  r e s u l t s .  

O vera l l ,  59.9% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  sa id  that  plans were developed,  

whether or not they were required.

Table 5 . --Whether p r in c i p a l s  were required to  develop a plan o f
ac t ion  to  overcome needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the MEAP r e s u l t s .

Plan
Requirement

Elementary 
School 

P r in c ip a ls  
(N=427)

Junior High/ 
Middle School 

P rinc ip a ls  
(N=l66)

High 
School 

Princ ip a ls  
(N=l46)

Total
Group

(N=784)

N % N % N % N %

Yes, plan 
required 141 33.0 44 26.5 44 30.1 238 30 .4

No, plan not  
required 144 33.7 78 47.0 68 46.6 315 40.2

Plan not 
required ,  
but plan 
developed

142 33.3 44 26.5 34 23.3 231 29.5

The preceding f in d in g s  are somewhat c o n s i s t e n t  with those  o f  

S t e e l e ’ s study but a l s o  r e f l e c t  increased awareness and use o f  MEAP 

r e s u l t s  by b u i l d i n g  p r i n c i p a l s .  In 1976 ,  92% o f  e l e m e n t a r y  

p r in c i p a l s  and 87% o f  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  rece ived  

Individual Student,  Classroom L i s t in g ,  Classroom Summary, and School 

Summary Reports as compared to  98.6% and 97.6%, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  in
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1988.  Response r a te s  for  elementary p r in c i p a l s  (78.1%) and ju n ior  

high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  (76.4%) who rece ived  D i s t r i c t  Report 

Summaries in 1988 were considerably  higher than those  in 1976 for  

elementary (61%) and ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  (66%). In 

19 7 6 ,  o n l y  12% o f  e l e m e n ta r y  and j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  

p r in c i p a l s  were required to  develop improvement plans based on the  

n eed s  i d e n t i f i e d  by th e  MEAP, as compared t o  33% and 26.5%,  

r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  o f  elementary and ju n ior  high p r in c i p a l s  in 1988.

Research Question 2

What adm in is tra t ive  prov is ions  are Michigan school p r in c i p a l s
making to involve  teachers  in the a n a l y s i s ,  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  and
use o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

Survey questions  designed to  answer Research Question 2 are:

5. Did you e s t a b l i s h  a b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committee to  invo lve  
teachers  in the a n a ly s i s  and in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the 1988 
MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  your school?

6. Which assessment reports  did you share with teach ers  in 
your school?

7. What a s s i s ta n c e  did you provide to  help teach ers  under­
stand and in terp re t  the 1988 MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

8.  For what purposes have you encouraged teach ers  to  use the  
1988 MEAP indiv idual student t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

Study p a r t i c i p a n t s ’ responses to  Item 5, "Did you e s t a b l i s h  a 

b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committee to  involve  teachers  in the a n a l y s i s  and 

in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  the 1988 MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  fo r  your school?" are 

shown in Table 6.
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Table 6 . - -T each ers ’ involvement in a n a ly s i s  and in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  
the MEAP r e s u l t s .

Teachers
Involved?

Elementary
School

P r in c ip a ls
(N=425)

Junior High/  
Middle School 

P r in c ip a ls  
(N=166)

High
School

P r in c ip a ls
(N=147)

Total
Group

(N=783)

N % N % N % N %

Yes 224 52.7 83 50.0 64 43 .5 389 49.7

No 201 47.3 83 50.0 83 56.5 394 50.3

As shown in  Tab le  6 ,  t o t a l  group r e s p o n s e s  were e v e n l y

d i s t r ib u t e d  between the yes -n o  ch o ices  for  Item 5 (49.7% y e s ,  50.3% 

no).  High school p r in c i p a l s  appeared to  invo lve  teachers  l e s s  

(43.5%) than d id  t h e i r  e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l  (52.7%) and j u n i o r

high/middle school (50%) counterparts .

P r i n c i p a l s ’ responses to  Item 6,  "Which assessment r e s u l t s  did 

you share with teachers  in your school?" are shown in Table 7.

An i n i t i a l  review o f  Table 7 shows that  elementary p r in c i p a l s

c o n s i s t e n t l y  shared more o f  the a v a i l a b l e  MEAP reports  with t h e i r  

s t a f f  than did ju n ior  high/middle school and high school p r in c i p a l s .  

The only except ion was th a t  a s l i g h t l y  higher percentage o f  jun ior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  (89.7%) shared d i s t r i c t  summaries than 

did t h e i r  elementary school counterparts  (89.1%). Conversely ,  high 

school p r in c i p a l s  l e a s t  o f ten  shared reports  with t h e i r  teach ing  

s t a f f s  ( fo r  example, only 40% shared d i s t r i c t  summaries with t h e i r  

t e a c h e r s ) .
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Table 7 . --MEAP reports  th a t  p r in c i p a l s  shared with t e a c h e r s .

Assessment
Report
Shared

Elementary 
School 

Princ ip a ls  
(N=430)

Junior High/  
Middle School 

P r in c ip a ls  
(N=l65)

High 
School 

P r in c ip a l s  
(N=l47)

Total
Group

(N=787)

N % N % N % N %

Individual
Student 380 88 .4 132 80 .0 93 63.3 644 8 1 .8

Classroom
L is t in g 369 85 .8 125 75 .8 91 61 .9 615 78.1

Classroom
Summary 349 81.2 116 70.3 96 65.3 594 75.5

School
Summary 383 89.1 148 89 .7 122 83 .0 691 8 7 .8

D i s t r i c t
Summary 251 60.0 79 47.9 59 40.1 422 53.6

None o f  
the above 1 .2 1 .6 5 3 .4 7 .9

Total group responses showed th at  School Summary Reports were 

the most o f ten  shared with teaching s t a f f s  (87.8%) and th at  D i s t r i c t  

Summary Reports were the l e a s t  shared MEAP report (53.6%). Only 9% 

o f  the p r in c ip a l s  indicated  that  "none o f  the reports" were shared 

with t h e i r  s t a f f s .  The data d isp layed  in Table 4 are c o n s i s t e n t  

with those  d isp layed  in Table 2 in th a t  t o t a l  group responses  showed 

th at  the MEAP report l e a s t  o f ten  given  to  b u i ld in g  p r in c i p a l s  was 

the D i s t r i c t  Summary Report (77.2%), and the report l e a s t  o f ten  

given to  teachers  was the D i s t r i c t  Summary Report (53.6%).
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P r i n c i p a l s ’ responses  to  Item 7,  "What a s s i s t a n c e  did you 

provide to  help teach ers  understand and i n te r p r e t  the 1988 MEAP t e s t  

res u l t s ? "  are shown in Table 8.

Table 8 . - - A s s i s t a n c e  p r in c i p a l s  provided to  t each ers  to  help them 
in t e r p r e t  the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s .

A ss i s ta n c e
Provided

Elementary
School

P r in c ip a l s
(N=427)

Junior High/  
Middle School 

P r in c ip a ls  
(N=l62)

High
School

P r in c ip a l s
(N=132)

Total  
Group 

(N=771)

N % N % N % N %

Conducted
teacher
meeting

354 82 .9 117 72.2 77 55 .8 574 74.4

Provided 
MEAP manuals 265 62.1 82 50 .6 85 61 .6 457 59.3

D is tr ib u ted  
MEAP t e s t  
data

334 78.2 127 78 .4 101 73.2 594 77 .0

Provided 
MEAP video 16 3 .7 3 1 .9 2 1 .4 22 2 .9

Requested
i n s e r v i c e
a s s i s t a n c e

55 12.9 29 17 .9 24 17.4 112 14.5

Other ( see  
Appendix) 64 15.0 22 13 .6 18 13 .0 109 14.1

Inspect ion  o f  Table 8 shows t h a t ,  in terms o f  t o t a l  group 

resp onses ,  77% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  d i s t r ib u t e d  student  t e s t  data 

provided with in  Michigan Department o f  Education f o l d e r s .  The three  

subgroups were c o n s i s t e n t  on t h i s  item (78.2% fo r  elementary,  78.4%
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fo r  ju n io r  high/middle s c h o o l ,  and 73.2% for  high s c h o o l ) .  Only 

2.9% o f  t h e  p r i n c i p a l s  p r e s e n t e d  t h e  v i d e o  " I d e n t i f y i n g  and 

A ssess in g  Curriculum Needs With MEAP R esu l t s ."  This low percentage  

may well  be a r e s u l t  o f  p r i n c i p a l s ’ not being aware o f  the video or 

u n a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  the video  soon a f t e r  t e s t  r e s u l t s  were re c e iv e d .  

Elementary p r in c i p a l s  e x h ib i te d  the h igh es t  percentage o f  responses  

(82.9%) and high school p r in c i p a l s  the lowest  (55.8%) when i t  came 

to  conducting teacher  meetings to  analyze MEAP r e s u l t s .

Subgroup percentages in the "other" item were c o n s i s t e n t  (14.1% 

for  the t o t a l  group) and contained comments r e l a t i v e  to  a c t i v i t i e s  

not included in the survey.  A sample o f  comments from each subgroup 

fo l l o w s :

Elementary s c h o o l :

I condensed the r e s u l t s  in to  a short ,  readable report  and 
1i s t e d  the o b j e c t i v e s  which were low est .

I analyzed r e s u l t s  in r e l a t i o n  to  other d a t a - - s e x ,  age,  race ,  
e t c .

I consu lted  with the reading and math con su l tan t  fo r  the  
d i s t r i c t .

Junior high/middle  s c h o o l :

I n ser v ice  provided by area s t a f f .

Met with department heads to  analyze  data .

I developed s t r a t e g i e s  fo r  providing and improving in s t r u c t io n  
fo r  the high needs areas .

High s c h o o l :

I met w i th  each t e a c h e r  in s p e c i f i c  a r e a s  t o  d i s c u s s  
improvement p o s s i b l e .

Department c h a ir p e r s o n s / c l i n i c i a n  have contact  with indiv idual  
su bjec t  area t ea ch er s .
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Wrote c r i t i q u e  o f  r e s u l t s  and o f f e r e d  to  go over r e s u l t s  in 
depth with any s t a f f  member.

Study p a r t i c i p a n t s ’ responses  t o  Item 8 ,  "For what purposes  

have you encouraged teachers  to  use the 1988 MEAP indiv idual student  

t e s t  r e s u l t s ? "  are shown in Table 9.

Table 9 . --Purposes fo r  which teachers  were encouraged to  use the  
1988 MEAP indiv idual  r e s u l t s .

Purpose

Elementary
School

P r in c ip a ls
(N=429)

Junior High/  
Middle School 

Principal  s 
(N=163)

High 
School 

P rinc ipa ls  
(N=l39)

Total
Group

(N=773)

N % N % N % N %

To diagnose
s t u d e n t s ’
s treng th s

362 84 .4 136 83.4 112 80 .6 649 84 .0

To plan
in s t r u c t io n a l
programs

371 86 .5 134 82.2 105 75.5 640 82 .8

To group 
s tudents 82 19.1 30 18.4 20 14.4 144 18.6

To communi­
c a te  p er ­
formance to  
parents

349 81 .4 115 70.6 87 62 .6 582 75.3

To mot ivate  
l earning 208 48.5 62 38.0 61 43 .9 350 45.3

Other 29 6 .8 13 8 .0 7 5 .0 49 6 .3
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Examination o f  Table 9 shows t h a t ,  a s ide  from the "other" item 

on the  survey,  using MEAP r e s u l t s  to  group students  was the area 

l e a s t  o f t e n  checked by respondents.  As a t o t a l  group, only 18.6% o f  

the respondents in d ica ted  that  they encouraged teachers  to  use MEAP 

r e s u l t s  as a help when student grouping d e c i s i o n s  were made. This  

low percentage i s  b e t t e r  understood, however, when one r e c a l l s  that  

the MEAP a s s e s s e s  student achievement r e l a t i v e  to  the e s s e n t i a l  

s k i l l s  developed by Michigan educators and not a broad spectrum o f  

s k i l l s ,  inc luding those  th a t  may go beyond bas ic  or core gr a d e - le v e l  

o b j e c t i v e s .

The two h igh es t  percentages were seen for  elementary p r in c i p a l s  

in the areas o f  diagnosing s t u d e n t s ’ s tren gth s  (84.4%) and planning  

in s t r u c t io n a l  programs (86.5%). The purpose o f  motivating s tudents  

was c o n s i s t e n t l y  low for  each l e v e l , with only the elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  (48.5%) approaching the 50% l e v e l .

Subgroup percentages for  the "other" item were again f a i r l y  

c o n s i s t e n t ,  with the t o t a l  group percentage at 6.3%. Comments 

r e l a t i v e  to  purposes not included in the survey included the f o l l o w ­

ing sample:

El ementary school:

To r e v i e w  our b a s i c  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  program s , s p e c i f i c a l l y  
s c ie n c e .

Plan and eva lua te  in s t r u c t io n a l  programs.

To determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses o f  curriculum.

Junior high/middle school:

To reteach weak areas .
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I d e n t i fy  needs fo r  school improvement plan.

High school:  Educational a c c o u n t a b i l i t y - - a r e  we g e t t i n g  the
job done?

To g e t  scores  up in other  areas in the fu ture .

The preceding f in d in g s  were c o n s i s t e n t  with those  o f  the S t e e l e  

study,  with the except ion  that  in 1976 only  73% o f  ju n ior  h igh /  

middle school p r in c ip a l s  and 81% o f  elementary p r in c i p a l s  shared 

School Summary Reports with t h e i r  s t a f f s  as compared to  89.7% and 

89%, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  in 1988. In add i t ion ,  in 1976, 42% o f  elementary  

p r i n c i p a l s  and 36% o f  j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s  

encouraged t h e i r  teachers  to  use MEAP r e s u l t s  to  communicate student  

p erform ance  t o  p a r e n t s , as compared to  81.4% and 70.6%,  

r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  in 1988.

Research Question 3

For what purposes and to  what ex ten t  are Michigan school
p r in c i p a l s  using the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

For Research Question 3,  elementary s c h o o l , ju n ior  high/middle  

s c h o o l , and high school p r in c i p a l s  were asked to  respond to  a s e r i e s  

o f  14 s ta tements ,  represent ing  a broad spectrum o f  uses o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s .  The 14 s e l e c t e d  purposes were 1 i s t e d  in Item 9 o f  the  

survey as fo l low s:

a. To determine the general  achievement l e v e l  o f  the fo u r th - ,  
s even th - ,  or ten th-grade students  in your s c h o o l .

b. To inform the school community o f  the general  achievement  
l e v e l  o f  the fo u r th - ,  s even th - ,  or tenth-grade s tudents  in 
your s c h o o l .

c .  To determine s trength s  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathe­
m at ics .
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d. To determine s trength s  and weaknesses in the  area o f  read­
ing .

e .  To determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  
s c i e n c e .

f . To determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s .

g .  To document need in the determination o f  school resource  
a l l o c a t i o n  ( i . e . ,  people ,  t ime,  m a te r ia l s ,  and sp ace ) .

h. To determine placement o f  s tudents  in "remedial" programs.

i .  To determine need for  new programs.

j .  To determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs.

k. To analyze teacher  performance.

1.  To i d e n t i f y  s ta f f -deve lopment  needs for  t e a c h e r s .

m. To prepare proposals  for  funding.

n. To p red ic t  s t u d e n t s ’ future  academic s u c c e s s .

o.  Others,  p lease  s p e c i f y .

The "other" item was included so that  respondents could in d ic a te  

purposes not addressed in the survey.  A sample o f  those  narra t ive  

responses  i s  given a f t e r  each principal  group.

Using an e i g h t - p o i n t  Likert s c a l e  (1 through 8 ) ,  p r in c i p a l s  

rated the ex ten t  to  which they used the 1 i s t e d  purposes o f  the 1988 

MEAP r e s u l t s .  A score  o f  1 or 2 ind icated  a ra t in g  o f  "very 1 i t t l e "  

use ,  a 3 or 4 ind icated  a rat ing  o f  "some" use ,  a 5 or 6 in d icated  a 

rat in g  o f  "quite a bit" o f  use ,  and a 7 or 8 in d ica ted  the r e s u l t s  

were used " e x t e n s i v e l y . "

In the fo l low ing  pages,  data are presented fo r  each subgroup 

(elementary schoo l ,  ju n ior  high/middle schoo l ,  and high school
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p r i n c i p a l s ) .  Total group data are presented as part o f  the summary 

fo r  Research Question 3.

Elementary school p r i n c i p a l s . Elementary school p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

responses  concerning each o f  the 14 s e l e c t e d  uses o f  the  1988 MEAP 

r e s u l t s ,  as well  as t h e i r  mean ra t in g  fo r  each use ,  are shown in 

Table 10.  The ex ten t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  fo r  each o f  the 14 s e l e c t e d  purposes i s  d i scu sse d  in the  

fo l low in g  paragraphs.

a.  To determine the  general achievement l e v e l  o f  th e  fou rth -  

grade s tudents  in your s c h o o l .

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  5 .0 9 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  were us ing the MEAP r e s u l t s  

"quite a bit" to  determine general  achievement l e v e l s  o f  s tudents  in 

t h e i r  sch o o ls .  Only 5.3% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  character ized  t h e i r  use 

o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  t h i s  purpose as "very 1 i t t l e . " (See Table  

1 0 . )

b. To inform th e  school community o f  the  general achievement  

l e v e l  o f  the  fourth-grade s tud en ts  in your s c h o o l .

The mean rat ing  for  t h i s  purpose was 4 .7 2 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  were using the MEAP r e s u l t s  

" q u i t e  a b i t "  t o  in form t h e  s c h o o l  community o f  t h e  g e n e r a l  

achievement l e v e l  o f  s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  Approximately one-  

th ird  (34.6%) character ized  t h e i r  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  fo r  t h i s  

purpose as "some." (See Table 10 . )



Table 1 0 . - -Extent  to  which elementary school p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  1̂  
s e l e c t e d  purposes.

Poss ib le  Use Very
L i t t l e

N %

Extent o f  Use

Some
Quite
a Bit

N %

Extensive
S.D.

To determine general  
student achievement  
l e v e l s

23 5.3 130 30.3 93 45 .0  83 19.4  1.61

To inform the school 
community 34 10.3 147 34 .6  173 40.7  61 14.4  1.66

To determine s trengths  and 
weaknesses in mathematics 9 2.1 80 18.6  218 50.7 123 28.6  1.43

To determine strengths  
and weaknesses in reading 16 3 .8  83 19.3 211 49 .0  120 27.9  1.50

To determine strengths  
and weaknesses in sc ien ce 57 13.4 141 33 .0  133 31.2 96 22.5  1.91

To determine in s t r u c ­
t ional  p r i o r i t i e s 29 6 .8  127 29.6  186 43.3 88 20.5  1.63

To document need for  
resource a l l o c a t io n 160 38 .0  166 39.3 78 18.5 18 4 .3  1.69

Mean

5.09

4.72

5.66

5.56

4.74

5.02

3.27



Table 1 0 . --Continued.

- Extent o f  Use

Poss ib le  Use Very
L i t t l e Some

Quite 
a Bit Extensive

S.D. Mean

N % N % N % N %

To determine remedial 
student placement 231 54.6 129 30.5 46 10.9 17 4.1 1.74 2.76

To determine need for  
new programs 191 45.5 153 36.5 63 15.1 12 2.9 1.65 2.99

To determine new 
program e f f e c t i v e n e s s 214 51.6 122 29.4 67 16.1 12 2.9 1.71 2.85

To analyze teacher  
performance 304 75.3 78 19.3 17 4 .2 5 1.2 1 .38 1.92

To i d e n t i f y  s t a f f -  
development needs 130 30.8 145 34.4 112 26.6 35 8 .3 1.89 3.66

To prepare funding 
proposals 310 74.6 65 15.6 32 7.7 9 2.1 1.58 2.11

To predic t  s tu d e n t s ’ 
future academic success 221 52.9 130 31.1 56 13.4 11 2.6 1.67 2.70

Other 4 40.0 0 0 4 40.0 2 20.0 2.74 4.00
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c .  To determine s tren g th s  and weaknesses in the  area o f  mathe­

m at ics .

Elementary p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean ra t in g  o f  5 .66 ,  

in d ic a t in g  th a t ,  on the average,  they were us ing the MEAP r e s u l t s  

"quite a bit"  to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  

mathematics in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  This purpose had the h igh es t  mean 

score  o f  the 14 s e l e c t e d  uses o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s .  Only 2.1% o f  the  

responding p r in c ip a l s  in d ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use in t h i s  area.  

(See Table 10 . )

d. To determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the  area o f

reading.

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  5 .56 ,  in d ic a t in g  th a t ,  

on the average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  were a l so  using the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "quite a bit" to  determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the

area o f  reading in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  As in mathematics, only 3.8% o f

the p r in c i p a l s  ind icated  "very l i t t l e  use in t h i s  area.  (See Table 

1 0 . )

e .  To determine s tren g th s  and weaknesses in the  area o f

s c i e n c e .

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 4 .7 4 ,  in d ica t in g  th a t ,  on 

the average,  elementary p r in c ip a l s  were using the MEAP r e s u l t s  

"quite a bit" to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  

s c ie n c e  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  A higher percentage o f  p r in c i p a l s  (13.4%) 

ind icated  "very l i t t l e "  use in t h i s  area as compared to  reading and 

mathematics. (See Table 10 . )
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f .  To determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s .

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 5 .0 2 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  were using the MEAP r e s u l t s  

"quite a bit" to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s  w ith in  t h e i r  

sc h o o l s .  (See Table 10 . )

g.  To document need in  the  determinat ion o f  school resource  

a l l o c a t i o n  ( i . e . ,  people ,  t ime,  m a t e r i a l s ,  and s p a c e ) .

Elementary p r in c ip a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean ra t in g  o f  3 .2 7 ,  

in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they were using the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  

"some" ex ten t  to  determine resource  a l l o c a t i o n  in t h e i r  s ch o o ls .  

T h ir ty -e ig h t  percent o f  the elementary p r in c i p a l s  ind icated  "very 

1 i t t l e "  use in t h i s  area,  and only 4.3% in d ica ted  "extensive" use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine resource  a l l o c a t i o n .  (See Table 10 . )

h. To determine piacement o f  s tudents  in "remedial" programs.

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat in g  o f  2 .7 6 ,  in d ic a t in g  th a t ,

on the average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  were making "some" use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  t o  d e te r m i n e  p iacem ent  o f  s t u d e n t s  in rem edia l  

programs. A majori ty  o f  the p r in c i p a l s  (54.6%) however, ind icated  

"very 1 i t t l e "  use in t h i s  area.  (See Table 1 0 . )  This f in d in g  i s  

not su rp r is in g  because the MEAP i s  given  in grades 4,  7, and 10 and 

th ere fo re  would have 1 imi ted use fo r  placement in the other  K-12 

grades.

i . To determine need for  new programs.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 2 .9 9 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  were making "some" use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  t o  determine the need for  new programming. Only 2.9%
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o f  the elementary p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  "extensive" use,  and 45.5% 

in d icated  "very l i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See  

Table 10 . )

j .  To determine the effectiven ess  of new programs.

Elementary p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean ra t in g  o f  2 .8 5 ,  

in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they were making "some" use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine new-program e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  A majori ty  

(51.6%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted ,  however, that  "very 1 i t t l e "  use 

was made o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  when determining the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  

new programs. (See Table 10 . )

k. To analyze teacher performance.

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat ing  o f  1 .3 8 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  elementary p r in c ip a l s  were using the MEAP r e s u l t s  

"very 1 i t t l e "  to  analyze teacher  performance. More than th ree -  

fourths  (75.3%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  indicated  "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See Table 10 . )

1. To iden tify  staff-development needs for teachers.

The mean rat in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 3 .6 6 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  elementary p r in c ip a l s  made "some" use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  to  i d e n t i f y  s ta f f -deve lopment  needs for  te a c h e r s .  However, 

34.9% o f  the p r in c ip a l s  did in d ic a te  "quite a bit" or "extensive"  

use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See Table 10 . )

m. To prepare proposals for funding.

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat ing  o f  2 .11 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  elementary p r in c ip a l s  made "very l i t t l e "  use o f  the
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MEAP r e s u l t s  to  prepare proposals  for  funding.  Almost th r e e - fo u r th s  

(74.6%) o f  the p r in c ip a l s  ind ica ted  "very l i t t l e "  use in t h i s  area.  

(See Table 10 . )

n. To predict students* future academic success.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 2 .7 0 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  were making "some" use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  to  p red ic t  s t u d e n t s ’ academic s u c c e s s .  Again,  a s i i g h t  

m a j o r i t y  (52.9%) o f  t h e  r e s p o n d in g  p r i n c i p a l s  i n d i c a t e d  "very  

1 i t t l e "  use in t h i s  area.  (See Table 10 . )

o .  Others,  p lease  s p e c i f y .

The fo l low ing  are some o f  the comments made by elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  r e l a t i v e  to  the purposes for  which they used the 1988 

MEAP r e s u l t s :  "To determine material  needs--SEMS, AIMS, e t c .  for

s c i e n c e , " "To determine al ignments o f  t e s t i n g  and cu rr icu lu m ," and 

"To generate  v a r ia b le s  for  u n iv e r s i ty  course work."

The preceding f in d in g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  with those  o f  the S t e e l e  

study with the except ion o f  Items b and f . S t e e l e  found that  

elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  "some" e x te n t  (mean = 

3 .0 8 )  "to inform the school community o f  the general  achievement  

l e v e l  o f  the fourth-grade s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l ," whereas the  

f in d in g s  o f  the present study indicated  that  elementary p r in c i p a l s  

used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "quite a bit" (mean = 4 .7 2 )  for  t h i s  purpose.  

Also ,  S t e e l e  found that  elementary p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  

t o  "some" e x t e n t  (mean = 4 . 2 1 )  "to d e t e r m i n e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p r i o r i t i e s , "  whereas the f in d in g s  o f  the present study ind ica ted
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th a t  elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the HEAP r e s u l t s  "quite a bit" (mean 

= 5 .02 )  fo r  t h i s  purpose.

J u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s . J u n io r  h i g h / m i d d l e  

school p r i n c i p a l s ’ responses  concerning each o f  the 14 s e l e c t e d  uses  

o f  the 1988 HEAP r e s u l t s ,  as well  as t h e i r  mean ra t in g  fo r  each use ,  

are shown in Table 11.  The ex ten t  to  which th ese  p r in c i p a l s  used 

the HEAP r e s u l t s  for  each o f  the 14 s e l e c t e d  purposes i s  d i scu ssed  

in the fo l lo w in g  paragraphs.

a. To determine the general achievement level of the seventh- 

grade students in your school.

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t ing  o f  4 .7 3 ,  in d ic a t in g  th a t ,  

on the average,  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the HEAP 

r e s u l t s  "quite a bit" to  determine general student achievement  

l e v e l s  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  Twelve and n in e - te n th s  percent o f  the  

p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  "extensive" use o f  the r e s u l t s  and only 3.1% 

ind icated  "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  the HEAP r e s u l t s  for  t h i s  purpose.  

(See Table 11 . )

b. To inform the school community of the general achievement 

level of the seventh-grade students in your school.

Junior  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean 

ra t in g  o f  4 . 9 8 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they used the HEAP 

r e s u l t s  "quite a bit" to  inform the school community o f  the general 

achievement l e v e l  o f  s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l . Almost o n e - f i f t h  

(18.8%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  indicated  th at  they used the HEAP r e s u l t s  

"extensive ly"  and only 5.5% ind ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use in t h i s  

area.  (See Table 11 . )



Table 1 1 . - -Extent  to  which jun ior  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  
14 s e l e c t e d  purposes.

Extent o f  Use

Poss ib le  Use Very
L i t t l e

N %
Some

N %

Quite 
a Bit

N %

Extensive
S.D. Mean

To determine general  
student achievement 
l e v e l s

To inform the school 
community

To determine s trengths  and 
weaknesses in mathematics

To determine strengths  
and weaknesses in reading

To determine strengths  
and weaknesses in sc ien ce

To determine in s t r u c ­
t ional  p r i o r i t i e s

To document need for  
resource a l l o c a t io n

5 3.1 72 44.2  65 39 .9  21 12.9  1.49 4.73

9 5 .5  53 32.1 72 43 .6  31 18 .8  1.64 4.98

5 3 .0  37 22.7 82 50.3 39 24.0 1.54 5.39

6 3 .6  45 2 7 . ‘ 81 49.3  32 19.5  1.55 5.19

24 14.6 35 39.7  52 31.7 23 14.1 1.83 4.39

23 14.1 65 39 .8  56 34 .4  19 11.7 1.73 4.42

74 45.1 63 3 8 .5  24 14 .6 3 1 . 8  1.61 3 .02



Table 1 1 . --Continued.

Extent o f  Use

Poss ib le  Use Very Quite S.D. Mean
L i t t l e  Some a B it  Extens ive

N % N % N % N %

To determine remedial
student placement 72 44.4  51 31 .5  33 20.4  6 3 .7  1 .80 3.12

To determine need for
new programs 64 39 .5  63 38 .9  30 18.5 5 3.1 1.62 3.20

To determine new
program e f f e c t i v e n e s s  86 54.2 46 28.9 35 15.7 2 1 .2  1.59 2.76

To analyze teacher
performance 128 80.5  22 13.8 9 5.7 0 0 1.20 1.75

To id e n t i f y  s t a f f -
development needs 66 40.9  56 34 .8  34 21.2 5 3.1 1.76 3.13

To prepare funding
proposals  107 67.8  36 22.7 13 8 .2  2 1 .3  1.52 2.18

To predic t  s tu d e n t s ’
future academic success  84 52.5 51 31.9  21 13.1 4 2 .5  1 .68 2.66

Othe r  2 4 0 .0  1 2 0 .0  1 2 0 .0  1 2 0 .0  2 .9 6  3 .6 0
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c . To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of mathe­

matics.

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  5 .3 9 ,  i n d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  jun ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "quite a bit" to  determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the  

area o f  mathematics in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  A t o t a l  o f  74.3% o f  the  

p r in c ip a l s  rated t h i s  use as e i t h e r  "quite a bit" or " e x t e n s i v e . " 

As with elementary p r in c i p a l s ,  t h i s  was the h igh es t  rated use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s .  Only 3% o f  the p r in c ip a l s  ind ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use

in t h i s  area.  (See Table 11 . )

d. To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of  

reading.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 5 .19 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  jun ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "quite a bit" to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the

area o f  reading in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  This ra t in g  was c o n s i s t e n t  with

the elementary p r i n c i p a l s ’ ra t ing  in that  t h i s  was the second 

h ighes t  rated purpose for  the jun ior  high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s .  

(See Table 11 . )

e . To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of  

science.

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat ing  o f  4 .3 9 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  jun ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use 

o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the  

area  o f  s c i e n c e  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s . Th is  f i n d i n g  i s  somewhat  

d e c e iv in g ,  however, in that  45.8% o f  the ju n ior  high/middle school
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p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  use a ra t in g  o f  "quite a bit"  or "extensive ."  

Fourteen and s i x - t e n t h s  percent o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "very 

1i t t l e "  use o f  the  MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area .  (See Table 11 . )

f . To determine instructional p r io r it ie s .

Junior high/middle  school p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean 

ra t in g  o f  4 .4 2 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they  made "some" 

use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s  in 

t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  Once aga in ,  however, a high percentage (46.1%) o f  

the p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a ra t in g  o f  "quite a bit" or 

" e x t e n s i v e . " (See Table 1 1 . )

g. To document need in the determination o f school resource 

allocation  ( i . e . , people, time, m aterials, and space).

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  3 .0 2 ,  in d ic a t in g  th a t ,  

on the average,  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use 

o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  to document need in the determination o f  school  

resource  a l l o c a t i o n .  F o r t y - f i v e  and one-tenth  percent indicated  

"very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and only 1.8% indicated  

"extensive"  use in t h i s  area .  (See Table 11 . )

h. To determine placement o f students in "remedial" programs.

The mean r a t in g  fo r  t h i s  purpose was 3 . 1 2 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on

the average,  ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  made "some" use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine placement o f  s tudents  in "remedial" 

programs. (See Table 1 1 . )  As with the elementary pr inc ipa l  s ’ 

r a t in g  in t h i s  area ,  the MEAP was given only in the seventh grade
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during a s t u d e n t ’ s ju n io r  high/middle school years  and would t h e r e ­

fore  have l im i t e d  u t i l i t y  to  a s s i s t  with grouping concerns.

i .  To determine need for  new programs.

Junior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean 

ra t in g  o f  3 .2 0 ,  i n d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they made "some" 

use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  t o  determine need fo r  new programs. Almost 

40% (39.5%) in d ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use fo r  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  

area.  (See Table 11 . )

j .  To determine the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs.

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  2 .7 6 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use 

of  the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs. 

It  should be noted,  however, that  54.2% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  ind icated  

"very 1 i t t l e "  use fo r  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See Table 

1 1 . )

k. To analyze teach er  performance.

The mean ra t ing  for  t h i s  purpose was 1 .2 0 ,  the lowest  ra t ing  

given by the ju n ior  high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  the p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "very 1 i t t l e "  

to analyze teacher  performance.  Only one out o f  f i v e  p r in c i p a l s  

made "some" use or "quite a bit"  o f  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  

area,  and no pr inc ipa l  in d ica ted  making e x te n s iv e  use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  to  analyze  teacher  performance. (See Table 11 . )

1.  To i d e n t i f y  s ta f f -d eve lop m ent  needs for  t e a c h e r s .

The mean ra t in g  fo r  t h i s  purpose was 3 .1 3 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on 

the average ,  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use o f
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the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  a s s i s t  with the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  s t a f f -  

development needs for  t e a c h e r s .  (See Table 1 1 . )  

m. To prepare proposals  for  funding.

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  1 .5 2 ,  in d ic a t in g  th a t ,  

on the  average,  jun ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  made "very 

1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  prepare funding proposa ls .  Only 

9.5% o f  the p r in c ip a l s  in d ica ted  "quite a bit" or "extensive" use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area .  (See Table 11 . )

n. To p red ic t  s t u d e n t s ’ future  academic s u c c e s s .

Junior high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean 

rat in g  o f  1 .68 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they made "very 

1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  p red ic t  s t u d e n t s ’ future  academic 

su cces s .  F i f teen  and s i x - t e n t h s  percent o f  the p r in c i p a l s  indicated  

"quite a bit" or ex tens ive"  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  t h i s  

purpose.  (See Table 11 . )

o.  Others,  p lea s e  s p e c i f y .

Two comments made by ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  

r e l a t i v e  to  other  purposes fo r  which they used the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s  

are as fo l lo w s :  "To determine minimum learning ob jec t ive s"  and "To

demonstrate the poor c o r r e la t io n  between MEAP s c ie n c e  r e s u l t s  and 

s c ien ce  e d u c a t io n . "

The preceding f in d in g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  with th ose  o f  the S tee l  

study with the exception  o f  Items b and n. S t e e l e  found th at  jun ior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  "some" ex ten t  

(mean = 3 .34 )  "to inform the school community o f  the general
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achievement l e v e l  o f  the seventh-grade students  in t h e i r  schoo l ,"  

whereas the f in d in g s  o f  the present study in d ica ted  th a t  ju n ior  

high/middle  school p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  "quite a bit"  (mean = 

4 .9 8 )  fo r  t h i s  purpose.  A lso ,  S t e e l e  found th a t  j u n io r  high/middle  

school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "very 1 i t t l e "  (mean = 2 .26)  

"to p r e d ic t  s t u d e n t s ’ future  academic s u c c e s s , " whereas the  f in d in g s  

o f  t h i s  study indicated  that  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  

made "some" (mean = 2 .66)  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  fo r  t h i s  purpose.

High school pr incipal  s . High school p r i n c i p a l s ’ responses  

concerning each o f  the 14 s e l e c t e d  uses o f  the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s ,  as 

well  as t h e i r  mean rat ing  for  each use,  are shown in Table 12.  The 

e x ten t  to  which high school p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

each o f  the 14 s e l e c t e d  purposes i s  d i scussed  in the f o i l  owing 

paragraphs.

a.  To determine the general achievement l e v e l  o f  the  t e n th -  

grade s tud en ts  in  your s c h o o l .

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat ing  o f  4 .0 8 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  high school p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  

"some" ex ten t  to  determine the general achievement l e v e l  o f  the  

tenth-grade  students  in t h e i r  s ch o o ls .  More than one out o f  four  

(28.7%) made very 1i t t l e  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and only  11.7% made 

"extensive" use o f  the r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See Table 1 2 . )

b. To inform the  school community o f  th e  general achievement  

l e v e l  o f  the tenth-grade s tudents  in your s c h o o l .

High school p r in c ip a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean r a t in g  o f  4 .2 8 ,  

in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they made "some" use o f  the  MEAP



Table 1 2 . --Extent  to  which high school p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  14 s e le c te d  
purposes.

Extent o f  Use

Poss ib le  Use Very
L i t t l e

N %

Some
Quite 
a Bit

N %

Extensive
S.D.

To determine general  
student achievement  
l e v e l s

To inform the school  
community

To determine strengths  and 
weaknesses in mathematics

To determine strengths  
and weaknesses in reading

To determine strengths  
and weaknesses in sc ien ce

To determine in s t r u c ­
t iona l  p r i o r i t i e s

To document need for  
resource a l l o c a t io n

27 28.7 24 25.5  32 34.1 11 11.7 2.11

26 25.7 25 24.8  31 30 .7  19 18.8  2.24

8 5 .6  27 18.4 70 47 .9  41 28.1 1 .58

10 6 .9  29 20.0  67 46.2 39 26.9  1.69

28 19.7  36 25.4 54 38 .0  24 16.9  1.95

25 17.2 57 39.3 46 31 .7  17 11.8  1.81

59 4 2 .7  45 3 2 .6  28 20 .3 6 4 . 3  1 .80

Mean

4.08

4.28

5.48

5.38

4.55

4.23

3 .20



Table 1 2 . --Continued.

Extent o f  Use

Poss ib le  Use Very Quite S.D. Mean
L i t t l e  Some a Bit  Extensive

N % N % N % N %

To determine remedial
student placement 56 40 .9  43 31.4  22 16.0  16 11.7 2.12 3.39

To determine need for
new programs 54 39.1 46 33.3  30 21.7  8 5 .8  1 .86 3.35

To determine new
program e f f e c t i v e n e s s  78 56.5 40 28.9 17 12.3 3 2.1 1.63 2.64

To analyze teacher
performance 104 81 .2  18 14.1 5 3 .9  1 .8 1.19 1.76

To id e n t i f y  s t a f f -
development needs 69 50.4 37 27.0 28 20.5  3 2 .2  1.79 2.86

To prepare funding
proposals  88 67.2  29 22.1 12 9 .2  2 1 .5  1 .50 2.16

To predic t  s tu d e n t s ’
future academic success  71 53.0 44 32 .8  17 12.7 2 1 .5  1.66 2.60

O the r  0 0  0 0  0 0  0 0  0 0
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r e s u l t s  to  inform the school community o f  the general  achievement  

l e v e l  o f  the tenth-grade  s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  Tw enty-f ive and 

s e v e n - te n th s  percent o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  that  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  were used "very l i t t l e "  for  t h i s  purpose.  (See Table 1 2 . )

c . To determine strengths and weaknesses in th e  area o f mathe­

matics.

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat in g  o f  5 .4 8 ,  in d ic a t in g  th a t ,  

on the average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "quite  

a b i t "  t o  d e t e r m i n e  s t r e n g t h s  and w e a k n e s s e s  in t h e  area  o f  

mathematics.  As with ju n ior  high/middle school and elementary  

p r i n c i p a l s ,  t h i s  area was rated the h ighes t  o f  the 14 s e l e c t e d  uses  

o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  (5 .6 6  for  elementary and 5 .39  for  ju n ior  

high/middle  school p r i n c i p a l s ) . A1so c o n s i s t e n t  with the f ig u r e s  

fo r  the other  two l e v e l s  (2.1% for  elementary and 3.0% fo r  ju n ior  

high/middle  school p r in c i p a l s )  i s  th at  only  5.6% o f  the high school  

p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  

determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in t h e i r  mathematics programs. 

(See Table 1 2 . )

d. To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of 

reading.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 5 .3 8 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  made "quite a bit"  o f  use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  

r e a d i n g .  T h is  area  was r a t e d  secon d  h i g h e s t  by h igh  s c h o o l  

p r i n c i p a l s ,  as i t  was by elementary and ju n ior  high/middle  school
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p r i n c i p a l s .  Also c o n s i s t e n t  was the low percentage (6.9%) seen in 

the "very l i t t l e "  column. (See Table 12 . )

e . To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of  

science.

High school p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean ra t ing  o f  4 .5 5 ,  

in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they made "quite a bit" o f  use o f  

the  MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the  area 

o f  s c i e n c e .  Almost one out o f  f i v e  (19.7%) c f  the p r in c i p a l s ,  

however, in d ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  f o r  t h i s  

purpose.  (See Table 1 2 . )

f .  To determine instructional p r io r it ie s .

The mean ra t in g  fo r  t h i s  purpose was 4 .2 3 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  high school p r in c ip a l s  made "some" use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s .  (See Table 12 . )

g. To document need in the determination of school resource 

allocation  ( i . e . ,  people, time, materials, and space).

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat ing  o f  3 .2 0 ,  in d ic a t in g  th a t ,  

on the average,  high school p r in c ip a l s  made "some" use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  to  document need in the determination o f  school resource  

al 1o c a t i o n . S I i g h t l y  more than t h r e e - f o u r t h s  (75.3%) o f  th e  

p r i n c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  or "some" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  

fo r  t h i s  purpose. (See Table 12 . )

h. To determine piacement of students in "remedial" programs.

High school p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean ra t ing  o f  3 .3 9 ,

in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  

"some" ex ten t  to  determine placement o f  s tudents  in "remedial"
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programs. S l i g h t l y  more than four out o f  ten (42.7%) p r in c i p a l s  

in d ica ted  "very l i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See 

Table 1 2 . )  As noted when d i s c u s s i n g  the f in d in g s  for  ju n ior  

high/middle school and elementary school p r i n c i p a l s ,  because the  

MEAP a s s e s s e s  only " e s s e n t ia l  s k i l l s "  and i s  administered at  only  

one grade l e v e l ,  i t s  u s e fu ln e s s  fo r  student placements i s  minimal.

i . To determine need for  new programs.

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  3 .3 5 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  to  determine need for  new programs. Only 5.8% ind ica ted  

"extensive" use in t h i s  area.  (See Table 12 . )

j .  To determine th e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 2 .6 4 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  to  determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs in t h e i r  

s c h o o l s .  E ig h t y - f iv e  and fo u r - ten th s  percent o f  the high school

p r in c i p a l s ,  however, made "very 1 i t t l e "  or "some" use o f  the MEAP

r e s u l t s  for  t h i s  purpose. (See Table 12 . )  

k. To analyze  teacher  performance.

High school p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean ra t in g  o f  1 .19 ,  

i n d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "very 

1 i t t l e "  to  analyze teacher  performance. (See Table 1 2 . )  This

rat in g  was c o n s i s t e n t  with th at  o f  the elementary and jun ior

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s ;  o f  the 14 s e l e c t e d  purposes,  t h i s  one 

rece ived  the lowest  ra t in g  o f  p r in c i p a l s  at  a l l  three  l e v e l s .
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1. To id en tify  staff-development needs for teachers.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 2 .86 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the  average ,  high school p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use o f  the  MEAP 

r e s u l t s  to  i d e n t i f y  s ta f f -deve lopm ent  needs for  t h e i r  teaching  

s t a f f s .  S l i g h t l y  more than o n e - h a l f  (50.4%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  

in d ica te d  "very 1 i t t l e "  use in t h i s  area.  (See Table 12 . )

m. To prepare proposals for funding.

This purpose r ec e iv ed  a mean ra t in g  o f  2 .1 6 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  

on the average ,  high school p r in c ip a l s  made only "some" use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  t o  prepare proposals  for  funding.  (See Table 1 2 . )

n. To predict students’ future academic success.

High school p r in c i p a l s  gave t h i s  purpose a mean rat in g  o f  2 .60 ,  

in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the average,  they used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  

"some" e x ten t  to pred ic t  s t u d e n t s ’ fu ture  academic s u c c e s s .  More 

than o n e - h a l f  (53%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  t h i s  purpose. (See Table 12 . )

o. Others, please specify .

One high school pr in c ipa l  wrote in another purpose fo r  which 

the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s  were used: "To develop l e s s o n s  for  groups o f

low -achiev ing  students  w ith in  c l a s s e s - - t o  a s s e s s  new math textbook  

s u i t a b i l i t y . "

Total group. In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  the f in d in gs  for  Research 

Question 3 are d iscu sse d  in terms o f  the to t a l  group, as well  as for  

ind iv idua l  subgroups.  This s e c t io n  a l s o  serves  as a summary o f  the  

e x ten t  t o  which the MEAP r e s u l t s  were used for  various purposes by
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e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l ,  j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l ,  and h igh  s c h o o l  

p r in c i p a l s  in Michigan.

The t o t a l  group’ s responses  concerning each o f  the  14 s e l e c t e d

uses o f  the  1988 MEAP r e s u l t s ,  as well  as t h e i r  mean ra t in g  for  each

use,  are shown in Table 13.  The ex ten t  to  which the t o t a l  group o f  

p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  each o f  the  14 s e l e c t e d  

purposes i s  d i scussed  in the fo l low ing  paragraphs.

a .  To determine the  general achievement l e v e l  o f  th e  fo u r t h - ,

se v e n th - ,  or ten th-grade s tudents  in your s c h o o l .

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat ing  o f  4 .8 9 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  build ing p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "quite a 

bit" to  determine the general  achievement l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in 

t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  (See Table 13 . )  Ratings ranged from a high o f  5.09  

for  elementary p r in c ip a l s  to  a low o f  4 .08  for  ju n ior  high/middle  

school p r in c i p a l s .  Elementary p r in c ip a l s  had the h igh es t  percentage  

(45%) fo r  the ra t ing  o f  "quite a b i t . "

b. To inform the  school community o f  the  general achievement  

l e v e l  o f  the  fo u r th - ,  s e v e n th - ,  or tenth-grade  s tudents  in your

s c h o o l .

The mean rat ing  for  t h i s  purpose was 4 .7 2 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  build ing p r in c i p a l s  made "quite a bit" o f  use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  t o  in form t h e  s c h o o l  community o f  t h e  g e n e r a l  

achievement l e v e l s  o f  the  s tudents  in t h e i r  school s .  (See Table 

1 3 . )  Junior high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  gave the h igh es t  mean

r a t in g  (4 .98 )  and high school p r in c ip a l s  gave the lowest  mean ra t in g

(4 .28 )  to  t h i s  purpose.



Table 1 3 . - -Extent  to  which the to t a l  group o f  p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  14 
s e l e c t e d  purposes.

Extent o f  Use

Poss ib le  Use Very
L i t t l e

N %
Some

N %

Quite 
a B it

N %

Extensive
S.D. Mean

To determine general  
student achievement 
l e v e l s

To inform the school  
community

To determine strengths  and 
weaknesses in mathematics

To determine strengths  
and weaknesses in reading

To determine strengths  
and weaknesses in sc ien ce

To determine in s t r u c ­
t ional  p r i o r i t i e s

To document need for  
resource a l l o c a t io n

56 7 .6  240 33 .0  305 41.9  127 17.5  1 .69 4.89

82 11.2 238 32 .4  291 40 .8  115 15.7 1.75 4.72

23 3 .0  155 19.8  384 49.2 219 28.0  1.50 5.57

33 4 .2  168 21.6 375 48.0  205 26.2  1.56 5.45

112 14.5 261 33.6 250 32.2  153 19.7  1 .90 4.63

83 10.6 267 34.2 303 38 .8  128 16.4 1.73 4.71

301 3 9 .2  298 3 8 .9  139 18.1 15 3 . 8  1 .6 9  3 .23



Table 1 3 .--Continued.

Extent of Use

Poss ib le  Use Very
L i t t l e

N %

Some
Quite  
a Bit Extensive

S.D. Mean

To determine remedial 
student placement

To determine need for  
new programs

To determine new 
program e f f e c t i v e n e s s

To analyze teacher  
performance

To id e n t i f y  s t a f f -  
development needs

To prepare funding 
proposals

To predic t  s tu d e n t s ’ 
future academic success

Other

370 48.4  243 31 .8  107 14.0  45 5 .9  1 .86 3.01

321 42.2 280 36 .8  134 17.6 27 3 .5  1.69 3.15

393 52.1 228 30.2 114 15.1 20 2 .6  1 .68 2.82

562 76.7 131 17 .8  34 4 .7 .8 1.31 1.87

280 36.7 257 33.7  183 24.0  43 5 .6  1.85 3.38

537 71.9 139 18.6 58 7 .8  13 1 .7  1.53 2.12

394 52.2 239 31.7  102 13.6 19 2 .5  1.69 2.71

6 4 0 .0  1 6 . 6  5 3 3 .4  3 2 0 .0  2 .72  3 .86
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c . To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area o f mathe­

matics.

The t o t a l  group’ s mean ra t ing  fo r  t h i s  purpose was 5 .57 ,  

in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  made "quite a 

b i t "  o f  use  o f  th e  MEAP r e s u l t s  t o  d e t e r m i n e  s t r e n g t h s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  This was 

the h ighes t  rated use ,  not only for  the t o t a l  group but a l s o  for  the  

elementary school p r in c i p a l s  (mean = 5 . 6 6 ) ,  ju n ior  high/middle  

school p r in c i p a l s  (mean = 5 .3 5 9 ) ,  and high school p r in c i p a l s  ( 5 . 4 8 ) .  

Only 3% o f  the to t a l  group made "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  for  t h i s  purpose.  (See Table 13 . )

d. To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of  

reading.

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat ing  o f  5 .4 5 ,  in d ic a t i n g  th a t ,  

on the average,  build ing p r in c i p a l s  made "quite a bit"  o f  use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine s trengths  and weaknesses in t h e i r  reading  

programs. (See Table 13 . )  This purpose was rated second h igh es t  by 

each o f  the subgroups (elementary principal  s ’ mean = 5 .5 6 ,  ju n ior  

high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean = 5 .19 ,  high school p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

mean = 5 . 3 8 ) .

e . To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of  

science.

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  4 .6 3 ,  i n d ic a t i n g  th a t ,  

on the average,  bu i ld ing  p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "quite a 

b i t "  t o  d e te r m in e  s t r e n g t h s  and w e a k n e ss e s  in  t h e i r  s c i e n c e  

programs. S l i g h t l y  more than one-th ird  (33.6%), however, ind ica ted
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th a t  "some" use was made o f  the HEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See 

Table 1 3 . )

f . To determine i n s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s .

The mean ra t ing  fo r  t h i s  purpose was 4 .7 1 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the  average,  bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  made "quite a bit"  o f  use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s  in t h e i r  sch o o ls .  

Almost four out o f  ten (38.8%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "quite a 

bit"  o f  use.  Percentages ranged from 10.6% in d ic a t in g  "very 1 i t t l e  

use o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area o f  16.4% in d ic a t in g  "extensive"  

use .  (See Table 13 . )

g .  To document need in the  determination o f  school resource  

a l l o c a t i o n  ( i . e . ,  people ,  t ime,  m a te r i a l s ,  and s p a c e ) .

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 3 .2 3 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  bu ild ing p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  t o  "some 

extent"  to  document need in the determination o f  school resource  

a l l o c a t i o n s  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  (See Table 13 . )

h. To determine piacement o f  s tudents  in "remedial" programs.

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  3 .0 1 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,

on the average,  bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  to  determine placement o f  s tudents  in "remedial" programs. 

Means ranged from a low o f  2 .76 fo r  elementary p r in c i p a l s  to  a high 

o f  3 .39  fo r  high school pr inc ipa l  s .  (See Table 1 3 . )  Because the  

MEAP t e s t  i s  administered in the tenth  grade,  the higher mean for  

high school p r in c i p a l s  may mean that  the data generated by the MEAP 

can be used for  an addit iona l  two y ea rs .  As noted in comments for  

each subgroup r e l a t i v e  to  t h i s  q ues t ion ,  the MEAP, which a s s e s s e s
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" es se n t ia l"  s k i l l s ,  i s  curre n t ly  g iven only in grades 4,  7,  and 10 

and would th e r e fo r e  seem to  have l im i te d  u t i l i t y  across  a K-12 

system.

i . To determine need for  new programs.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 3 . 1 5 ,  i n d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on

the  average,  bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s

t o  determine need for  new programs. (See Table 13 . )

j .  To determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs.

This purpose rece ived  a mean rat ing  o f  2 .8 2 ,  i n d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  

on the average,  bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  "some" 

ex te n t  to  determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs. More than 

h a l f  (52.1%) o f  the  p r i n c i p a l s ,  however, in d ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use  

f o r  t h e  MEAP r e s u l t s  in  t h i s  area  and o n ly  2.6% i n d i c a t e d  

"extensive" use .  (See Table 13 . )

k. To analyze teacher  performance.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 1 .87 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on

the average,  bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  made "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP

r e s u l t s  to  analyze teacher  performance. Of the 14 s e l e c t e d  uses for  

the MEAP r e s u l t s ,  t h i s  one had the lowest mean for  the t o t a l  group 

as wel l  as fo r  each o f  the subgroups (elementary p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean = 

1 .9 2 ,  ju n io r  high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean = 1 .7 5 ,  high school  

p r inc ipa l  s ’ mean = 1 . 7 6 ) .  Only 5.5% o f  the to t a l  group ind ica ted  

"quite a bit"  or "extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  f o r  t h i s  

purpose.  Conversely,  more than th ree - fo u r th s  o f  the responding  

p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  "very l i t t l e "  use in t h i s  area.  (See Table 

1 3 . )
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1. To iden tify  staff-development needs for teachers.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 3 .3 8 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  used the HEAP r e s u l t s  to  "some" 

ex te n t  to  i d e n t i f y  s ta f f -deve lopm ent  needs for  t e a c h e r s .  Means 

ranged from a high o f  3 .66  for  elementary p r in c i p a l s  to  a low o f  

2 .86  for  high school p r i n c i p a l s .  In terms o f  t o t a l  group response ,  

more than seven out o f  ten (70.4%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "very 

l i t t l e "  or "some" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See Table 

13 . )

m. To prepare proposals for funding.

This purpose rece ived  a mean ra t in g  o f  2 .1 2 ,  in d ic a t in g  th a t ,  

on the average,  bu i ld ing  p r in c ip a l s  made "very l i t t l e "  use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  to  prepare proposals  for  funding.  (See Table 13 . )

n. To predict students’ future academic success.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  purpose was 2 .7 1 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on 

the average,  build ing  p r in c i p a l s  made "some" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  

to  p red ic t  s t u d e n t s ’ future  academic s u c c e s s .  More than h a l f  

(52.2%) o f  the p r in c ip a l s  in d ica ted ,  however, th a t  they made "very 

1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.

o. Others, please specify .

"Other" purposes s p e c i f i e d  by respondents were noted in the  

subgroup p r es en ta t io n s .
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Research Question 4

What are the a t t i t u d e s  o f  Michigan school p r in c i p a l s  regarding  
the value o f  the MEAP and the u t i l i t y  o f  the t e s t  r e s u l t s  
provided by the program?

For Research Question 4,  elementary sch oo l ,  ju n io r  high/middle  

s c h o o l , and h igh  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s  were asked  t o  respond  to  

q u es t ion n a ire  Items 10 and 11,  again using an e i g h t - p o i n t  Likert  

s c a l e .  In the fo l low ing  pages,  each question i s  s t a t e d ,  fo l lowed by 

the responses  to  th at  ques t ion .  For each ques t ion ,  the data are 

presented fo r  each subgroup (elementary s c h o o l , ju n ior  high/middle  

s c h o o l , and high school p r i n c i p a l s ) . Total group data are presented  

as part o f  a summary for  each item for  Research Question 4.

10. Using the above s c a l e  [1 and 2 = very 1 i t t l e ,  3 and 4 =
some, 5 and 6 = q u i te  a b i t ,  7 and 8 = e x t e n s i v e l y ] , ra te
the ex ten t  MEAP r e s u l t s  have had an impact on the i n s t r u c ­
t io n a l  program in your s c h o o l :

a. In encouraging the development o f  a more comprehensive
t e s t i n g  program.

b. In c a l l i n g  a t t e n t io n  to  a c u rr i cu la r  problem(s) not 
prev ious ly  noted fo r  your s c h o o l .

c .  In confirming previous t e n t a t i v e  judgments about a 
c u rr i cu la r  problem(s)  in your s c h o o l .

d. In f a c i l i t a t i n g  a more in d iv id u a l i z e d  in s t r u c t io n a l  
approach to  teaching .

e .  In in f lu en c in g  community a t t i t u d e s  toward your s c h o o l .

f . In narrowing the curriculum to  j u s t  the MEAP t e s t e d
o b j e c t i v e s  in a su bjec t  area.

g .  In narrowing in s t r u c t io n  to  j u s t  the MEAP t e s t e d  sub­
j e c t  areas (mathematics,  reading,  and s c i e n c e ) .

h. Others,  p lease  s p e c i f y .
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Elementary school p r i n c i p a l s . Elementary school p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

responses  concerning each o f  the seven areas o f  impact l i s t e d  in 

Item 10,  as well  as the mean ra t in g  o f  the e x ten t  o f  impact in each 

area ,  are shown in Table 14. In the fo l lo w in g  paragraphs, each area  

o f  impact i s  d iscu sse d  s e p a r a te ly .  "Other" areas not 1 i s t e d  in the  

q u es t ion na ire  but mentioned by respondents are a l s o  c i t e d .

a. Encouraging the development of a more comprehensive tes t in g  

program.

The mean rat ing  for  t h i s  item was 3 .2 5 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  thought the MEAP had had "some" 

impact in encouraging a more comprehensive t e s t i n g  program. Almost 

four out o f  ten (38.2%) p r i n c i p a l s ,  however, thought the  MEAP had 

had "very 1 i t t l e "  impact in t h i s  area.  (See Table 14 . )

b. In ca ll in g  attention to a curricular problem(s) not 

previously noted for your school.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .2 0 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  thought the MEAP had had "some" 

impact  in c a l l i n g  a t t e n t i o n  to  p r e v i o u s l y  unknown c u r r i c u l a r  

problems in t h e i r  s c h o o l s . Almost one ou t  o f  t h r e e  (32.2%)  

p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  the MEAP had had "quite a bit" o f  impact in 

t h i s  area.  (See Table 14 . )

c. In confirming previous ten tative  judgments about a curricu­

lar problem(s) in your school.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .1 9 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  be l ieved  the MEAP had had "some"



Table  1 4 . - - E l e m e n t a r y  schoo l  p r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  im pac t  o f  t h e  MEAP on t h e
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  programs in  t h e i r  s c h o o l s .

Area o f  Impact Very
L i t t l e

%

Extent o f  Impact

Some
Quite 
a Bit

N %

Extensive
S.D. Mean

Encouraging a more com­
prehensive t e s t i n g  program

Call ing a t ten t io n  to  
curriculum problems

Confirming previous judg­
ments about curr icu lar  
problems

F a c i l i t a t i n g  in d iv id u a l ­
ized in s tru ct ion

Influencing community 
a t t i tu d e s

Narrowing the curriculum 
to  j u s t  MEAP t e s t e d  items

Narrowing in s tru c t io n  to  
j u s t  MEAP t e s t e d  subjec t  
areas

160 38.2  167 39 .9  73 17.4  19 4 .5  1.74 3.25

79 18.6 159 37.6  136 32.2  49 11.6  1.81 4.2

64 15.1 177 41.9  151 35.7  31 7 .3  1.64 4.19

125 29.8  202 48.1 82 19.5 11 2 .6  1 .58 3.40

98 23.2 151 35 .6  125 29.6 49 11.6  1.90 4.07

293 69.9  100 23.9  16 3 .8  10 2 .4  1.47 2.12

316 75.6 82 19.6  12 2.9 8 1 .9  1.35 1.94

Other 5 62.5 2 25.0 1 12.5 0 0 1.80 2.12
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impact in c o n f i r m i n g  p r e v i o u s  t e n t a t i v e  judgments  r e l a t i v e  t o  

c u r r ic u la r  problem(s) in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  (See Table 1 4 . )

d. In f a c i l i t a t i n g  a more in d iv id u a l iz e d  in s tr u c t io n a l  

approach to  teaching.

The mean ra t in g  fo r  t h i s  item was 3 .4 0 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the

average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  thought the HEAP had had "some"

impact in f a c i l i t a t i n g  a more in d iv id u a l i z e d  approach to  teaching in 

t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  Only 2.6% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  an "extensive"  

impact by the MEAP in t h i s  area.  (See Table 14 . )

e . In influencing community attitudes toward your school.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .0 7 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the

average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  be l i eved  the MEAP had had "some"

impact in in f lu en c in g  community a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e i r  s ch o o ls .  

Almost one-fourth  ( 23.2%) o f  the p r in c ip a l s  ind ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  

impact in t h i s  area,  however. (See Table 14 . )

f . In narrowing the curriculum to j u s t  the MEAP tested objec­

t iv e s  in a subject area.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 2 .12 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the 

average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  thought the MEAP had had "very

1 i t t l e "  impact in narrowing t h e i r  school s ’ curriculum to  j u s t  the  

MEAP t e s t e d  o b j e c t i v e s  in a subjec t  area.  Only 6.2% o f  the

elementary p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  that  the MEAP had had "quite a bit"  

o f  impact in t h i s  area.  (See Table 14 . )

g. In narrowing instruction to ju st  MEAP tested  subject areas 

(mathematics, reading, and science).
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The mean ra t in g  fo r  t h i s  item was 1 .3 5 ,  i n d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  be l i eved  the  MEAP had had "very 

l i t t l e "  impact in narrowing in s t r u c t io n  to  j u s t  the MEAP t e s t e d  

area.  Less than 5% (4.8%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ica te d  "qui te a bit" 

or "extensive" impact by the  MEAP in t h i s  area .  (See Table 14 . )

h. Others, please specify .

Some o f  the comments made by elementary p r in c i p a l s  r e l a t i v e  to  

the impact the MEAP had had in areas not included on the survey  

were: "Have reaff irmed our commitment to  e x c e l l e n c e  and equity" and

"Shi ft ing  focus to s c ie n c e  and mathematics."

The preceding f in d in g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  with th ose  o f  the S t e e l e  

study with the except ion  o f  Item e .  S t e e l e  found th a t  elementary  

p r in c ip a l s  thought the MEAP had had "very 1 i t t l e "  impact (mean = 

2.48)  "in in f lu en c in g  community a t t i tu d es "  toward t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  

whereas the f in d in gs  o f  the present  study in d ica ted  th a t  elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  thought the MEAP had had "some impact (mean = 4 .07)  in 

t h i s  area.

J u n io r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s . J u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  

school p r i n c i p a l s ’ responses concerning each o f  the seven areas o f  

impact 1 i s t e d  in Item 10, as well  as the mean ra t in g  o f  the ex ten t  

o f  impact in each area,  are shown in Table 15.  In the fo l low ing  

paragraphs,  each area o f  impact i s  d iscu sse d  s e p a r a t e ly .  "Other" 

areas not l i s t e d  in the ques t ionnaire  but mentioned by respondents  

are a l s o  c i t e d .



Table  1 5 . - - J u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  schoo l  p r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  impac t  o f  t h e  MEAP
on t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  programs in  t h e i r  s c h o o l s .

Area o f  Impact Very
L i t t l e

N %

Extent o f  Impact

Some
Quite  
a Bit

N %

Extensive
S.D. Mean

Encouraging a more com­
prehensive t e s t i n g  program

Calling a t ten t io n  to  
curriculum problems

Confirming previous judg­
ments about curr icu lar  
problems

F a c i l i t a t i n g  in d iv id u a l ­
ized in s tru ct ion

Influencing community 
at t i tu d e s

Narrowing the curriculum 
to j u s t  MEAP t e s t e d  items

Narrowing in s tru c t io n  to  
ju s t  MEAP t e s t e d  subject  
areas

63 38.4  52 31 .7  42 25.6 7 4 .3  1.81 3.36

37 22.5 55 33.6  62 37 .8  10 6.1 1.71 4.18

34 20.7 56 34.2 64 39 .0  10 6.1 1.71 4.14

61 37.3 64 39 .0  35 21.3 4 2 .4  1.63 3.28

25 15.1 64 39.0  56 34.2  19 11.6  1.82 4.32

112 69.2 38 23.4 11 6 .8

121 74.7 32 19.8 8 4 .9

1 .6 1.36 2.14

1 .6 1.25 1.92

Other 6 6 6 .7 0 0 1 11.1 2 22 .2  3 .0 6  3.11
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a. In encouraging the development o f a more comprehensive 

test in g  program.

The mean ra t ing  for  t h i s  item was 3 .3 6 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  b e l i ev ed  the MEAP had 

had "some" impact  in e n c o u r a g i n g  t h e  d ev e lo p m en t  o f  a more 

comprehensive assessment program in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  Only 4.3% o f  the  

p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  an "extensive" impact in t h i s  area ,  and more 

than on e - th ird  (38.4%) thought the MEAP had had "very 1 i t t l e "  impact 

on t h e i r  t e s t i n g  programs. (See Table 15 . )

b. In ca ll in g  attention to a curricular problem(s) in your 

school.

As shown in Table 15, the mean rat in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .1 8 ,  

in d i  c a t i  ng t h a t ,  on t h e  a v e r a g e ,  j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  

p r in c i p a l s  be l i eved  the MEAP had had "some" impact in c a l l i n g  

a t t e n t io n  to  a p rev ious ly  unnoted problem(s)  in t h e i r  school s ’ 

c u r r i c u la .  Forty-three  and t h r e e - t e n th s  percent o f  the p r in c i p a l s  

in d ica ted  e i t h e r  "quite a bit" or "extensive" impact in t h i s  area,  

however.

c . In confirming previous ten tative  judgments about a curricu­

lar problem(s) in your school.

The mean ra t ing  for  t h i s  item was 4 .14 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  b e l i eved  the MEAP had 

had "some" impact in confirming previous judgments about cu r r i c u la r  

problem(s) in t h e i r  s ch o o ls .  (See Table 15 . )

d. In f a c i l i t a t i n g  a more in d iv id u a l iz e d  in s tr u c t io n a l  

approach to  teaching.
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The mean r a t in g  for  t h i s  item was 3 . 2 8 ,  i n d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  ju n io r  h igh/middle  school p r in c i p a l s  thought the MEAP had 

had "some" impact in f a c i l i t a t i n g  more in d iv i d u a l i z e d  in s t r u c t io n  in 

t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  More than one- th ird  o f  the p r in c i p a l s  (37.3%) 

thought the MEAP had had "very l i t t l e "  impact in t h i s  area.  (See  

Table 15 . )

e . In influencing community attitudes toward your school.

As shown in Table 15, the mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .3 2 ,  

i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t ,  on t h e  a v e r a g e ,  j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  

p r in c i p a l s  thought the MEAP had had "some" impact in in f luen c in g  

a t t i t u d e s  o f  the community about t h e i r  school s .  This item had the  

h ighes t  mean for  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  for  Question 

10 and the lowest  percentage o f  response in the "very 1 i t t l e "  column 

( 15 . 1%).

f . In narrowing the curriculum to ju st  the MEAP tested object­

ives in a subject area.

The mean ra t in g  fo r  t h i s  item was 2 .1 4 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  b e l i eved  the MEAP had 

had "very 1 i t t l e "  impact in t h i s  area.  Just  7.4% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  

ind icated  th at  the MEAP had had "quite a bit"  or "extensive" impact 

in narrowing t h e i r  curriculum. (See Table 1 5 . )

g. In narrowing instruction to  ju st  the MEAP tested  subject 

areas (mathematics, reading, and science).

As shown in Table 15, the mean ra t ing  for  t h i s  item was 1 .25 ,  

i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t ,  on t h e  a v e r a g e ,  j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l
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p r in c i p a l s  b e l i eved  the MEAP had had "very l i t t l e "  impact in 

narrow ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  A lm ost  t h r e e - f o u r t h s  

(74.7%) o f  the p r in c ip a l s  ind ica ted  "very l i t t l e "  impact in t h i s  

area.  This i tem had the lowest  mean for  j u n io r  high/middle school  

p r in c i p a l s  fo r  Question 10.

h. Others, please specify .

Some o f  t h e  comments made by j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  

p r in c i p a l s  r e l a t i v e  to  the  impact the MEAP had had in areas not 

included in the survey were as f o l l o w s : " E sp ec ia l ly  in English

s e c t i o n s ,  a real  attempt i s  made to  remediate weak areas" and 

"Discouraged the cont inuat ion  o f  the comprehensive t e s t i n g  program 

p rev iou s ly  in p lace  (t ime c o n s t r a i n t s ) ."

The preceding f in d in g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  with those  o f  the S t e e l e  

study in th a t  each area common to  t h i s  study and the S t e e l e  study 

was rated i d e n t i c a l l y  in terms o f  impact ( i . e . ,  very 1 i t t l e ,  some, 

and so o n ) . However, the S t e e l e  study ind ica ted  a mean o f  2 .57  for  

item 3 ( in f lu e n c in g  community a t t i t u d e s ) , j u s t  .07 in to  the "some" 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The current  study ind ica ted  a mean o f  4 .32  for  

item e ,  a l s o  in the "some" c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  y e t  with a cons iderably  

higher mean (only  .18 from "quite a b i t " ) . This means th at  ju n ior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  in 1988 thought the MEAP had a more 

s i g n i f i c a n t  impact than did p r in c i p a l s  in 1976.

High school p r i n c i p a l s . High school p r i n c i p a l s ’ responses  

concerning each o f  the seven areas o f  impact 1 i s t e d  in Item 10, as 

well  as the mean ra t ing  o f  the ex ten t  o f  impact in each area,  are 

shown in Table 16.  In the fo l low ing  paragraphs,  each area o f  impact



Table  1 6 . - -H igh  schoo l  p r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  impact  o f  t h e  MEAP on t h e
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  programs in  t h e i r  s c h o o l s .

Area o f  Impact Very
L i t t l e

N %

Extent o f  Impact

Some
Quite 
a Bit

N %

Extensive
S.D.

Encouraging a more com­
prehensive t e s t i n g  program 57 40.5 34.7 26 18.5 9 6 .3  1.85

Call ing a t ten t io n  to  
curriculum problems

Confirming previous judg­
ments about curr icu lar  
problems

F a c i l i t a t i n g  individual  - 
ized in s tru ct ion

36 24.8  47 32 .5  45 31 .0  17 11.7 1.92

32 22.2 48 33.4  43 29.9  21 14.6  1.93

57 40.5  54 38.3  27 19.1 3 2.1 1.68

Influencing community 
a t t i tu d e s 36 25.5 45 31 .9  43 30 .5  17 12.1 2.01

Narrowing the curriculum 
to  j u s t  MEAP t e s t e d  items 109 78.4 23 16.6 7 5 .0 0 0 1.45

Narrowing in s tru c t io n  to 
j u s t  MEAP t e s t e d  subjec t  
areas

112 81.2 20 14.5 6 4.3 0 0 1.08

Other 2 66 .7 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 .3  3 .4 6

Mean

3.27

4.05  

4.16

3.10

4.05  

1.87  

1.71 

3.00
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i s  d i scu sse d  s e p a r a t e ly .  "Other" areas not l i s t e d  in the q u e s t i o n ­

n a ire  but mentioned by respondents are a l s o  c i t e d .

a. In encouraging the development of a more comprehensive

te s t in g  program.

The mean rat in g  for  t h i s  item was 3 .2 7 ,  in d ica t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  high school p r i n c i p a l s  b e l i ev ed  the HEAP had had "some"

impact in encouraging a more comprehensive assessment program in 

t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  S l i g h t l y  more than four out o f  ten (40.5%) o f  these  

p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "very l i t t l e "  impact in t h i s  area,  however. 

(See Table 16 . )

b. In ca ll in g  attention to  a curricular problem(s) not previ­

ously noted for your school.

The mean ra t in g  fo r  t h i s  item was 4 .0 5 ,  in d ica t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  thought the MEAP had had "some"

impact in c a l 1 ing  a t t e n t i o n  to  p r e v i o u s l y  unnoted c u r r i c u l a r  

problems in t h e i r  school s.  (See Table 16 . )

c. In confirming previous ten tative  judgments about a curricu­

lar problem(s) in your school.

As shown in Table 16, the mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .1 6 ,  

in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  b e l i ev ed  the  

MEAP had had "some" impact in confirming judgments about cu r r i c u la r  

problems in t h e i r  sch oo ls .  This item had the h ighes t  mean fo r  high 

school p r in c i p a l s  for  Question 10.

d. In f a c i 1i t a t i n g  a more in d iv id u a l iz e d  in s tr u c t io n a l

approach to teaching.
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The mean rat ing  fo r  t h i s  item was 3 .1 0 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  thought the MEAP had had "some"

impact in f a c i l i t a t i n g  a more in d iv id u a l i z e d  in s t r u c t io n a l  approach 

by the teachers  in t h e i r  b u i ld in g s .  Only 2.1% ind ica ted  "extensive"  

impact by the MEAP and more than four out o f  ten (40.5%) indicated

"very 1 i t t l e "  impact by the MEAP in t h i s  area.  (See Table 16 . )

e .  In in f lu en c in g  coranunity a t t i t u d e s  toward your s c h o o l .

The mean rat ing  fo r  t h i s  item was 4 .0 5 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  b e l i eved  the MEAP had had "some"

impact in in f lu enc in g  community a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e i r  s c h o o l s . 

S I i g h t l y  more than one-fourth  (25.5%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  indicated  

"very 1 i t t l e "  impact in t h i s  area.  (See Table 16 . )

f .  In narrowing the  curriculum to  j u s t  the  MEAP t e s t e d  o b je c ­

t i v e s  in a su bjec t  area.

The mean rat ing  fo r  t h i s  item was 1 .87 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  thought the MEAP had had "very

1 i t t l e "  impact in narrowing the curriculum in su bjec t  areas as se ssed

by the MEAP. Only 5% o f  the  p r in c ip a l s  in d ica ted  "quite a bit"  of

impact by the MEAP, and none ind ica ted  "extensive" impact. Seventy-

e i g h t  and fo u r- ten th s  percent o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "very 

1 i t t l e "  impact o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See Table 16 . )

g .  In narrowing in s t r u c t i o n  t o  j u s t  th e  MEAP t e s t e d  o b j e c t i v e s  

in a s u b jec t  area.

As shown in Table 16,  the mean rat in g  for  t h i s  item was 1 .71 ,  

in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  b e l i ev ed  the  

MEAP had had "very l i t t l e "  impact in narrowing in s t r u c t io n  to  the
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MEAP t e s t e d  areas  o f  mathematics,  reading,  or s c i e n c e .  More than 

e i g h t  out o f  ten (81.2%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "very l i t t l e "  

impact in t h i s  area,  and none o f  them in d ica ted  "extensive" impact.

h. Others, please specify .

A sample o f  comments made by high school p r in c i p a l s  r e l a t i v e  to  

the  impact the MEAP had had in areas not included in the survey

f o l 1ows: "Sh i f t in g  grade l e v e l s  in which courses  are o f f ered  to

p lea s e  the s t a t e ,  i . e . ,  moving bio logy  from grade 9 to  10" and

"Encouraging an overa l l  emphasis o f  bu i ld ing  in s t r u c t io n a l  s k i l l s ,  

s t r a t e g i e s ,  and t e c h n i q u e s . "

Total group. In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  the f in d in g s  fo r  Research 

Question 4, ques t ion na ire  Item 10,  are d iscu ssed  in terms o f  the  

t o t a l  group, as well as for  indiv idual subgroups. This s e c t io n  a l so  

serves  as a summary o f  the a t t i t u d e s  o f  the t o t a l  group regarding  

the impact o f  the MEAP on the in s t r u c t io n a l  programs in t h e i r

sc h o o l s .

The t o t a l  group’ s responses  concerning the s e l e c t e d  areas o f  

MEAP impact, as well  as t h e i r  mean ra t in g  for  each area,  are shown 

in Table 17. The f in d in g s  concerning each area o f  impact are 

presented in the fo l l o w in g  paragraphs.

a. In encouraging the development o f a more comprehensive

test in g  program.

This item had a mean ra t ing  o f  3 . 2 6 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  the t o t a l  group b e l i eved  the MEAP had had "some" impact on 

the development o f  a more comprehensive t e s t i n g  program in t h e i r



Table  1 7 . - -The  t o t a l  g r o u p ’ s a t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  impac t  o f  t h e  MEAP on t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l
programs in  t h e i r  s c h o o l s .

Area o f  Impact Very
L i t t l e

N %

Extent o f  Impact

Some
Quite 
a Bit

%

Extensive
S.D. Mean

Encouraging a more com­
prehensive t e s t i n g  program

Calling a t ten t io n  to  
curriculum problems

Confirming previous judg­
ments about curr icu lar  
problems

F a c i l i t a t i n g  in d iv i d u a l ­
ized in s tru ct ion

Influencing community 
a t t i tu d e s

Narrowing the curriculum 
to j u s t  MEAP t e s t e d  items

Narrowing in s tru c t io n  to  
j u s t  MEAP t e s t e d  subjec t  
areas

297 38 .7  288 37 .6  146 19.0  36 4 .7  1.76 3.26

156 20.2 278 35 .8  262 33 .8  79 10.2  1 .80 4.21

137 17.6 294 38.0  279 36.1 64 8 .3  1.71 4.18

255 33.3 342 44 .5  153 19.9 18 2.3 1.60 3.31

166 21.6 275 35.7 241 31.2 89 11.5  1.90 4.14

546 71.6 169 22.2 35 4 .7  13 1 .7  1.40 2.08

579 76.1 144 19.0 27 3 .6  11 1 .5  1.29 1.91

Other 14 58 .3 4 16 .7 3 1 2 .5 3 1 2 .5  2 .45  2.87
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s c h o o l s .  The mean scores  o f  the th ree  subgroups f e l l  w ith in  a 

f a i r l y  narrow range,  from a low o f  3 .25  fo r  the elementary p r i n c i ­

p a ls  to  a high o f  3 .36  fo r  jun ior  high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s ,  

in d ic a t i n g  s im i la r  p ercept ions  o f  the HEAP in t h i s  area.  (See Table  

1 7 . )

b. In c a l l i n g  a t t e n t i o n  t o  a c u r r i c u la r  problem(s) in  your 

s c h o o l .

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 . 2 1 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  the t o t a l  group thought the HEAP had had "some" impact in 

c a l l i n g  a t t e n t io n  to  a prev ious ly  unnoted c u r r i c u la r  problem(s)  in 

t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  Again, mean scores  f e l l  w ith in  a narrow range,  from 

a high o f  4 .20  for  elementary p r in c i p a l s  to  a low o f  4 .16  for  high 

school p r in c i p a l s .  (See Table 17 . )

c .  In confirming previous  t e n t a t i v e  judgments about a c u r r i c u ­

la r  problem(s)  in your s c h o o l .

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .1 8 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  the t o t a l  group b e l i eved  the MEAP had had "some" impact in 

confirming t e n t a t i v e  judgments about a cu r r i c u la r  problem(s) in the  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ s ch o o ls .  Again, only a s i i g h t  variance e x i s t e d  among 

the mean ra t in g s  o f  the three  subgroups (elementary p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean 

= 4 .1 9 ,  ju n ior  high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean = 4 . 1 4 ,  high 

school p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean = 4 . 1 6 ) .  (See Table 17 . )

d .  In f a c i 1 i t a t i n g  a more i n d i v i d u a l i z e d  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

approach to  t each in g .

As shown in Table 17,  the mean ra t in g  fo r  t h i s  item was 3 .3 1 ,  

in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  the t o t a l  group b e l i eved  the MEAP
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had had "some" impact  in f a c i l i t a t i n g  more i n d i v i d u a l i z e d  

i n s t r u c t io n  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  I t  appears th at  elementary p r in c i p a l s  

perce ived  a grea te r  impact o f  the MEAP in t h i s  area (mean = 3 .40)  

than did e i t h e r  ju n ior  high/middle school or high school p r in c i p a l s  

(means = 3 .28  and 3 .1 0 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .

e .  In in f lu e n c in g  correnunity a t t i t u d e s  toward your s c h o o l .

This item had a mean ra t in g  o f  4 .1 4 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the

average,  the t o t a l  group thought the MEAP had had "some" impact in 

i n f l u e n c i n g  community a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e i r  s c h o o l s . J u n io r  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  had the h ighes t  mean ( 4 . 3 2 ) ,  whereas 

elementary and high school p r in c i p a l s  had s im i la r  means (4 .07  and 

4 .0 5 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . (See Table 17 . )

f . In narrowing the  curriculum to  j u s t  the  MEAP t e s t e d  o b je c ­

t i v e s  in a su b jec t  area .

As shown in Table 17, the mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 2 .08 ,  

i n d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  the to t a l  group thought the MEAP 

had had "very 1 i t t l e "  impact in narrowing loca l  c u r r i c u la  to  j u s t  

the MEAP t e s t e d  o b j e c t i v e s  in a p a r t i c u la r  su bjec t  area .  High 

school p r in c i p a l s  showed the  lowest  mean ( 1 . 8 7 ) ,  with j u n io r  high 

p r in c i p a l s  the h igh es t  at  2 .14  and elementary p r in c i p a l s  at  2 .12 .

g.  In narrowing i n s t r u c t i o n  t o  j u s t  the  MEAP t e s t e d  s u b jec t  

areas  (mathematics,  reading,  and s c i e n c e ) .

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 1 .91 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  the t o t a l  group be l i eved  the MEAP had had "very 1 i t t l e "  

impact in narrowing i n s t r u c t io n  in Michigan schoo ls  to  j u s t  the MEAP
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t e s t e d  subjec t  areas o f  mathematics, reading and s c i e n c e .  Once 

again,  high school p r in c i p a l s  showed the low est  mean (1 .7 1 )  and 

elementary p r in c i p a l s  showed the h igh es t  ( 1 .9 4 ,  s t i l l  w ith in  the  

"very l i t t l e "  ca tegory ) .

h. Others,  p lease  s p e c i f y .  Comments by the  t o t a l  group were 

included in the subgroup p r e s e n ta t io n s .

In the fo l low ing  pages,  responses to  q u es t ion n a ire  Item 11 are 

presented for  each subgroup and for  the t o t a l  group o f  p r in c i p a l s .

Item 11 i s  re s ta ted  as i t  appeared in the q u es t io n n a ire .

11.  Using the s c a l e  provided above [1 and 2 = very 1 i t t l e ,
3 and 4 = some, 5 and 6 = q u i t e  a b i t ,  7 and 8 = e x te n ­
s i v e l y ]  , ra te  the ex ten t  to  which you b e l i e v e  MEAP t e s t  
r e s u l t s  are useful  to  you for  the fo l l o w in g  purposes.

a. Diagnosis  o f  student learning  needs.

b. Analys is  o f  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the a l l o c a t i o n  
o f  school resources  and student achievement o f  mini - 
mal o b j e c t i v e s .

c .  Planning fo r  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvements.

d. Communicating s ta tu s  o f  student learn in g  to  parents  
and s tuden ts .

Elementary school p r i n c i p a l s . Elementary school pr inc ipa l  s ’ 

responses concerning the use fu ln ess  o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  

s e l e c t e d  purposes,  as well  as t h e i r  mean r a t in g  for  each purpose,  

are shown in Table 18. Findings regarding the u s e fu l n e s s  o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  fo r  each o f  the four s e l e c t e d  purposes are d i scu sse d  in 

the fo l low ing  paragraphs.



Tab le  1 8 . - - E l e m e n t a r y  schoo l  p r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t
r e s u l t s  f o r  s e l e c t e d  p u r p o s e s .

Extent o f  Usefulness

Purpose Very
L i t t l e Some

Quite 
a Bit Extensive

S.D. Mean

N % N % N % N %

Diagnosis  o f  student  
learning needs 47 11.0 148 34.6 165 38.7 67 15.7 1.75 4.70

Analysis  o f  re la t io n s h ip  
between a l l o c a t io n  o f  
school resources and 
student achievement of  
minimal o b je c t iv e s

154 36.5 159 37.7 87 20.6 22 5.2 1.77 3.36

Planning for  in s t r u c ­
t ional  improvements 33 7 .6 121 28.4 187 43 .8 86 20.2 1.67 5.03

Communicating s ta tu s  o f  
student learning to  
parents and students

33 7.7 146 34.1 184 43 .0 65 15.2 1.64 4.81
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a. Diagnosis o f  student learning needs.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .7 0 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the

average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  rated the  HEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as 

"quite" useful  in terms o f  d iagnos ing student  learn in g  needs.  

F i f te e n  and seven- ten ths  percent o f  the p r in c i p a l s  rated  the MEAP’ s 

u s e fu ln e s s  in t h i s  area as " e x t e n s i v e , " and 11% ind ica ted  "very 

1 i t t l e "  use for  MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area.  (See Table 18 . )

b. Analysis o f  the  relationship between the a llocation  of

school resources and student achievement o f minimal objectives .

As shown in Table 18,  t h i s  item had a mean r a t in g  o f  3 .3 6 ,  

in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  thought the  

MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  had "some" u s e fu ln es s  in t h i s  area.  More than 

one- th ird  (36.5%) o f  these  p r in c i p a l s ,  however, rated the MEAP t e s t  

r e s u l t s  as having "very 1 i t t l e "  u s e fu ln es s  in t h i s  area.

c. Planning for instructional improvements.

This item had a mean rat ing  o f  5 .0 3 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  elementary p r in c ip a l s  b e l i eved  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  were 

"quite" useful  in planning for  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvements in t h e i r  

sc h o o l s .  S I ig h t ly  more than two out o f  ten (20.2%) o f  the p r i n c i - 

pals  rated the MEAP’ s u s e fu ln e s s  as " e x t e n s i v e , " and only  7.6% saw 

the MEAP as having "very 1 i t t l e "  u s e fu ln e s s  in t h i s  area.  (See 

Table 18 . )

d. Communicating status of student learning to  parents and 

students.

The mean ra t ing  for  t h i s  item was 4 .8 1 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as being
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"quite" useful  in communicating the l e v e l  o f  student learn ing  to  

parents and s tu d en ts .  More than one- th ird  (34.1%) saw the  MEAP as 

having "some" u s e f u l n e s s ,  and only  7.7% thought the MEAP had "very 

1 i t t l e "  u s e fu ln e s s  in t h i s  area .  (See Table 18 . )

The preceding f in d in g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  with those  o f  the S t e e l e  

study with the except ion  o f  Items c and d. In 1976,  Elementary 

p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP as having "some" u s e fu ln e s s  (mean = 4 .40)  

when "planning fo r  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvements" and when "communicat­

ing s ta tu s  o f  student  learn in g  to  parents and students" (mean = 

3 . 3 1 ) .  The f in d in g s  o f  t h i s  study in d ica ted  that  the MEAP t e s t  

r e s u l t s  were seen as being "quite" useful  in th es e  areas (means = 

5.03 and 4 .8 1 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .

J u n io r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s . J u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  

school p r i n c i p a l s ’ responses  concerning the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  the MEAP 

t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  s e l e c t e d  purposes,  as well  as t h e i r  mean ra t in g  for  

each purpose, are shown in Table 19. Findings regarding the usefu l  - 

ness o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  each o f  the four s e l e c t e d  purposes are 

d iscu ssed  in the fo l lo w in g  paragraphs.

a. Diagnosis o f student learning needs.

The mean ra t in g  fo r  t h i s  item was 4 . 5 8 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  ju n ior  h igh/middle  school p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP t e s t  

r e s u l t s  as "quite" useful  in terms o f  d iagnosing student learning  

needs.  Close to  h a l f  (43.3%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  bel ieved the MEAP 

t e s t  r e s u l t s  had "very 1 i t t l e "  or only "some" u s e fu ln e s s  in t h i s  

area,  however. (See Table 19 . )



Table  1 9 . - - J u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  schoo l  p r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t h e  MEAP
t e s t  r e s u l t s  f o r  s e l e c t e d  p u r p o s e s .

Extent o f  Usefulness

Purpose Very
L i t t l e Some

Quite 
a Bit Extensive

S.D. Mean

N % N % N % N %

Diagnosis  o f  student  
learning needs 21 12.8 50 30.5 72 43.9 21 12.8 1.72 4.58

Analysis  o f  re la t io n s h ip  
between a l l o c a t io n  o f  
school resources and 
student achievement o f  
minimal o b je c t iv e s

63 39.1 58 36 .0 35 21.8 5 3.1 1.73 3.24

Planning for  in s t r u c ­
t ional  improvements 24 14.7 51 31.3 65 39 .9 23 14.1 1.80 4.57

Communicating s ta tu s  o f  
student learning to  
parents and students

17 10.6 54 33.5 68 42.2 22 13.7 1.66 4.75
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b. Analysis o f  the relationship  between the a llocation  of  

school resources and student achievement of minimal objectives .

As shown in Table 19, the mean r a t in g  fo r  t h i s  item was 3 .2 4 ,  

i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t ,  on t h e  a v e r a g e ,  j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s ch oo l  

p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as having "some" u s e fu ln e s s  

in t h i s  area .  A1 most four out o f  ten (39.1%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  

in d ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  u s e fu ln e s s  o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  t h i s  

purpose.

c. Planning for instructional improvements.

This item had a mean ra t in g  o f  4 . 5 7 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP t e s t  scores  as being "quite" 

useful  when planning for  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvements. Almost h a l f  

(46%) o f  th es e  p r i n c i p a l s ,  however, b e l i ev ed  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  

had only "very 1 i t t l e "  or "some" u s e fu ln e s s  for  t h i s  purpose.  (See 

Table 19 . )

d. Communicating status of student learning to parents and 

students.

The mean ra t ing  for  t h i s  item was 4 . 7 5 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the 

average,  ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP t e s t  

r e s u l t s  as "quite" useful  when communicating the l e v e l  o f  student  

learn ing  to  parents and s tu d e n ts .  Close to  on e- th ird  (33.5%) o f  the  

p r in c i p a l s  b e l i eved  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  had only "some" u s e fu ln e s s  

and 10.6% be l i eved  they had "very 1 i t t l e "  u s e fu ln es s  fo r  t h i s  

purpose. (See Table 19 . )

The preceding f in d in g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  with those  o f  the S t e e l e  

study with the except ion  o f  Items c and d. In 1976, ju n io r  h igh /
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middle school p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as having 

"some" u s e f u l n e s s  in  terms o f  " p lan n in g  f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

improvements" and "communicating the s ta tu s  o f  student learning  to  

parents and students" (means = 4 .48  and 3 .5 7 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . The 

f in d in g s  o f  t h i s  study revealed  th at  ju n ior  high/middle school  

p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as being "quite" useful  for  

both purposes (means = 4 .57  and 4 .7 5 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .

High school p r i n c i p a l s . High school pr inc ipa l  s ’ responses  

concerning the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  fo r  s e l e c t e d  

purposes,  as well  as t h e i r  mean ra t in g  for  each purpose,  are shown 

in Table 20. Findings regarding the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  

for  each o f  the four s e l e c t e d  purposes are d i scu sse d  in the f o l l o w ­

ing paragraphs.

a. Diagnosis of student learning needs.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .3 9 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the

average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as

having "some" u s e fu ln e s s  in terms o f  diagnosing student learning

needs.  Conversely,  15.5% thought the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  had "very 

1 i t t l e "  u s e f u l n e s s ,  and 13.7% b e l i eved  the r e s u l t s  had "extensive"  

u s e fu ln e s s  for  t h i s  purpose.  (See Table 20 . )

b. Analysis of the  relationship between the a llocation  of 

school resources and student achievement of minimal objectives.

As shown in Table 20,  t h i s  item had a mean ra t in g  o f  3 .3 6 ,

in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the average ,  high school p r in c i p a l s  thought the  

MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  had "some" u se fu ln ess  in t h i s  area.  Only 23.1% of



Tab le  2 0 . - -H igh  schoo l  p r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s
f o r  s e l e c t e d  p u r p o s e s .

Extent o f  Usefulness

Purpose Very
L i t t l e Some

Quite 
a Bit Extensive

S.D. Mean

N % N % N % N %

Diagnosis  o f  student  
learning needs 24 16.6 50 34.5 51 35 .2 20 13.7 1,83 4.39

Analysis  o f  re la t io n s h ip  
between a l l o c a t io n  o f  
school resources and 
student achievement o f  
minimal o b je c t iv e s

46 33.1 61 43 .8 22 15.9 10 7 .2 1.82 3.36

Planning for  in s t r u c ­
t ional  improvements 21 14.6 51 35.4 52 36.1 20 13.9 1.82 4.47

Communicating s ta tu s  o f  
student learn ing to  
parents and students

19 13.3 48 33.6 52 36.4 24 16.8 1.86 4.66
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the p r in c i p a l s  in d ica ted  "qui te a bit"  or "extensive" u s e fu ln es s  o f  

the  MEAP r e s u l t s  for  t h i s  purpose.

c. PIanning for instructional improvements.

The mean ra t in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 . 4 7 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as 

h av in g  "some" u s e f u l  n e s s  when p ia n n in g  f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

improvements in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  Fourteen and s i x - t e n t h s  percent o f  

the  high school p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP r e s u l t s  as having "very 

1i t t l e "  u s e fu ln es s  in t h i s  area,  and 13.9% said  they had "extensive"  

u s e fu ln e s s  for  t h i s  purpose.  (See Table 20 . )

d. Communicating s t a t u s  o f  student learn ing  to  parents and 

s tu d e n ts .

As shown in Table 20, the mean rat ing  for  t h i s  item was 4 .6 6 ,  

in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the average,  high school p r in c i p a l s  rated the  

MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as being "quite" useful  when communicating the  

l e v e l  o f  student  le arn ing  to  parents and s tud en ts .  The r e s u l t s  were 

rated as "quite" useful  by 16.8% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  and as having 

"very 1 i t t l e "  u s e fu ln e s s  by 13.3%.

Total group. In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  the f in d in g s  for  Research 

Question 4,  ques t ion na ire  Item 11, are d iscussed  in terms o f  the  

t o t a l  group, as well  as fo r  indiv idual subgroups. This s e c t io n  a l s o  

serves  as a summary o f  the a t t i t u d e s  o f  the t o t a l  group regarding  

the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  for  s e l e c t e d  purposes.

The to t a l  group’ s responses concerning the u s e fu ln es s  o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  for  four s p e c i f i c  purposes,  as well  as t h e i r  mean
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r a t in g  for  each purpose,  are shown in Table 21.  The f in d in g s  

concerning each purpose are presented in the fo l low ing  paragraphs.

a. Diagnosis of student learning needs.

As shown in Table 21, the mean rat in g  for  t h i s  item was 4 .6 4 ,  

in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the average,  the t o t a l  group rated the MEAP t e s t  

r e s u l t s  as being "quite" useful  when diagnosing student learning  

needs.  Elementary school p r in c i p a l s  gave the h igh es t  ra t in g  o f  4 .70  

(q u i te  u s e f u l ) and high school p r in c i p a l s  the lowest  at  4 .39  (some 

u s e f u l n e s s ) . Junior high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  as "quite" useful  by j u s t  .08 po in ts  (mean = 4 . 5 8 ) .

b. Analysis of the relationship between the a llocation  of  

school resources and student achievement of minimal objectives.

This item had a mean ra t ing  o f  3 .3 5 ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average,  the t o t a l  group rated the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as having 

"some" u s e fu ln e s s  for  t h i s  purpose.  All subgroups rated s im i l a r l y  

t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t h e  MEAP r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area  ( e l e m e n t a r y  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean = 3 .3 6 ,  jun ior  high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean 

= 3 .2 4 ,  high school p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean = 3 . 3 6 ) .

c. Planning for instructional improvements.

The mean ra t ing  for  t h i s  item was 4 .8 3 ,  in d ica t in g  t h a t ,  on the  

average ,  the t o t a l  group rated the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as being  

"quite" useful  when planning for  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvements in t h e i r  

s c h o o l s .  Elementary school p r in c i p a l s  gave the h ighes t  rat ing  

(5 .03 )  and high school p r in c i p a l s  the lowest ( 4 . 4 7 ) .  Junior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP r e s u l t s  at 4 .5 7 .  High



Table  2 1 . - -The  t o t a l  g r o u p ’ s a t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  f o r
s e l e c t e d  p u r p o s e s .

Extent o f  Usefulness

Purpose Very
L i t t l e Some

Quite  
a Bit Extensive

S.D. Mean

N % N % N % N %

Diagnosis  o f  student  
learning needs 94 12.0 264 33.9 307 39.4 115 14.7 1.75 4.64

Analysis  o f  re la t io n s h ip  
between a l l o c a t io n  o f  
school resources and 
student achievement o f  
minimal o b je c t iv e s

274 35.9 294 38.4 159 20.7 38 5.0 1.77 3.35

Planning for  in s t r u c ­
t ional  improvements 80 10.2 135 30.3 323 41.7 138 17.8 1.74 4.83

Communicating s ta tu s  o f  
student learn ing to  
parents and students

72 9.3 262 33 .8 325 41.9 116 15.0 1.68 4.77
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school p r in c i p a l s  were the only subgroup to  ra te  the MEAP r e s u l t s  as 

being useful  to  "some" ex ten t  for  t h i s  purpose.  (See Table 2 1 . )

d. Communicating status o f student learning to  parents and 

students.

The mean score  fo r  t h i s  item was 4 .7 7 ,  in d ic a t i n g  t h a t ,  on the

average,  the t o t a l  group rated the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  as being

"quite" useful  when communicating the l e v e l  o f  student  learn in g  to

parents and s tu d en ts .  All three subgroups rated the MEAP r e s u l t s  as 

being "quite" useful  in t h i s  area (elementary school pr in c ipa l  s ’ 

mean = 4 .8 1 ,  ju n ior  high/middle school pr incipal  s ’ mean = 4 .7 5 ,  high 

school p r i n c i p a l s ’ mean = 4 . 6 6 ) .

Results  o f  the Chi-Square Analyses  

In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  r e s u l t s  o f  the ch i- square  ana lyses  are used to  

determine the s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the  

princ ipa l  s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  (Item 9 a-o) and

princ ipa l  s ’ responses to  Research Questions 1, 2, and 4,  as well  as 

princ ipa l  and build ing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

To determine p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP assessment  

r e s u l t s ,  the scores  on the s c a l e  o f  1 (very 1 i t t l e )  through 8 

( e x t e n s i v e l y )  for  each item o f  Item 9 were t o t a l e d  and then d iv ided  

by the numbers o f  items that  were endorsed by the  ind iv idual  

respondents.  Items 1,  6,  7, and 8 were not included in the c h i -  

square analyses  because ch i- square  does not lend i t s e l f  to  q u es t ions  

with m u lt ip le  responses (SPSS-X, 1986).
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Those r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t h a t  met t h e  c h i - s q u a r e  c r i t e r i o n  o f  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  at  the .05 l e v e l  are d i scu sse d  in t h i s  s e c t i o n .  The 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  th at  met th a t  c r i t e r i o n  are i d e n t i f i e d  by an a s t e r i s k  

in Table 22.

Table 22 contains  the r e s u l t s  o f  the  ch i - sq u are  ana lyses  for  

" e x t e n t  o f  use" o f  t h e  MEAP a s s e s s m e n t  r e s u l t s  and s e l e c t e d  

v a r ia b le s  from Research Questions 1,  2,  and 4,  as well  as pr inc ipa l  

and bu i ld ing  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Numerous v a r ia b le s  were found to  be 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e la te d  to  the e x ten t  to  which b u i ld in g  p r in c i p a l s  in 

Michigan were using the MEAP assessment r e s u l t s .  The v a r ia b le s  

found to  be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  fo r  the th ree  subgroups and 

the t o t a l  group are d iscu ssed  in the fo l lo w in g  pages.

Elementary School Pr in c ipa ls

A requirement to  develop a plan o f  ac t ion  to  overcome needs

i d e n t i f i e d  bv the 1988 MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s . As shown in Table 22,  a

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between elementary  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and whether or not

they were required to  develop a plan o f  ac t ion  to  overcome needs

i d e n t i f i e d  by the 1988 MEAP assessment r e s u l t s .  An examination of  

the percentages in the c e l l s  o f  Table D.l (Appendix D) in d ic a te s  

th a t  elementary p r in c i p a l s  who used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "extensive ly"  

were more 1 i k e l y  to  develop a plan o f  ac t ion  to  overcome needs  

i d e n t i f i e d  by the MEAP assessment than were those  p r in c i p a l s  who did  

not use the MEAP r e s u l t s  e x t e n s i v e l y .  The ch i - sq u are  t a b l e  a l so  

shows that  38.5% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ic a t in g  "extensive"  use o f  the



Table 2 2 . --R esu l ts  o f  ch i-square  analyses fo r  "ex ten t  of use" o f  the HEAP r e s u l t s  and se lec ted  v a r ia b le s .

Selected Variables

N

Elementary School 
Principals

df X2 p

Junior High/Middle School 
Principals

N df X2 p N

High School 
Principals

df X2 P N

Total Group 

df X2 P

District-level Provisions 
for Principals’ Use:
Hontli HEAP results received 404 16 11.64364 .768 152 20 18.09516 .581 139 12 7.29078 .837 738 20 17.15591 .642
Person responsible for 
determining use 400 16 20.65743 .192 153 16 39.95774 .000* 137 16 15.02721 .522 732 16 26.24788 .050*

Plan requirement 427 8 25.59774 .001* 166 8 18.10528 .019* 146 8 13.04231 .110 784 8 46.80696 .000*

Principals’ Provisions for 
Teacher Use:

Building committee estab­
lished 425 4 15.62384 .003* 166 4 17.99840 .001* 147 4 5.56061 .234 783 4 27.99623 .000*

Principals’ Attitudes Toward 
HEAP Assessment Results: 

Impact of assessment 
results on instruc-
tional programs 433 16 323.10975 .000* 166 16 152.00511 .000* 147 16 111.98308 .000* 791 16 665.33868 .000*

Usefulness of HEAP 
assessment results 433 16 416.29480 .000* 166 16 72.62378 .000* 147 16 154.65034 .000* 791 16 702.33826 .000*

School Buildina Character­
istics:
Location of school 431 8 6.55953 .584 163 8 12.00935 .150 146 8 2.95568 .937 786 8 7.15142 .520
Total school enrollment 428 16 10.82287 .820 163 16 23.23899 .107 145 16 17.09255 .379 782 16 13.21693 .056
School setting 426 8 13.37774 .099 162 8 2.80649 .945 145 8 7.99229 .434 779 8 11.02600 .200
Percentage of minority 

students 433 12 26.39684 .009* 165 12 19.20058 .083 147 12 9.60414 .650 785 12 33.54037 ,000*a

Principal Characteristics: 
Gender 430 4 7.49084 .112 165 4 6.43175 .169 147 4 3.85972 .425 784 4 2.85110 .583
Highest academic degree 429 12 16.46591 .170 166 12 6.43638 .892 145 12 3.22189 .993 781 12 8.81011 .719
Years as administrator 431 12 12.05264 .441 162 12 7.78052 .802 143 12 16.29174 .178 776 12 11.05228 .524
Years in position 430 16 22.78834 .119 166 16 18.23382 .310 146 16 20.46874 .199 784 16 12.80527 .686

*Significant at the .05 level.
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MEAP r e s u l t s  developed plans o f  ac t ion  even though they  were not  

required to  do so .

E stab l ish  a b u i l d i n g - l e v e l  committee to  invo lve  teachers  in the  

a n a l y s i s  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  1988 MEAP r e s u l t s . A 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between elementary  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and whether or not  

they e s t a b l i s h e d  a b u i l d i n g - l e v e l  committee to  invo lve  teachers  in  

the a n a ly s i s  and in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s  for  t h e i r  

sch o o ls .  (See Table 22 . )  An examination o f  the percentages  in the  

c e l l s  o f  Table D.2 (Appendix D) su ggests  th a t  elementary p r in c ip a l s  

who made "extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more 1 ik e l y  to  

e s t a b l i s h  a b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committee to  invo lve  teachers  in the  

a n a ly s i s  and in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s  than were th ose  

who did not use the MEAP r e s u l t s  e x t e n s i v e l y .

Impact o f  the MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  on the in s t r u c t io n a l  

program in t h e i r  s c h o o l s . As shown in Table 22,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between elementary pr inc ipa l  s ’ 

"extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  about the  

impact they b e l i eved  the MEAP had had on the i n s t r u c t io n a l  programs 

in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  An examination o f  the percentages  in the c e l l s  o f  

Table D.3 (Appendix D) su gges t s  th at  elementary p r in c i p a l s  who made 

"extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more 1 i k e l y  to  b e l i e v e  th at  

the MEAP had had an "extensive" impact on the in s t r u c t io n a l  programs 

in t h e i r  schoo ls  than were p r in c i p a l s  who used the MEAP r e s u l t s  

"quite a bit" or "some."
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P r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t h e  MEAP 

assessment r e s u l t s . A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was 

found between elementary p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  and t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  those  r e s u l t s  

fo r  s e l e c t e d  purposes (Item 11,  a-d) in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  (See Table

2 2 . )  An examination o f  the percentages in the c e l l s  o f  Table D.4

(Appendix D) s t ro n g ly  suggests  that  elementary p r in c i p a l s  who made 

"extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  a l s o  bel ieved the use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  was "extensive" fo r  the s e l e c t e d  purposes in t h e i r  

s c h o o l s .  Only 9% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive" use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  thought there  was "very 1 i t t l e "  or "some" u s e fu ln e s s  o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  the purposes in d ica te d .

Percentage o f  minori ty  s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s . As shown in 

Table 22,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between 

elementary p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and the  

approximate percentage o f  minori ty  s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  as 

i n d i c a t e d  in q u e s t i o n n a i r e  Item 16 .  An e x a m in a t i o n  o f  th e  

percentages  in the c e l l s  o f  Table D.5 (Appendix D) su ggests  that  

elementary p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  

came from sch oo ls  with very low percentages (0% to  9%) o f  minori ty  

s tudents  or from bu i ld ings  with the higher percentage o f  minori ty  

s tudents  (10.6% to  100%).

The preceding f in d in g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  with those  o f  the S t e e l e  

study in th a t  the v a r ia b le s  found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e la te d  in 

t h i s  study,  as well  as the conc lus ions  drawn from the chi -square

t a b l e s ,  were a l s o  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e la t e d  in the S t e e l e  study.  Two
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addit iona l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  however, were found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  in 

the S t e e l e  study.  Those were the ex te n t  to  which elementary

p r in c i p a l s  used the HEAP r e s u l t s  and the s e t t i n g  in which t h e i r  

s ch oo ls  were loc a te d  and the  month in which the  p r in c i p a l s  rece ived  

the  majori ty  o f  t h e i r  MEAP re p o r t s .  S t e e l e  found th a t  elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  "who work in elementary schoo ls  in urban s e t t i n g s  are 

more 1 i k e l y  t o  be u s i n g  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  ’ q u i t e  a b i t ’ or  

’ e x t e n s i v e l y ’ than are p r in c i p a l s  who work in elementary sch oo ls  in 

suburban or rural s e t t i n g s . " S t e e l e  a l s o  found th a t  elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  "who r e c e iv e  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  l a t e  are more 1 ik e l y  to  

use MEAP r e s u l t s  ’ very 1 i t t l e ’ than are p r i n c i p a l s  who r e c e iv e  t e s t  

r e s u l t s  e a r l y . "

Junior High/Middle School P r in c ip a ls

Person primari ly  r e s p o n s ib le  for  determining procedures for  the  

u se  o f  t h e  1988 MEAP a s s e s s m e n t  r e s u l t s . A s t a t i s t i c a l l y

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t io n s h i p  was found between ju n ior  high/middle school 

p r i n c i p a l s ’ " e x t e n t  o f  use" o f  t h e  MEAP r e s u l t s  and p e r s o n s  

prim ari ly  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  determining procedures for  the use o f  the  

1988 MEAP assessment r e s u l t s .  (See Table 2 2 . )  An examination o f  

the percentages  in the c e l l s  o f  Table D.6 (Appendix D) s u g g es t s  th a t  

ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive"  use o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  were more l i k e l y  to  be in sch oo ls  where the pr inc ipa l  

or a d i s t r i c t  wide committee determined procedures for  the use o f  

the 1988 MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s .  A lso ,  bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  who made
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"very l i t t l e "  or "some" use o f  the HEAP r e s u l t s  were more l i k e l y  to  

be in sch oo ls  where the bu i ld ing  guidance counse lor  was the person 

prim ari ly  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  determining procedures fo r  the use o f  the  

assessment r e s u l t s .

A requirement to  develop a plan o f  ac t ion  to  overcome needs  

i d e n t i f i e d  bv the 1988 HEAP assessment r e s u l t s . As shown in Table 

22, a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found Letween 

ju n ior  high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the HEAP 

r e s u l t s  and whether or not they were required to  develop a pi an o f  

ac t ion  to  overcome needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s .  An 

examination o f  the percentages  in the c e l l s  o f  Table D.7 (Appendix 

D) s u g g e s t s  t h a t  j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s  making 

"extensive" or "quite a bit" o f  use o f  the HEAP r e s u l t s  were more 

1 i k e l y  to  be in b u i ld in gs  th at  were required to  develop plans of  

ac t ion  to  overcome needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  

than were p r in c i p a l s  in d ic a t in g  "very 1 i t t l e "  or "some" use.

Establ ished  a b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committee to  invo lve  teachers  in 

the a n a ly s i s  and i n te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the 1988 MEAP assessment r e s u l t s . 

A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between ju n ior  

high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s

and whether or not they e s ta b l i s h e d  a b u i l d i n g - l e v e l  committee to

in vo lve  teachers  in the a n a ly s i s  and in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  the 1988 MEAP 

assessment r e s u l t s  fo r  t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  (See Table 2 2 . )  An

examination o f  the percentages  in the c e l l s  o f  Table D.8 (Appendix

D) su gges ts  th a t  ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  who made
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"extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more l i k e l y  to  be in 

s ch oo ls  th a t  e s t a b l i s h e d  b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committees than were those  

p r i n c i p a l s  who did not use the MEAP r e s u l t s  e x t e n s i v e l y .  Also ,  

c l e a r l y  an inverse  r e l a t i o n s h i p  e x i s t e d  in th a t  p r in c i p a l s  who 

ind ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were not l i k e l y  to  

e s t a b l i s h  a b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committee to  invo lve  teach ers  in the  

a n a l y s i s  and i n te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the assessment r e s u l t s .

Impact o f  the MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  on the in s t r u c t io n a l  

program in t h e i r  s c h o o l s . As shown in Table 2 2 , a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t io n s h i p  was found between ju n ior  high/middle school  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  

about the impact they thought the MEAP had had on the in s t r u c t io n a l  

programs in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  An examination o f  the percentages  in the  

c e l l s  o f  Table D.9 (Appendix D) su ggests  that  ju n ior  high/middle  

school p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive" or "quite a bit" o f  use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more 1ik e l y  to  b e l i e v e  th at  the MEAP had had 

"quite a bit" or an "extensive" impact on the in s t r u c t io n a l  programs 

in t h e i r  schoo ls  than were p r in c ip a l s  who made "very 1 i t t l e "  or 

"some" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s .

P r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e  u s e f u l  n e s s  o f  th e  MEAP 

a s s e s s m e n t  r e s u l t s . As shown in  T ab le  2 2 , a s t a t i  s t i  c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between ju n ior  high/middle school  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  

toward the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  those  r e s u l t s  for  s e l e c t e d  purposes (Item 

11,  a-d) in t h e i r  s ch o o ls .  An examination o f  the percentages  in the  

c e l l s  o f  Table D.10 (Appendix D) suggests  th at  ju n ior  high/middle
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school p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive" or "quite a bit" o f  use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  a l s o  rated the u s e fu ln es s  o f  the s e l e c t e d  purposes  

as "qui te a bit"  or " e x t e n s i v e . " Only 5.4% o f  the p r in c i p a l s  who 

made "extensive" use o f  the  MEAP r e s u l t s  rated the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  the  

s e l e c t e d  purposes as "very 1 i t t l e . "

These preceding f in d in g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  with those  o f  the  

S t e e l e  study in th at  a l l  o f  the v a r ia b le s  found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

r e l a t e d  in t h i s  study,  as well  as the conc lus ions  drawn from the  

ch i- square  t a b l e s ,  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e la t e d  in the S t e e l e  study.  

Two addi t i  onal  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  however ,  were found t o  be 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  in the S t e e l e  study.  Those were the  

e x ten t  to  which ju n io r  high/middle  school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  and the percentage o f  minori ty  s tudents  in t h e i r  schools  and 

the h igh es t  c o l l e g e  degree held by the p r in c i p a l s .  S t e e l e  founH 

that  ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  "who work in schoo ls  with 

the h ig h es t  percentage o f  minori ty  s tudents  (10.6% to  100%) are more 

1i k e l y  to  be making ’q u i t e  a b i t ’ or ’ e x t e n s i v e ’ use o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  

than are p r in c i p a l s  who work in schoo ls  with lower percentages of  

minori ty  s tudents  (0% to  10.5%)." S t e e l e  a l s o  found that  jun ior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  who had earned e i t h e r  a Educational 

S p e c i a l i s t  degree or an Ed.D. or Ph.D. degree were more l i k e l y  "to 

be making ’q u i te  a b i t ’ or ’ e x t e n s i v e ’ use o f  MEAP r e s u l t s "  than 

were ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  who had earned e i t h e r  a 

B.A. or an M.A. as t h e i r  h igh es t  degree .
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High School P r in c ip a ls

Impact o f  the MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  on the in s t r u c t io n a l  

program in t h e i r  s c h o o l s . A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

was found between high school p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  and t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  about the impact they thought the  

MEAP had had on the in s t r u c t io n a l  programs in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  (See  

Table 2 2 . )  An examination o f  the percentages in the c e l l s  o f  Table 

D . l l  (Appendix D) suggests  that  high school p r in c i p a l s  who made 

"extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more 1 i k e l y  to  th ink  that  

those  r e s u l t s  had had an "extensive" impact on the in s t r u c t io n a l  

programs in t h e i r  schoo ls  than were p r in c i p a l s  who had "quite a 

b i t , 11 "some," or "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  th ose  r e s u l t s .  Only 5.4% o f  

the p r in c i p a l s  who ind ica ted  "extensive" use thought the MEAP had 

had "very 1 i t t l e "  impact on t h e i r  in s t r u c t io n a l  programs.

P r i n c i p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  toward th e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t h e  MEAP 

a s s e s s m e n t  r e s u l t s . As shown in Tab le  22 ,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t io n s h i p  was found between high school pr in c ipa l  s ’ 

"extent o f  use" o f  the  MEAP r e s u l t s  and t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward the  

u s e fu ln es s  o f  those r e s u l t s  for  s e l e c t e d  purposes (Item 11,  a-d) in 

t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  An examination o f  the percentages in the c e l l s  o f  

Table D.12 (Appendix D) suggests  that  high school p r in c i p a l s  who 

made "extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  a l s o  rated the u s e fu ln e s s  

o f  the s e l e c t e d  purposes as "extensive ."
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The Total Group

Person primarily  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  determining procedures for  use 

o f  the  1988 MEAP assessment r e s u l t s . As shown in Table 22,  a s t a ­

t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between the to t a l  

group’ s "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and the  person(s)  

prim ari ly  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  determining the procedures for  use o f  the  

1988 MEAP assessment r e s u l t s .  An examination o f  the percentages  in 

the c e l l s  o f  Table D.13 (Appendix D) su gges ts  th at  t h i s  r e l a t io n s h i p  

was true  regard less  o f  the  degree o f  use.

A requirement to  develop a plan o f  a c t io n  to  overcome needs  

i d e n t i f i e d  bv th e  1988 MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s . A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t io n s h i p  was found between the t o t a l  group’ s "extent  

o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and whether or not they were required to  

develop a plan o f  ac t ion  to  overcome needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the 1988 

MEAP assessment r e s u l t s .  (See Table 22 . )  An examination o f  the  

percentages in Table D.14 (Appendix D) sugges ts  th a t  to ta l -g ro u p  

p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more 

l i k e l y  to  be in bu i ld in gs  th a t  were required to  develop  plans o f  

act ion  to  overcome needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the MEAP r e s u l t s .  Almost 

one- th ird  (32.8%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  in d ic a t in g  "extensive" use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  were 1 i k e l y  to  be in b u i ld ings  th at  developed plans  

o f  ac t ion  even though they were not required to  do so .  Also ,  

to ta l -g ro u p  p r in c i p a l s  who ind ica ted  "very 1 i t t l e "  or "some" use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more 1 ik e l y  to  be in b u i ld in gs  th at  were not
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required to  develop plans o f  ac t ion  to  overcome needs i d e n t i f i e d  by 

the  1988 MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  for  t h e i r  s c h o o l s .

Establ ished  a b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committee to  invo lve  teach ers  in 

the a n a ly s i s  and in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the 1988 MEAP assessment r e s u l t s . 

A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t io n s h i p  was found between the t o t a l  

group’ s "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and whether or not they  

e s t a b l i s h e d  a b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committee t o  invo lve  teachers  in the  

a n a ly s i s  and in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s .  (See Table 

2 2 . )  An examination o f  the percentages in the c e l l s  o f  Table D.15 

(Appendix D) suggests  th at  p r in c ip a l s  who made "extensive" use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  were 1ik e l y  to  be in schools  th a t  were required to  

e s t a b l i s h  b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committees to  invo lve  t eachers  in the  

a n a ly s i s  and in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the 1988 MEAP r e s u l t s .  Further 

examination suggests  that  p r in c ip a l s  who made "very 1 i t t l e "  use o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  were not 1ik e l y  to  be in schoo ls  that  were required  

to  e s t a b l i s h  b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committees.  I t  should be noted that  

b ui ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  who made "quite a bit" o f  use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  appeared to  have a 50/50 chance o f  being in sch oo ls  that  

were required to  e s t a b l i s h  b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committees.

Impact o f  the MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  on the in s t r u c t io n a l  

program in s c h o o l s . As shown in Table  2 2 ,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t io n s h i p  was found between p r i n c i p a l s ’ e x te n t  o f  

use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  about the impact they  

thought the MEAP had had on the in s t r u c t io n a l  programs in t h e i r
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s c h o o l s .  An examination o f  the percentages  in the  c e l l s  o f  Table  

D.16 (Appendix D) s u g g es t s  that  p r in c ip a l s  who made "extensive" use  

o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more l i k e l y  to  f e e l  th a t  th ose  r e s u l t s  had 

had an "extensive" impact on the in s t r u c t io n a l  program in t h e i r  

schools  than were p r i n c i p a l s  who used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "quite a 

b i t , "  "some," or "very 1 i t t l e . "

P r i n c i  p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  toward th e  u s e f u l  n e s s  o f  t h e  MEAP 

assessment r e s u l t s . A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was 

found between the p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  

and t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward the u s e fu ln es s  o f  those  r e s u l t s  for  

s e l e c t e d  purposes (Item 11,  a-d) in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  (See Table 22 . )  

An examination o f  the percentages  in the c e l l s  o f  Table D.17 

(Appendix D) s t ron g ly  s u gges t s  th at  p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive"  

use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  a l s o  b e l i eved  th a t  r e s u l t s  were used 

" extensive ly"  for  the s e l e c t e d  purposes in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  Only 9.6% 

o f  the p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  

thought there  was "very 1 i t t l e "  or "some" u s e fu l n e s s  o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  for  the purposes in d ica te d .

Percentage o f  minori ty  s tudents  in Michigan s c h o o l s . As shown 

in Table 22,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found 

between pr inc ipa l  s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  and the  

approximate percentage o f  minori ty  s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  as 

ind ica ted  in Item 16 ) .  An examination o f  the percentages  in the  

c e l l s  o f  Table D.18 (Appendix D) suggests  th a t  p r i n c i p a l s  who made 

"extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were in sch o o ls  with a very low 

percentage (0 to  .9%) o f  minor i ty s tudents  or the  h ig h e s t  percentage
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increment in the  survey,  10.6% to  100% minori ty  s tu d e n ts .  Almost 

70% (69.2%) o f  the p r in c i p a l s  who in d ica ted  "extensive" use o f  the  

HEAP r e s u l t s  came from sch oo ls  with th e s e  percentages  o f  minori ty  

s tu d en ts .

Corre lat ion  C o e f f i c i e n t s  fo r  "Extent o f  Use" 
o f  the MEAP R esul ts  fo r  S e le c ted  Purposes

C o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  were  computed t o  examine th e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between elementary s c h o o l , ju n ior  high/middle s c h o o l , 

high s c h o o l , and t o t a l  group p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP 

assessment r e s u l t s  fo r  one purpose and the "extent o f  use" o f  those  

r e s u l t s  f o r  o ther  purposes (Item 9,  a - n ) . For example, analyses  

were conducted to  determine whether there  was a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

the e x te n t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine  

s tren g th s  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and the ex ten t  

to  which they  used th ose  r e s u l t s  "to determine placement o f  s tudents  

in remedial programs." The r e s u l t s  o f  th ese  ana lyses  are d iscu sse d  

in t h i s  s e c t i o n .

The s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between v a r i a b l e s  was 

determined by the s i z e  o f  the Pearson product-moment c o r r e la t io n  

c o e f f i c i e n t .  Because o f  the large  number o f  v a r ia b le s  in the  

corre l  a t ion  m a tr ic e s ,  an alpha l e v e l  o f  .001 was chosen as the  

c r i t e r i o n  fo r  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The use o f  such a s t r in g e n t  

alpha l e v e l  pro tected  a g a in s t  Type I error  when determining the  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  the c o r r e l a t i o n s .  A lso ,  because o f  the unique 

character  o f  the data c o l l e c t e d  fo r  t h i s  study and the d i s t r i b u t i o n s
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o f  the  c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  i t  was decided th at  c o r r e l a t i o n s  o f  .50 and 

higher would be des ignated  as s i g n i f i c a n t .  C orre la t ion s  with an 

abso lu te  value o f  ,50 to  .64 were considered  moderate ( " l i k e l y " ) ,  

.65 to  .79 strong ("very l i k e l y " ) ,  and .80 to  .99 very strong  

("exceedingly  l i k e l y " ) .

In the fo l low ing  pages,  data are presented fo r  each subgroup 

(elementary sch oo l ,  ju n io r  high/middle s c h o o l ,  and high school  

p r in c i p a l s )  s e p a ra te ly ,  fo l lowed by the r e s u l t s  fo r  the t o t a l  group 

o f  p r in c i p a l s .

Elementary School P r in c ip a ls

The c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  fo r  s e l e c t e d  uses o f  the MEAP

assessment r e s u l t s  for  elementary school p r in c i p a l s  are shown in

Table 23.  Corre lat ions  meeting the c r i t e r i o n  fo r  s i g n i f i c a n c e  are 

noted with an a s t e r i s k .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were found between the  

e x ten t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

d e te r m i n e  t h e  g e n e r a l  a c h ie v e m e n t  l e v e l "  o f  t h e  f o u r t h - g r a d e  

students  in t h e i r  schoo ls  and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  

r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gths  and weaknesses in the area o f

mathematics" ( .5928)  and "to determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in 

the area o f  reading" ( .5 7 8 6 ) .  Both c o r r e la t io n s  were seen as

moderate, suggest ing  th at  i t  i s  l i k e l y  the "extent o f  use" o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e s e  p u r p o se s  by e l e m e n t a r y  p r i n c i p a l s  was 

s im i l a r .



Table 2 3 . - -C o r re la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  se lec te d  uses o f  the  MEAP assessment r e s u l t s :  Elementary school p r i n c i p a l s .

9b 9c 9d 9e

Use

9f

of the 

9g

MEAP Assessment Results 

9h 9i 9j 9k 91 9m 9n

9a .4310 .5928 .5786 .3378 .4675 .3904 .3139 .3544 .2465 .2114 .3974 .2424 .3039

9b .3224 .3148 .2864 .2781 .3018 .2371 .3104 .2669 .2150 .2342 .2634 .2135

9c .8431* .5169* .6501* .4644 .2286 .3126 .2896 .2344 .4183 .2072 .3201

9d .5166* .6126* .4212 .2725 .2773 .2687 .2483 .4128 .2161 .3263

9e .4121 .3456 .1545 .2617 .2618 .1958 .3033 .2134 .2126

9f .5410* .3073 .4286 .3822 .2937 .5419* .3136 .3996

9g .4251 .5027* .4051 .3379 .4632 .4619 .3477

9h .3939 .4120 .3292 .2697 .4078 .3831

91 .6279* .3680 .4628 .4925 .3105

9j .4856 .4526 .3578 .3524

9k .4579 .31999 .3683

91 .4056 .3846

9m .4001

Key to uses:

9a - To determine general achievement level of students in your school. 
9b = To inform school community of students’ general achievement level.
9c •= To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of mathematics.
9d = To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of reading.
9e « To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of science.
9f = To determine instructional priorities.
9g = To document need in determination of school resource allocation.
9h = To determine placement of students in "remedial" programs.
9i = To determine need for new programs.
9j ■= To determine effectiveness of new programs.
9k = To analyze teacher performance.
91 = To identify staff-development needs for teachers.
9m = To prepare proposals for funding.
9n = To predict students’ future academic success.

♦Significant at the .001 level.
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S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were a l s o  found between 

the  ex ten t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" for  

the fourth-grade s tudents  in t h e i r  schools  and the ex ten t  to  which 

they  used those  r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gths  and weaknesses in 

t h e  area  o f  read in g"  ( . 8 4 3 1 )  and "to d e te r m i n e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

p r i o r i t i e s "  ( .6 5 0 1  ) .  Both c o r r e l a t i o n s  were s een  as s t r o n g , 

sugges t in g  th a t  i t  i s  h igh ly  1 ik e l y  that  the "extent o f  use" o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e s e  p u r p o se s  by e l e m e n t a r y  p r i n c i p a l s  was 

s i m i l a r .

As shown in Table 23,  a moderate c o r r e la t io n  was found between 

the ex ten t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine s tren g th s  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and 

the ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to determine s trengths  

and weaknesses in the area o f  science" ( .5169)  in t h e i r  school s .  

These data suggest  that  i t  i s  1 ik e l y  that  the "extent o f  use" o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  by e l e m e n t a r y  p r i n c i p a l s  f o r  t h e s e  p u r p o se s  was 

s im i l a r .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were found to  e x i s t  

between the ex ten t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f

reading" in t h e i r  schools  and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  

r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f

s c i e n c e "  ( . 5 1 6 6 )  and "to d e te r m in e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "

( . 6 1 2 6 ) .  The s trength  o f  both r e l a t io n s h i p s  was seen as moderate,
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suggest ing  th a t  i t  l i k e l y  th a t  the "extent  o f  use" o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  for  th es e  purposes by elementary p r in c i p a l s  was s im i l a r .

As shown in Table 23,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n

was found between the e x te n t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  and the e x ten t  

t o  which t h e y  used  t h o s e  r e s u l t s  "to document need in t h e

d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  s c h o o l  r e s o u r c e  a l 1o c a t i o n "  ( . 5 4 1 0 )  and "to  

i d e n t i f y  s t a f f - d e v e l o p m e n t  needs  f o r  t e a c h e r s "  ( .  5 4 1 9 ) .  The 

strength  o f  both r e l a t i o n s h i p s  was seen as moderate, suggest ing  that  

i t  i s  1 ik e l y  th at  the "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  by 

elementary p r in c i p a l s  fo r  th es e  purposes was s im i l a r .

A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was found between the  

exten t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

document need in the determinat ion o f  school resource  a l lo c a t io n "  

and "to determine need fo r  new programs" ( . 5 0 2 7 ) .  The s trength  o f  

the c o r r e la t io n  was seen as moderate, suggest in g  th a t  i t  i s  l i k e l y  

th at  the "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  fo r  th e s e  purposes by 

elementary p r in c i p a l s  was s im i l a r .

As seen in Table 23,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n

was found between the ex te n t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  used 

the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine need fo r  new programs" and "to 

determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs" ( . 6 2 7 9 ) .  The s trength  

o f  the c o r r e la t io n  was seen as moderate, su ggest in g  th a t  i t  i s  

1 ik e l y  th at  the "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  by elementary  

p r in c i p a l s  for  th ese  purposes was s im i l a r .
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Of the  11 c o r r e l a t i o n s  found to  be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  

fo r  elementary p r in c i p a l s  in t h i s  study,  seven were c o n s i s t e n t  with  

the  f in d in g s  o f  the S t e e l e  study.  Those are the  e x te n t  t o  which 

elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine the  

general  achievement l e v e l " of  the s tudents  in t h e i r  s ch oo ls  with the  

e x ten t  to  which they  used the r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren g th s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and "to determine s trengths  

and weaknesses in the area o f  reading"; the ex ten t  to  which they

used the r e s u l t s  "to determine the s trengths  and weaknesses in 

mathematics" with the ex ten t  to  which they used the r e s u l t s  "to 

determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s " ; the ex ten t  to  which they used

the r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f

read ing"  w ith  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e y  used t h e  r e s u l  t s  "to

determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s " ; the ex ten t  to  which they used

the r e s u l t s  "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  with the extent  

t o  which t h e y  used  t h e  r e s u l  t s  "to document need in  th e  

determinat ion o f  school resource  a l l o c a t i o n " ; the ex te n t  to  which 

they used the r e s u l t s  "to document need in the determination  o f  

resource a l l o c a t i o n ’ with the ex ten t  t o  which they used the  r e s u l t s  

"to determine need fo r  new programs"; and the ex ten t  to  which they  

used the r e s u l t s  "to determine need for  new programs" with the  

e x t e n t  t o  whi ch t h e y  used t h e  r e s u l  t s  "to d e term i  ne th e

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs."

Two c o r r e l a t i o n s  found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  in the S t e e l e  study

but not  c o r r o b o r a t e d  in t h i s  s tu d y  were th e  e x t e n t  t o  which

elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine the
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general  achievement l e v e l"  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  s ch oo ls  with the  

e x ten t  to  which they used the r e s u l t s  "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  

p r i o r i t i e s " ;  and the ex te n t  to  which they  used the  r e s u l t s  "to 

determine placement o f  s tudents  in remedial programs" with the  

ex ten t  to  which they used the r e s u l t s  "to determine need for  new 

programs." The S t e e l e  study did not include Item 9e ,  "to determine  

s treng th s  and weaknesses in the area o f  s c ie n c e ."

Junior High/Middle School P r in c ip a ls

The c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  for  s e l e c t e d  uses  o f  the MEAP 

assessment r e s u l t s  for  ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  are 

shown in Table  24 .  C o r r e l a t i o n s  m e e t in g  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  

s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  are noted with an a s t e r i s k .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were found between the  

ex ten t  to  which ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine the general  achievement l e v e l " o f  the seventh-  

grade students  in t h e i r  schoo ls  and the ex ten t  to  which they used 

those  r e s u l t s  (1)  "to inform the school community o f  the general  

achievement l e v e l  o f  the seventh-grade students  in t h e i r  s c h o o l" 

( . 6 1 5 0 ) ,  (2) "to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  

mathematics" ( . 6 8 5 2 ) ,  (3) "to determine s tren gths  and weaknesses in 

the area o f  reading" ( . 6 2 0 4 ) ,  (4) "to determine s tren g th s  and

weaknesses in the area o f  science" ( . 5 0 4 5 ) ,  (5)  "to determine

in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  ( . 5 7 2 9 ) ,  and (6) "to document need in the  

determinat ion o f  school resource a l l o c a t io n "  ( . 5 1 2 0 ) .  The



Table 2 4 . - -C o r re la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  se lec te d  uses o f  the  MEAP assessment r e s u l t s :  Ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s .

9b 9c 9d 9e

Use

9f

of the MEAP Assessment Results 

9g 9h 9i 9j 9k 91 9m 9n

9a .6150* .6852* .6204* .5045* .5729* .5120* .3566 .3682 .4121 .2297 .3942 .2634 .3243

9b .5690* .4882 .3538 .4026 .3702 .3284 .3241 .3048 .1376 .3702 .2412 .2881

9c .8469* .5444* .6703* .4767 .3282 .3525 .3164 .1888 .3153 .2558 .1978

9d .5406* .6661* .4768 .2882 .3654 .3488 .2194 .3457 .1895 .1507

9e .5476* .5264* .1911 .2635 .3119 .1721 .2638 .1262 .2062

9f .6389* .3332 .4335 .4968 .2952 .3990 .2829 .2095

9g .4125 .5149* .5019* .3784 .4709 .4017 .2937

9h .4917 .5134* .4102 .4102 .3859 .4840

9i .7124* .3501 .4901 .4517 .3952

9j .4848 .5198* .4743 .4888

9k .5401* .3925 .3695

91 .4628 .2925

9m .3307

Key to uses:

9a = To determine general achievement level of students in your school. 
9b = To inform school community of students’ general achievement level. 
9c = To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of mathematics.
9d = To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of reading.
9e * To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of science.
9f = To determine instructional priorities.
9g = To document need in determination of school resource allocation.
9h - To determine placement of students in "remedial" programs.
9i = To determine need for new programs.
9j = To determine effectiveness of new programs.
9k = To analyze teacher performance.
91 = To identify staff-development needs for teachers.
9m = To prepare proposals for funding.
9n = To predict students’ future academic success.

♦Significant at the .001 level.



147

c o r r e la t io n  between the e x ten t  to  which ju n io r  high/middle school  

p r i n c i p a l s  used t h e  HEAP r e s u l t s  "to d e t e r m i n e  t h e  g e n e r a l  

achievement l e v e l " o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  schoo ls  and the  extent  

to  which they  used th ose  r e s u l t s  "to determine s trength s  and

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" was considered  strong,

suggest in g  th a t  i t  i s  very l i k e l y  th at  the "extent o f  use" o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  fo r  these  purposes by the ju n ior  high/middle school  

p r in c i p a l s  was s im i l a r .  The remaining c o r r e la t io n s  were seen as

moderate,  suggest ing  that  i s  1 ike ly  that  the "extent o f  use" o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th es e  purposes by the p r in c i p a l s  was s im i l a r .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were a l s o  found between 

the ex ten t  to which jun ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  "to in form  th e  sch o o l  community o f  t h e  g e n e r a l  

achievement l e v e l " o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  schoo ls  and the ex ten t  

to  which they used th ose  r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gth s  and

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" ( . 5 6 9 0 ) .  The c o r r e la t io n  was 

seen as moderate, suggest ing  that  i t  i s  1 ik e l y  that  the "extent o f  

use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th es e  purposes was s im i l a r .

As shown in Table 24,  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  

were found between the ex ten t  to  which jun ior  high/middle school  

p r i n c i p a l s  used t h e  MEAP r e s u l t s  "to d e te r m i n e  s t r e n g t h s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and the e x ten t  to  which they  

used those  r e s u l t s  (1) "to determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the  

area o f  reading" ( . 8 4 6 9 ) ,  (2) "to determine s trengths  and weaknesses  

in the area o f  science" ( .5 4 4 4 ) ,  and (3) "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l
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p r i o r i t i e s "  ( . 6 7 0 3 ) .  The c o r r e la t io n  between the ex ten t  to  which 

ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine s trength s  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and 

the ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gth s  

and weaknesses in the area o f  science" was considered  moderate,  

suggest ing  that  i t  i s  l i k e l y  th at  the "extent o f  use" o f  the r e s u l t s  

for  these  purposes by the p r in c i p a l s  was s i m i l a r .  The c o r r e la t io n s  

between the ex ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine s trength s  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and 

the ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to determine s trengths  

and w e a k n e ss e s  in  t h e  area  o f  read ing"  and "to d e te r m in e  

in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  were considered s trong ,  suggest ing  that  

the "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  fo r  th ese  purposes by the  

ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  was very 1 ik e l y  to  be s im i l a r .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were found between the  

ex ten t  to  which ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  

reading" and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to 

determine s tren gths  and weaknesses in the area o f  sc ience" ( .5406)  

and "to d e te r m i n e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  ( .6 6 6 1  ) .  The 

c o r r e la t io n  between the e x ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gths  and weaknesses in the area o f  

reading" and "to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  

science" was considered moderate, suggest ing  that  i t  i s  1 ik e l y  that  

the "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  both purposes by these  

p r in c ip a l s  was s im i l a r .  The c o r r e la t io n  between the ex ten t  to  which
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p r i n c i p a l s  u s e d  t h e  HEAP r e s u l t s  " t o  d e t e r m i n e  s t r e n g t h s  and

weaknesses in reading" and "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  

was considered  s trong ,  i n d ic a t i n g  th at  i t  i s  very 1 i k e l y  that  the  

"extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  both purposes by the  

p r in c i p a l s  was s im i l a r .

As shown in Table 24, s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  

were found between the ex ten t  to  which ju n io r  high/middle school  

p r i n c i p a l s  used th e  MEAP r e s u l t s  "to d e te r m i n e  s t r e n g t h s  and

weaknesses in the area o f  science" and the ex ten t  to  which they used

those  r e s u l t s  "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  ( .5476) and 

"to document need in  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  s c h o o l  r e s o u r c e  

a l lo c a t io n "  ( . 5 2 6 4 ) .  The c o r r e la t io n s  were considered moderate,  

suggest in g  th at  i t  i s  1 i k e l y  th at  the "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  for  th ese  purposes by ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  

was s im i l a r .

A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was found between the  

e x ten t  to  which ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  and the ex ten t  to  

which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to document need in the determination  

o f  resource  a l l o c a t io n "  ( . 6 3 8 9 ) .  The c o r r e la t io n  between the ex ten t  

to  which they used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  

p r i o r i t i e s "  and "to document need in the determination o f  school  

resource a l lo ca t io n "  was considered  moderate, suggest ing  that  i t  i s  

1 i k e l y  that  the "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  these  

purposes by the p r in c i p a l s  was s im i la r .
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S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were found between the  

e x te n t  to  which ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to document need in the determination o f  school resource  

a l l o c a t io n "  and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to 

determine need for  new programs" ( .5149)  and "to determine the  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs" ( . 5 0 1 9 ) .  The c o r r e l a t i o n s  were 

considered  moderate,  suggest ing  th at  i t  i s  1 ik e l y  th at  the "extent  

o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th es e  purposes by the p r in c i p a l s  was 

s i m i l a r .

A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was a l s o  found between 

the ex ten t  to  which ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  "to d e te r m i n e  p iace m e nt  o f  s t u d e n t s  in  rem edia l  

programs" and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to

d eterm i  ne t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs" ( . 5 1 3 4 ) .  The 

c o r r e la t io n  was considered  moderate,  suggest ing  th at  i t  i s  1 i k e l y  

th a t  the "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th ese  purposes by 

ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  was s im i la r .

As shown in Table 24,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  

was found between the ex ten t  to  which ju n ior  high/middle  school

p r i n c i p a l s  used t h e  MEAP r e s u l  t s  "to determ i  ne need f o r  new 

programs" and the  ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to

d e t e r m i n e  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs" ( . 7 1 2 4 ) .  The 

c o r r e la t io n  between the e x ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine need for  new programs" and "to determine the  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs" was considered  s trong ,  in d ic a t in g
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th a t  i t  i s  very l i k e l y  th a t  the "extent  o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  

fo r  th es e  purposes by the p r in c i p a l s  was s im i l a r .

A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was found between the  

ex ten t  to  which ju n ior  high/middle  school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs" and the  

e x t e n t  t o  which t h e y  used  t h o s e  r e s u l t s  "to i d e n t i f y  s t a f f

development needs fo r  teachers" ( . 5 1 9 8 ) .  The c o r r e la t io n  was

considered  moderate,  sugges t in g  th a t  i t  i s  1 ik e l y  th at  the "extent  

o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  these  purposes by the p r in c i p a l s  was 

s im i l a r .

F i n a l ly ,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found 

between the ex ten t  to  which ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  

used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to analyze teacher  performance" and the  

e x t e n t  t o  which t h e y  used  t h o s e  r e s u l t s  "to i d e n t i  f y  s t a f f

development needs for  teachers" ( . 5 4 0 1 ) .  The c o r r e la t io n  was

considered  moderate, suggest in g  th at  i t  i s  1 ik e l y  th at  the "extent  

o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  these  purposes by the p r in c i p a l s  was 

s im i l a r .

Of the 20 c o r r e l a t i o n s  found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  for  ju n ior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  in t h i s  study,  e ig h t  were c o n s i s t e n t  

with the f in d in g s  o f  the S t e e l e  study.  Those are the ex ten t  to  

which jun ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine the general achievement l e v e l " o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  

s c h o o l s  and t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e y  used t h o s e  r e s u l t s  "to  

determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and 

"to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  reading"; the
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ex te n t  to  which they used the r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren g th s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics’ with the e x ten t  t o  which they  

used the r e s u l t s  "to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area 

o f  reading" and "to determine in s tr u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s " ; the  ex ten t  

t o  whi ch t h e y  used t h e  r e s u l t s  "to d e te r m in e  s t r e n g t h s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  reading" with the ex ten t  t o  which they  

used the r e s u l t s  "to determine in s tr u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s " ; the ex ten t  

t o  which t h e y  used t h e  r e s u l t s  "to document need in  t h e  

determinat ion o f  school resource a l lo ca t io n "  with the e x te n t  to  

which they used the r e s u l t s  "to determine need for  new programs"; 

and the ex ten t  to  which they used the r e s u l t s  "to determine need for  

new programs" with the ex ten t  to  which they used the r e s u l t s  "to 

determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs."

One c o r r e la t io n  found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  in the S t e e l e  study but 

not corroborated in t h i s  study was the ex ten t  to  which jun ior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine  

placement o f  s tudents  in remedial programs" and the e x ten t  to  which 

they used the r e s u l t s  "to determine need for  new programs." The 

S t e e l e  study did not include Item 9e,  "to determine s t ren gth s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  s c i e n c e . 11

High School P r in c ip a ls

C o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  s e l e c t e d  u s e s  o f  t h e  MEAP 

assessment r e s u l t s  for  high school p r in c ip a l s  are shown in Table 25. 

C orre la t ions  meeting the c r i t e r i o n  for  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  are 

noted with an a s t e r i s k .



Table 2 5 . - -C o r re la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  se lec te d  uses o f  th e  HEAP assessment r e s u l t s :  High school p r in c ip a l s .

9b 9c 9d 9e

Use of the MEAP Assessment Results 

9f 9g 9h 9i 9j 9k 91 9m 9n

9a .7372* .4999 .4642 .3592 .3152 .2765 .2600 .2270 .3020 .2364 .1354 .1755 .1438

9b .5087* .4957 .3887 .2556 .1624 .2169 .2850 .3822 .2195 .2661 .2254 .1824

9c .8725* .6237* .5863* .4214 .3284 .4326 .3972 .2499 .4286 .2773 .2727

9d .6414* .6228* .4439 .2703 .3612 .4541 .2484 .4708 .3131 .2542

9e .4978 .2975 .0908 .3746 .3584 .3092 .4118 .2619 .2821

9f .5438 .3850 .4654 .4776 .3315 .5325* .3439 .3432

9g .4167 .5617* .6203* .3055 .4123 .4320 .3666

9h .5883* .4191 .1568 .2863 .4151 .3760

9i .6269* .3205 .4712 .4324 .4898

9j .4438 .5321* .5273* .4252

9k .5129* .2338 .3780

91 .5443* .3674

9m .3926

Key to uses:

9a - To determine general achievement level of students in your school. 
9b = To inform school community of students’ general achievement level. 
9c = To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of mathematics.
9d = To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of reading.
9e « To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of science.
9f = To determine instructional priorities.
9g = To document need in determination of school resource allocation.
9h = To determine placement of students in "remedial" programs.
9i « To determine need for new programs.
9j = To determine effectiveness of new programs.
9k = To analyze teacher performance.
91 = To identify staff-development needs for teachers.
9m = To prepare proposals for funding.
9n = To predict students’ future academic success.

♦Significant at the .001 level.
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A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was found between the  

ex ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine the general achievement l e v e l"  o f  the tenth-grade  students  

in t h e i r  schoo ls  and the e x ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to 

inform the school community o f  the general  achievement l e v e l "

( .7272)  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  sch o o ls .  This c o r r e la t io n  was 

considered  strong ,  suggest ing  that  i t  i s  very l i k e l y  that  the ex ten t  

to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine  

the general  achievement l e v e l " o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  sch oo ls  was

very 1 i k e l y  to  be s im i la r  to  the ex ten t  to  which they used those

r e s u l t s  "to inform the school community o f  the general  achievement

l e v e l " o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  sch oo ls .

As shown in Table 25,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  

was a l s o  found between the ex ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  

used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to inform the school community o f  the general  

achievement l e v e l " o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  schools  and the ex ten t  

to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gth s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" ( .5 0 8 7 ) .  The c o r r e la t io n  was 

seen as moderate, suggest ing  that  i t  i s  1 ik e l y  th at  high school  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  both purposes  

was s im i l a r .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were found between the  

e x ten t  to  which high school p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP R esul ts  "to 

determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and 

(1) "to determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  reading"
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( . 8 7 2 5 ) ,  (2)  "to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the  area o f  

science" ( .6 2 3 7 ) ,  and (3)  "to determine i n s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  

( . 5 8 6 3 ) .  The c o r r e la t io n  between the e x ten t  to  which high school  

p r i n c i p a l s  used t h e  MEAP r e s u l t s  "to d e t e r m i n e  s t r e n g t h s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and "to determine s tren gth s  

and weaknesses in the area o f  reading" was considered  very s trong ,  

suggest ing  th at  i t  i s  exceed in g ly  1 i k e l y  th a t  the p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

"extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th es e  purposes was s im i l a r .  

The c o r r e la t io n s  between the ex ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  

used the  MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren g th s  and weaknesses in the  

area o f  mathematics" and the ex ten t  to  which they  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine s trength s  and weaknesses in the area o f  

science" and "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  were considered  

moderate, suggest ing  that  the p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  fo r  th ese  purposes was 1 ik e l y  to  be s i m i l a r .

As shown in Table 25,  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

were found between the ex ten t  to  which high school p r i n c i p a l s  used 

the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area 

o f  reading" and the ex ten t  to  which they used th ose  r e s u l t s  "to 

determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  sc ience"  ( .6414)  

and "to  d e te r m in e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  ( . 6 2 2 8 ) .  These  

c o r r e la t io n s  were considered moderate, suggest in g  th a t  p r in c ipa l s"  

ex ten t  o f  use" o f  the meap r e s u l t s  for  these  purposes was 1 i k e l y  to  

be s im i la r .

A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was found between the  

e x ten t  to which high school p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to



156

determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  and the  e x te n t  to  which they  

used t h o s e  r e s u l t s  "to i d e n t i f y  s t a f f  d ev e lo p m en t  n eed s  f o r  

t e a c h e r s "  ( . 5 3 2 5 ) .  T h is  c o r r e l a t i o n  was c o n s i d e r e d  m o d era te ,  

suggest in g  th at  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

th es e  purposes was 1 i k e l y  to  be s im i l a r .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were a l s o  found between 

the ex ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

document need in the determinat ion o f  school resource a l lo ca t io n "  

and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to determine need 

for  new programs" ( .5617)  and "to determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new 

programs" ( .6 2 0 3 ) .  These c o r r e l a t i o n s  were considered moderate,

suggest ing  that  the pr inc ipa l  s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  

for  th es e  purposes was 1 ik e l y  to  be s im i l a r .

As shown in Table 25,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  

e x i s t e d  between the e x ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  used the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine placement o f  s tudents  in ’ rem edia l ’ 

programs" and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to

determine need for  new programs" ( . 5 8 8 3 ) .  This c o r r e la t io n  was 

considered  moderate, suggest ing  th at  pr inc ipa l  s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th ese  purposes was 1 i k e l y  to  be s im i l a r .

A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was found between the  

ex ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine need fo r  new programs" and the e x te n t  to  which they used

those  r e s u l t s  "to determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs"

( .6 2 6 9 ) .  This c o r r e la t io n  was considered  moderate,  suggest ing  that
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p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  f o r  th es e  purposes  

was l i k e l y  to  be s im i l a r .

Also  shown in Table 25 i s  th at  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  

c o r r e l a t i o n s  were found between the e x ten t  to  which high school  

p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  

new programs" and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to 

i d e n t i f y  s t a f f  development needs for  teachers" ( .5321)  and "to 

prepare proposals  for  funding" ( . 5 2 7 3 ) .  These c o r r e l a t i o n s  were 

considered  moderate, suggest ing  that  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  these  purposes was 1 ik e l y  to  be s im i l a r .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  a l s o  were found between 

the e x ten t  to  which high school p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

analyze teacher  performance" and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  

r e s u l t s  "to ident i  fy s t a f f  development needs for  teachers" ( .5 1 2 9 ) .  

Thi s c o r r e l a t i o n  was c o n s i d e r e d  m od era te ,  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  fo r  th es e  purposes  

was 1 ik e l y  to  be s im i la r .

A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was found between the  

e x ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

i d e n t i f y  s t a f f  development needs for  teachers" and the ex ten t  to  

which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to prepare proposals  fo r  funding" 

( . 5 4 4 3 ) .  This c o r r e la t io n  was considered moderate, suggest ing  th at  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th es e  purposes  

was l i k e l y  to  be s im i l a r .
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The Total Group

C o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  s e l e c t e d  u s e s  o f  t h e  MEAP 

assessment r e s u l t s  for  the to t a l  group o f  p r i n c i p a l s  are shown in 

Table 26.  Correlations  meeting the  c r i t e r i o n  fo r  s t a t i s t i c a l  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  are noted with an a s t e r i s k .

As shown in Table 26, s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  

were found between the e x ten t  to  which to ta l -g r o u p  p r in c i p a l s  used 

the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine the general  achievement l e v e l " o f  the  

s tudents  in t h e i r  schools  and the ex ten t  to  which they used those  

r e s u l t s  (1 )  "to inform t h e  s c h o o l  community o f  th e  g e n e r a l  

achievement l e v e l " ( .5394) o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  (2) "to 

determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" 

( . 5 9 3 9 ) ,  and (3) "to determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area 

o f  reading" ( .5 6 8 4 ) .  The c o r r e la t io n s  were seen as moderate,  

suggest ing  that  pr incipal  s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

th ese  purposes was 1 ik e ly  to  be s im i l a r .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were a l s o  found between 

the ex ten t  to  which to t a l  -group p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and 

the ex ten t  to  which they  used those  r e s u l t s  (1)  "to determine  

s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  reading" ( . 8 5 7 5 ) ,  (2)  "to 

determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  sc ience"  ( . 5 5 8 2 ) ,  

and (3)  "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  ( . 6 2 3 3 ) .  The 

c o r r e la t io n  between the ex ten t  to  which the to ta l -g r o u p  p r in c i p a l s  

used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine s treng th s  and weaknesses in the



Table 2 6 . - -C o r re la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  fo r  se lec te d  uses o f  the  MEAP assessment r e s u l t s :  Total group.

9b 9c 9d 9e

Use

9f

of the 

9g

MEAP Assessment Results 

9h 91 9j 9k 91 9m 9n

9a .5394* .5939* .5684* .3847 .4770 .3906 .2783 .3202 2970 .2186 .3705 .2185 .2865

9b .4091 .3809 .3045 .2952 .2735 .2359 .2984 2733 .1925 .2571 .2496 .2240

9c .8575* .5582* .6233* .4589 .2780 .3502 3229 .2246 .4027 .2285 .2914

9d .5617* .6136* .4422 .2800 .3212 3327 .2386 .4156 .2282 .2843

9e .4542 .3738 .1577 .2789 .2884 .2092 .3178 .1908 .2319

9f .5545* .2981 .4140 ,4320 .2895 .5194* .3046 .3366

9g .4230 .5263* .4791 .3300 .4433 .4329 .3415

9h .4766 ,4350 .1568 .2863 .4151 .3760

91 .6522* .3314 .4351 .4607 .3662

9j .4465 .4611 .3986 .3851

9k .4759 .3204 .3610

91 .4324 .3534

9m .3835

Key to uses:

9a = To determine general achievement level of students in your school. 
9b = To inform school community of students’ general achievement level.
9c « To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of mathematics.
9d = To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of reading.
9e = To determine strengths and weaknesses in the area of science.
9f = To determine instructional priorities.
9g = To document need in determination of school resource allocation.
9h » To determine placement of students in "remedial" programs.
9i = To determine need for new programs.
9j = To determine effectiveness of new programs.
9k = To analyze teacher performance.
91 - To identify staff-development needs for teachers.
9m = To prepare proposals for funding.
9n = To predict students’ future academic success.

♦Significant at the .001 level.
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area o f  mathematics" and the  ex ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  

"to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  reading" was 

seen as very s trong ,  suggest ing  that  i t  was exceed in g ly  1 ik e l y  that  

the p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th ese  

purposes was s i m i l a r .  The c o r r e la t io n s  between the e x ten t  to  which 

to ta l -g r o u p  p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to determine s trengths  

and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics" and the e x ten t  to  which 

they used th ose  r e s u l t s  "to determine s trengths  and weaknesses in 

the area o f  science" and "to determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  was 

seen as moderate, suggest ing  th at  i t  was 1 ik e ly  that  the pr inc ipa l  s ’ 

"extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th es e  purposes was 1 ik e l y  to  

be s im i la r .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  were found between the  

ex ten t  to which to ta l -g ro u p  p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  reading" and the  

e x ten t  to  which they used those  r e s u l t s  "to determine s tren gth s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  science" ( .5617)  and "to determine  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  ( . 6 1 3 6 ) .  The s t r e n g t h  o f  t h e s e

c o r r e la t io n s  was seen as moderate, suggest ing  that  the p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

"extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th ese  purposes was 1 ik e l y  to  

be s im i l a r .

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n s  a l s o  were found between 

the ex ten t  to  which to ta l -g ro u p  p r in c ip a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to 

determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s "  and the ex ten t  to  which they  

used those  r e s u l t s  "to document need in the determination o f  school
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resource a l lo ca t io n "  ( .5545)  and "to i d e n t i f y  s t a f f  development  

needs for  teachers" ( . 5 1 9 4 ) .  The s trength  o f  th es e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  was 

seen as moderate, suggest ing  th at  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th ese  purposes was 1 ik e l y  to  be s i m i l a r .

As shown in Table 26,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  

was found between the ex ten t  to  which to ta l -g r o u p  p r i n c i p a l s  used 

the MEAP r e s u l t s  "to document need in the determination  o f  resource  

a l lo c a t io n "  and the ex ten t  to  which they  used th ose  r e s u l t s  "to 

determine need fo r  new programs" ( .5 2 6 3 ) .  This c o r r e la t io n  was seen 

as moderate, suggest ing  th at  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the  MEAP 

r e s u l t s  for  these  purposes was 1 ik e ly  to  be s im i l a r .

F i n a l ly ,  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e la t io n  was found 

between the ex ten t  to  which to ta l -grou p  p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "to determine need for  new programs" and the e x ten t  to  which 

they used those  r e s u l t s  "to determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new 

programs" ( . 6 5 2 2 ) .  Th is  c o r r e l a t i o n  was c o n s i d e r e d  s t r o n g , 

suggest ing  th at  i t  was very 1 ik e l y  th at  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" 

o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th ese  purposes was very 1 ik e l y  to  be 

s im i l a r .

Summary

The data r e l a t i v e  to  the four research q u es t ions  o f  the  study,  

the ch i - square  a n a ly s i s  for  the "extent o f  use" o f  MEAP r e s u l t s ,  and 

the  c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  for  "extent o f  use" o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

s e l e c t e d  purposes were reported in t h i s  chapter .  Chapter V conta in s
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a summary o f  t h e  major f i n d i n g s ,  c o n c l u s i o n s  based  on t h o s e  

f in d in g s ,  and recommendations for  p r a c t i c e  and for  fu r th er  research.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND REFLECTIONS

This chapter  con ta ins  the fo l low ing  su b sec t ion s:  summary,

c o n c lu s io n s ,  recommendations, and r e f l e c t i o n s .

Summary

Rat ionale fo r  the Study

In 1970 ,  t h e  Michigan Department o f  E d u cat ion  began th e  

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  Mich igan E d u c a t io n a l  A ss e s s m e n t  Program 

(MEAP). The f i r s t  MEAP t e s t s  were given in grades four and seven on 

an every-pupil  b a s i s  in the  areas o f  reading,  mathematics, and the  

mechanics o f  w r i t t en  Engli sh .  In 1976, a f t e r  four years  o f  MEAP 

assessments ,  Donald J.  S t e e l e  conducted doctoral  research at The 

Ohio S ta te  U n iv ers i ty  to  determine school p r i n c i p a l s ’ p r a c t i c e s  and 

a t t i t u d e s  regarding the use o f  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s .  In the ensuing 12 

yea rs ,  Michigan has continued a s s e s s in g  thousands o f  s tu d en ts ,  on an 

every-pupil  b a s i s ,  in the areas o f  reading,  mathematics, and s c ien ce  

(beginning in 1987) .  The t e s t i n g  o f  tenth-grade students  in the  

areas o f  reading and mathematics was added in f a l l  1979. Not s in ce  

1976 has a comprehensive study been administered to  a s c e r ta in  more 

current  data r e l a t i v e  to  Michigan school a d m in is t r a to r s ’ a t t i t u d e s  

toward and uses o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s .

163
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Purpose o f  the Research

The purpose o f  t h i s  study was to  d escr ib e  the  a t t i t u d e s  and 

p r a c t i c e s  o f  elementary s c h o o l ,  ju n ior  high/middle sch oo l ,  and high 

school p r in c i p a l s  in a l l  Michigan p ubl ic  school d i s t r i c t s  r e l a t i v e  

to  t h e i r  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s .  As in 1976, four research  

q u e s t i o n s ,  a lo n g  w i th  updated and r e l e v a n t  s u b q u e s t i o n s ,  were  

in v e s t i g a t e d .  The four research  qu es t ions  are as f o l 1ows:

1. What d i s t r i c t - l e v e l  a d m in is tra t ive  p ro v is io n s  are being  

made fo r  Michigan school p r i n c i p a l s ’ use and d is sem inat ion  o f  the  

MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

2. What ad m in is tra t ive  p rov is ion s  are Michigan school p r i n c i - 

p als  making to  invo lve  teachers  in the a n a l y s i s ,  i n t e r p r e t a t io n ,  and 

use o f  the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

3.  For what purposes and to  what ex ten t  are Michigan school  

p r in c i p a l s  using the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s ?

4. What are  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  Mich igan s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s  

regarding the value  o f  the MEAP and the u t i l i t y  o f  the t e s t  r e s u l t s  

provided by the program?

Methodology

To determine current  a t t i t u d e s  toward and uses o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  by school ad m in is tra tors ,  the researcher  surveyed a sample 

o f  elementary schoo l ,  ju n io r  high/middle schoo l ,  and high school 

p r in c i p a l s  in Michigan. The survey contained 20 force d -ch o ice  

questions  and one open-ended q u es t ion .  Michigan Department o f  

Education computers were used to  determine the school b u i ld ings  to
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inc lude in the random sampling.  To ensure a v a l i d  lon g i tu d in a l  

comparison with the S t e e l e  study,  a core o f  r e p l i c a t e d  survey  

q uest ions  was used. Questions were e i t h e r  abbreviated or d e l e t e d ,  

based on t h e i r  re levance  to  the 1988 MEAP assessment and t h i s  study.  

Analys is  o f  the data was used to  (1)  provide answers to  the four  

research q u es t ions  under in v e s t i g a t i o n  in t h i s  study; (2)  examine 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the ex ten t  o f  adm in is tra t ive  use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  and other  s e l e c t e d  v a r ia b le s  (ch i -square  a n a l y s e s ) , and (3) 

examine r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP 

assessment r e s u l t s  for  one purpose and the "extent o f  use" o f  those  

r e s u l t s  for  other  purposes ( c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s ) .

Findings

The fo l low in g  i s  a summary o f  the most s a l i e n t  f in d in g s  o f  the  

data analyses  fo r  the four research q u es t io n s ,  the ch i -square  

a n a l y s e s  f o r  " e x t e n t  o f  use" o f  th e  MEAP r e s u l t s , and t h e  

c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

s e l e c t e d  p u r p o s e s . F in d i n g s  are  d e s i g n a t e d  as p e r t a i n i n g  to  

e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l , j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l , or h igh  s c h o o l  

p r in c i p a l s .  I f  no such d es ign at ion  i s  mentioned,  the f in d in g s  were 

derived from data fo r  the t o t a l  group o f  p r i n c i p a l s .  A b r i e f  

summary o f  how the f in d in g s  o f  t h i s  study d i f f e r e d  from those  o f  the  

S t e e l e  study i s  included at  the end o f  t h i s  s e c t io n .

Research Question 1 . For Research Question 1, "What d i s t r i c t -  

l e v e l  a d m in is tra t ive  p rov is ion s  are being made fo r  Michigan school  

p r i n c i p a l s ’ use and d isseminat ion  o f  the MEAP t e s t  re s u l t s ? "  i t  was
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found t h a t ,  by fa r ,  the majority  o f  p r in c i p a l s  were r e c e iv in g  the  

MEAP reports  generated by the Michigan Department o f  Education.  

Only .3% in d ica ted  th a t  they  did not r e c e iv e  any o f  the reports  sent  

t o  loca l  d i s t r i c t s .  Most o f  the p r in c i p a l s  (57.1%) rec e ived  the  

majori ty  o f  reports  in November; only 12% rece ived  reports  a f t e r  

January. In most cases  (60.2%), the b u i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  (69.4% for  

elementary and 52.9% fo r  ju n io r  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s )  were 

r e sp o n s ib le  for  determining procedures fo r  use o f  the  MEAP r e s u l t s .  

Less than h a l f  (40.9%) o f  the high school p r in c i p a l s  in d icated  that  

they were r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  determining procedures for  using the MEAP 

r e s u l t s ;  24.8% o f  them in d icated  th at  t h e i r  counse lors  had that  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  One-third (33%) o f  the elementary school p r i n c i - 

p a l s ,  26.5% o f  the ju n ior  high/middle school p r i n c i p a l s ,  and 30.1% 

o f  the high school p r in c i p a l s  reported th a t  improvement pians based 

on needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the  MEAP were required .  O v e r a l l , almost s i x  

out o f  ten p r in c i p a l s  (59.9%) indicated  th at  plans to  address the  

needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the MEAP r e s u l t s  were e i t h e r  required or 

i n i t i a t e d  by the p r i n c i p a l .

Research  Q u es t i  on 2 . For R esearch  Q u e s t i  on 2 ,  "What 

a d m in is tra t ive  p ro v is io n s  are Michigan school p r in c i p a l s  making to  

invo lve  teachers  in the a n a l y s i s ,  i n t e r p r e t a t io n ,  and use o f  the  

MEAP t e s t  re su l t s?"  i t  was found th at  approximately o n e - h a l f  (49.7%) 

o f  the p r in c i p a l s  e s t a b l i s h e d  a b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committee to  involve  

teachers  in the a n a ly s i s  and in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s .  

With o n l y  one e x c e p t i o n  (89.7% o f  j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  

p r in c ip a l s  reported sharing school summary rep o r t s ,  as compared to
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89.1% o f  e l e m e n t a r y  p r i n c i p a l s ) ,  a much h i g h e r  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  

elementary p r in c i p a l s  shared the MEAP reports  with t h e i r  teachers  

than did ju n ior  high/middle school or high school p r i n c i p a l s .  

Merely .9% o f  the p r i n c i p a l s  did not share any o f  the reports  with 

t h e i r  t e a c h e r s . A p p ro x im a te ly  t h r e e - f o u r t h s  (74.4%) o f  th e  

p r in c i p a l s  conducted teacher  meetings to  analyze assessment r e s u l t s  

and d i s t r ib u t e d  MEAP t e s t  data (77%) from with in  the teacher  t e s t  

r e s u l t s  fo ld e r s  provided by the Michigan Department o f  Education as 

a way o f  a s s i s t i n g  t h e i r  s t a f f s  with understanding and in terp re t in g  

the MEAP r e s u l t s .  Seventeen and n in e - t e n th s  percent o f  the jun ior  

h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s  and 17.4% o f  t h e  h igh s c h o o l  

p r i n c i  p a l s  r e q u e s t e d  i n s e r v i  ce  a s s i  s t a n c e  o f  c e n t r a l  o f f i  c e , 

e v a l u a t i o n , or  g u id a n c e  s t a f f ,  as compared t o  o n ly  12.9% o f  

elementary p r i n c i p a l s .  P r in c ip a ls  encouraged teach ers  to  use the  

ind iv idual  student t e s t  r e s u l t s  from the MEAP most in the areas o f  

diagnosing student academic s trengths  and weaknesses,  for  planning  

t h e i r  in s t r u c t io n a l  programs, and to  communicate student  performance 

to  parents and s tu d en ts .  Fewer than two out o f  ten p r in c ip a l s  

(18.6%) encouraged teach ers  to  use the r e s u l t s  fo r  student grouping 

purposes.

Research Question 3 . For Research Question 3,  "For what 

purposes and to  what e x te n t  are Michigan school p r in c i p a l s  us ing the  

MEAP t e s t  re su l t s?"  i t  was found th at  p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  "quite a bit"  to  determine s tren gths  and weaknesses in t h e i r  

reading and mathematics programs and "very 1 i t t l e "  to  prepare



168

proposals  fo r  funding and to  analyze  teacher  performance. Findings  

at  each school bu ild ing l e v e l  were c o n s i s t e n t  except  for  the  purpose 

o f  "determining the general achievement l e v e l"  o f  the s tudents  in 

t h e i r  schoo ls  and "informing the school community" o f  the general  

achievement l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s .  High school  

p r i n c i p a l s  used t h e  MEAP r e s u l t s  t o  "some" e x t e n t  f o r  t h e s e  

p u r p o s e s , whereas  e l e m e n t a r y  and j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  "quite a bit"  for  th es e  purposes.  In 

a d d i t io n ,  elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  "quite a bit"  

to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ,  whereas jun ior  high/middle  

school and high school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  "some" 

e x ten t  for  those  purposes.

Research Question 4 . For Research Question 4,  "What are the  

a t t i t u d e s  o f  Michigan school p r in c i p a l s  regarding the value o f  the  

MEAP and the u t i l  i t y  o f  the t e s t  r e s u l t s  provided by the program?" 

i t  was found that  each pr in c ipa l  group rated the MEAP r e s u l t s  as 

having only  "some" impact on the in s t r u c t io n a l  programs o f  t h e i r  

s c h o o l s .  Two except ions  were in the areas o f  "narrowing the  

curriculum to  j u s t  the MEAP t e s t e d  o b j e c t iv e s  in a subjec t  area" and 

"narrowing in s t r u c t io n  to  j u s t  the MEAP t e s t e d  su bjec t  areas" 

(mathematics, reading,  and s c i e n c e ) . Each pr inc ipa l  group rated the  

MEAP r e s u l t s  as having "very 1 i t t l e "  impact in those  areas .  In 

terms o f  the ex ten t  to which p r in c i p a l s  rated the MEAP r e s u l t s  as 

being useful  for  s e l e c t e d  purposes,  each pr inc ipa l  group ind ica ted  

th a t  those  r e s u l t s  were "quite" useful  for  "communicating the s ta tu s  

o f  student learn ing to  parents and students" but rated the  r e s u l t s
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as having only  "some" u t i l i t y  fo r  analyzing the " re la t io n s h ip  

between the a l l o c a t i o n  o f  school resources  and student achievement  

o f  minimal o b j e c t i v e s . "  Elementary school and ju n io r  high/middle  

school p r in c i p a l s  rated the  MEAP r e s u l t s  as being "quite" useful  for  

"diagnosing student learn in g  needs" and "planning fo r  in s t r u c t io n a l  

improvements," but high school p r in c i p a l s  rated  the MEAP r e s u l t s  as 

having only  "some" u t i l i t y  in those  areas .

Chi-square a n a l y s e s . Results  o f  the ch i -square  ana lyses  showed 

th a t  elementary p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive" use o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  were more l i k e l y  to  develop a plan o f  ac t ion  to  overcome 

needs i d e n t i f i e d  by those  r e s u l t s ,  to  e s t a b l i s h  a b u i ld in g - l e v e l  

committee to  invo lve  teachers  in the a n a ly s i s  and i n te r p r e ta t io n  o f  

the r e s u l t s ,  and to  b e l i e v e  that  the MEAP r e s u l t s  had an e x te n s iv e  

impact on the i n s t r u c t io n a l  program in t h e i r  schoo ls  than those  

elementary p r in c i p a l s  who did not use the MEAP r e s u l t s  e x t e n s i v e l y .  

Also ,  the elementary p r in c i p a l s  who made e x te n s iv e  use o f  the  

r e s u l t s  b e l i eved  the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  the r e s u l t s  was "extensive" for  

s e l e c t e d  p u r p o se s  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s , e . g . , when p i a n n in g  f o r  

in s t r u c t io n a l  improvement and diagnosing  student learning  needs.  In 

ad d i t io n ,  those  p r in c i p a l s  who made e x t e n s iv e  use o f  the r e s u l t s  

were more 1 ik e l y  to  come from b u i ld in gs  with a very low percentage  

(0% to  .9%) o f  minori ty  s tudents  or from sch oo ls  with a much higher  

percentage (10.6% to  100%) o f  minori ty  s tu d en ts .

Resul ts  o f  the ch i - sq u are  analyses  a l s o  showed th a t  ju n ior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive" use o f  the MEAP
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r e s u l t s  were more l i k e l y  to  be in schoo ls  where the  build ing  

princ ipa l  or a d i s t r i c t w i d e  committee determined procedures for  

using the r e s u l t s .  Junior high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  who made 

"very 1 i t t l e "  or "some" use o f  the r e s u l t s  were more 1 i k e l y  to  be in 

s c h o o l s  where t h e  b u i l d i n g  g u id a n c e  c o u n s e l o r  was t h e  person  

prim ari ly  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  determining procedures fo r  using the  

r e s u l t s .  Those ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  who made 

"extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were a l s o  1 i k e l y  to  be in 

schoo ls  th a t  were required to  develop plans o f  act ion  to  overcome 

needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the MEAP r e s u l t s  and in schools  th at  e s ta b l i s h e d  

b u i l d i n g - l e v e l  committees to  invo lve  teachers  in analyzing  the  

r e s u l t s .  Junior  high/middle  school p r in c i p a l s  who made "extensive"  

or "quite a bit"  o f  use o f  the r e s u l t s  were more 1i k e l y  to  b e l i e v e  

those  r e s u l t s  had "quite a bit" or an "extensive" impact on the  

in s t r u c t io n a l  program in t h e i r  schoo ls  and rated the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  

the MEAP r e s u l t s  as "quite a bit" or " e x t e n s i v e . "

The ch i - sq u are  ana lyses  a l s o  showed that  high school p r in c ip a l s  

who made "extensive" use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more 1 ik e l y  to  

b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h o s e  r e s u l t s  had an " e x t e n s i v e "  impact  on th e  

i n s t r u c t io n a l  programs in t h e i r  s ch oo ls  and th at  the u s e fu ln e s s  of  

the r e s u l t s  for  s e l e c t e d  purposes was " e x t e n s i v e . "

O v e r a l l , the bu i ld ing  p r in c i p a l s  were the persons primari ly  

r e s p o n s ib le  for  determining the procedures for  us ing the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  in t h e i r  b u i ld in g s .  Extensive use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

s e l e c t e d  purposes was s tro n g ly  a s so c ia t e d  with the p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

b e l i e f  th a t  the MEAP r e s u l t s  had an "extensive" impact on t h e i r
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in s t r u c t io n a l  programs and th a t  the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  those  r e s u l t s  was 

"extens ive ."

Corre lat ion c o e f f i c i e n t s . Numerous c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  

fo r  s e l e c t e d  uses o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  by elementary p r in c i p a l s  met 

t h e  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The f o l 1 owing  

c o r r e la t io n s  were seen as "strong," su ggest in g  th at  i t  was "highly  

1 ikely" that  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

t h e s e  p u rp o se s  was s i m i 1a r : t h e  e x t e n t  to  which e l e m e n t a r y

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine s trengths  and weaknesses in 

the area o f  mathematics and in the area o f  reading,  and to  determine  

in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s .

Those c o r r e la t io n s  seen as "moderate," suggest ing  th at  i t  was 

"1 ikely" that  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  

th ese  purposes was s im i l a r ,  were as fo l l o w s :  (1) the ex ten t  to

which elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to determine the  

general  achievement l e v e l s  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  and to  

determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the areas o f  mathematics and 

reading; (2) the ex ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  

determine s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics and in 

the area o f  s c ie n c e ;  (3) the ex ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the  

r e s u l t s  to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s  and s tren gths  and 

weaknesses in the areas o f  reading and s c ie n c e ;  (4) the ex ten t  to  

which e l e m e n t a r y  p r i n c i p a l s  used  t h e  r e s u l t s  t o  d e te r m i n e  

in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s  and the ex te n t  to  which they used the  

r e s u l t s  to  document need in resource a l l o c a t i o n  and to  i d e n t i f y
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staf f -deve lopment  needs fo r  teach ers ;  (5)  the  ex te n t  to  which 

elementary p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  document need in the  

determination o f  school resource a l l o c a t i o n  and to  determine need 

for  new programs; and (6)  the e x ten t  to  which elementary p r in c i p a l s  

used the r e s u l t s  to  determine the need fo r  new programs and to  

determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs.

Several c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  for  s e l e c t e d  uses o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  by jun ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  met the c r i t e r i o n  

for  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The fo l low ing  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were seen  

as " s t r o n g ," suggest ing  that  i t  was "highly 1 ikely" that  the  

princ ipa l  s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  those  purposes  

was s im i la r :  (1)  the e x ten t  to  which ju n io r  h igh/middle  school

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine the general  achievement  

l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  schoo ls  and to  determine s tren gth s  

and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics; (2)  the  ex ten t  to  which 

t h e s e  p r i n c i p a l s  used t h e  r e s u l t s  t o  d e t e r m i n e  s t r e n g t h s  and 

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics and in the area o f  reading and 

to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ;  (3) the e x ten t  to  which 

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in 

the area o f  reading and to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ;  and

(4) the extent  to  which ju n io r  high/middle  school p r in c i p a l s  used 

the r e s u l t s  to  determine need for  new programs and to  determine the  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs.

The fo l low ing  c o r r e la t io n s  were seen as "moderate," su ggest ing  

th at  i t  was "1 ikely" th at  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  for  th ese  purposes was s im i la r :  (1) the e x ten t  to  which



173

ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine  

the general  achievement l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  schoo ls  and 

t o  inform the school community o f  the general achievement l e v e l  o f  

the s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  to  determine s tren gths  and weaknesses

in the areas o f  reading and s c i e n c e ,  to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l

p r i o r i t i e s ,  and to  document need in the determination o f  school  

resource a l l o c a t i o n ;  (2)  the ex ten t  to  which th es e  p r in c i p a l s  used 

t h e  r e s u l t s  t o  in form t h e  s ch oo l  community o f  t h e  g e n e r a l

achievement l e v e l  o f  t h e i r  s tudents  and to  determine s trengths  and

weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics; (3) the ex ten t  to  which 

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine s trengths  and weaknesses in 

the area o f  mathematics and in the area o f  s c ien ce ;  (4)  the extent  

to  which jun ior  high/middle school p r in c ip a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  

determine s tren gths  and weaknesses in the area o f  reading and in the  

area o f  s c ie n c e ;  (5) the ex ten t  to  which p r in c ip a l s  used the r e s u l t s  

to  determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  s c i e n c e ,  to  

determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ,  and to  document need in the  

determination o f  resource  a l l o c a t i o n ;  (6) the ex ten t  to  which these  

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s  

and to  document need in the  determination o f  resource  a l l o c a t i o n ;  

(7)  the ex ten t  to  which ju n ior  high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used 

the r e s u l t s  to  document need in the determination o f  resource  

a l l o c a t i o n ,  to  determine need for  new programs, and to  determine the  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs; (8) the ex ten t  to  which these  

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine placement o f  s tudents  in
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rem edia l  programs and t o  d e te r m in e  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new 

programs; (9)  the e x ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  

determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs and to  i d e n t i f y  s t a f f - 

development needs fo r  teach er s ;  and (10) the e x ten t  to  which jun ior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  t o  analyze  teacher  

performance and to  i d e n t i f y  s ta f f -deve lopm ent  needs fo r  te a c h e r s .

Numerous c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  s e l e c t e d  uses o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  by high school p r in c i p a l s  met the  c r i t e r i o n  fo r  s t a t i s t i c a l  

s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The fo l low ing  c o r r e la t io n s  were seen as " s t r o n g , " 

suggest ing  that  i t  was "highly 1 ikely" th at  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent of  

use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th es e  purposes was s im i la r :  (1)  the

ex ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to 

determine the general  achievement l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  

s c h o o l s  and t o  in form  t h e  s c h o o l  community o f  t h e  g e n e r a l  

achievement l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  sch oo ls  and (2)  the  

e x ten t  to  which th es e  p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine  

s trengths  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics and in the area 

o f  reading.

The fo l low ing  c o r r e la t io n s  were seen as "moderate," suggest ing  

that  i t  was " like ly"  that  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  for  th ese  purposes was s im i la r :  (1)  the ex ten t  to  which

high school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  inform the school  

community o f  the general achievement l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  

s ch oo ls  and to  determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area of  

mathematics; (2) the e x ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  used the  

r e s u l t s  to  determine s tren gths  and weaknesses in the area o f
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m a th em a t ic s  and in t h e  area  o f  s c i e n c e ,  and t o  d e t e r m i n e  

in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ;  (3) the ex ten t  to  which t h e s e  p r in c i p a l s  

used the r e s u l t s  to  determine s treng th s  and weaknesses in the  area 

o f  r e a d i n g  and in t h e  area  o f  s c i e n c e ,  and t o  d e t e r m i n e  

in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ;  (4) the ex ten t  to  which high school  

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine i n s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s  

and to  i d e n t i f y  s ta f f -deve lopment  needs for  t each ers ;  (5)  the ex ten t  

t o  which p r in c ip a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  document need in the  

determination o f  school resource a l l o c a t i o n ,  to  determine need for  

new programs, and to  determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs; 

(6)  the ex ten t  to  which high school p r in c ip a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  

d eterm i  ne p iacem ent  o f  s t u d e n t s  in remedi al programs and t o  

determine need for  new programs; (7) the ex ten t  to  which high school  

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine need fo r  new programs and 

to  determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs; (8)  the  e x te n t  to  

which p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  

new programs, to  i d e n t i f y  s taf f -deve lopment  needs fo r  t e a c h e r s ,  and 

to  prepare proposals  fo r  funding; (9)  the ex ten t  t o  which high 

school p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  analyze teacher  performance 

and to  i d e n t i f y  s ta f f -deve lopment  needs fo r  teach er s ;  and (10) the  

e x ten t  to  which high school p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  i d e n t i f y  

s ta f f -deve lopm ent  needs fo r  teachers  and to  prepare proposa ls  for  

funding.

Several  c o r r e la t io n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  for  s e l e c t e d  uses  o f  the  MEAP 

r e s u l t s  by the to t a l  group o f  p r in c i p a l s  met the  c r i t e r i o n  for
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s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The f o l 1owing c o r r e l a t i o n s  were seen as 

"strong," suggest ing  th at  i t  was "highly l i k e ly "  th a t  p r i n c i p a l s ’ 

"extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  for  th es e  purposes was s im i lar :

(1)  the ex ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine  

s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  mathematics and to  determine  

s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area o f  reading;  and (2)  the ex ten t  

to  which p r in c ip a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine need fo r  new 

programs and to  determine the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  new programs.

The fo l low ing  c o r r e la t io n s  were seen as "moderate," suggest ing  

that  i t  was " like ly"  th at  p r i n c i p a l s ’ "extent o f  use" o f  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  fo r  these  purposes was s im i la r :  (1)  the ex ten t  to  which

p r in c i p a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine the general  achievement  

l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  s ch o o ls ,  to  inform the school  

community o f  the general achievement l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  

s c h o o l s ,  and to  determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the areas of  

mathematics and reading; (2) the ex ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the  

r e s u l t s  to  determine s tren g th s  and weaknesses in the area of  

m ath em at ics  and in t h e  area  o f  s c i e n c e ,  and t o  d e te r m in e  

in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ;  (3) the ex ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used 

the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  determine s tren gth s  and weaknesses in the area 

o f  s c ie n c e  and to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  p r i o r i t i e s ;  (4)  the ex ten t  

to  which p r in c ip a l s  used the r e s u l t s  to  determine in s t r u c t io n a l  

p r i o r i t i e s ,  to  document need in the determination o f  school resource  

a l l o c a t i o n ,  and to  i d e n t i f y  s ta f f -deve lopm ent  needs for  teach ers;  

and (5) the ex ten t  to  which p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to
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document need  in  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  r e s o u r c e  a l l o c a t i o n  and t o

determine need for  new programs.

Comparison o f  r e s u l t s  with those  o f  the S t e e l e  s tu d y . What 

f o l 1ows i s  a b r i e f  summary o f  how the most notable  f in d in g s  o f  the  

S t e e l e  (1976) study d i f f e r  from those  o f  the present  research .

A g r e a te r  percentage o f  elementary and ju n ior  high/middle  

school p r in c i p a l s  rece ived  bu i ld ing  MEAP reports  from centra l  o f f i c e

personnel in 1988 than in 1976, and the percentage o f  school

bu i ld in gs  required to  develop plans to  address student academic 

needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the MEAP has more than doubled--from 12% in 1976 

to  30.4% in 1988 ( t o t a l  group ) .

A much higher percentage o f  elementary and ju n ior  high/middle  

school p r in c i p a l s  shared school summary reports  with t h e i r  s t a f f s  in 

1988 than in 1976 (92% o f  elementary p r in c i p a l s  and 87% o f  jun ior  

high/middle school p r in c i p a l s  in 1976, compared to  98.6% and 97.6%, 

r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  in 1988).

In 1976, S t e e l e  found that  elementary and ju n io r  high/middle  

school p r in c i p a l s  used the MEAP r e s u l t s  to  "some" ex ten t  "to inform 

the school community o f  the general  achievement l e v e l s "  o f  the  

s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  as opposed to  "quite a bit" fo r  both 

groups in 1988.

In 1976, S t e e l e  found that  elementary and ju n ior  high/middle  

school p r in c i p a l s  thought th at  the MEAP r e s u l t s  had "very 1 i t t l e "

impact in " in f luenc ing  community a t t i tu d e s "  toward t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  as 

contrasted  with t h i s  s tu d y’ s f in d in g s  th at  those  pr inc ipa l  groups 

thought the MEAP r e s u l t s  had "some" impact in th at  area.
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In 1988 ,  both  e l e m e n t a r y  and j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  

p r in c i p a l s  b e l i eved  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were "quite" useful  when 

"planning fo r  in s t r u c t io n a l  improvements" and when "communicating 

the  s t a t u s  o f  student learning  to  parents and s tud ents ,"  as compared 

with 1976,  when p r in c i p a l s  b e l i eved  the MEAP r e s u l t s  had only "some" 

u s e fu ln e s s  in those  areas .

S t e e l e  found th a t  elementary p r in c i p a l s  who worked in urban

s e t t i n g s  were more 1 ik e l y  to  use the MEAP r e s u l t s  "quite a bit" or 

"extens ive ly"  than were p r in c i p a l s  who worked in suburban or rural  

s e t t i n g s .  S t e e l e  a l so  found that  elementary p r in c i p a l s  who rece ived  

the MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  l a t e  were more l i k e l y  to  use those  r e s u l t s  

"very 1 i t t l e "  than were p r in c i p a l s  who rece ived  the t e s t  r e s u l t s  

e a r l y .  Neither  o f  th ese  f in d in g s  was corroborated in the present  

study.

Conclusions

From the preceding f in d in g s ,  several  con c lus ion s  were drawn

r e l a t i v e  to  the a t t i t u d e s  and p r a c t i c e s  o f  Michigan school bu i ld ing  

adm in is trators  regarding t h e i r  use o f  the 1988 MEAP assessment  

r e s u l t s :

1.  The vas t  majori ty  o f  build ing admin is trators  rece ived  the  

MEAP r e p o r t s  g e n e r a t e d  f o r  t h e i r  b u i l d i n g s  by t h e  Michigan  

Department o f  Education,  and most o f  the p r in c i p a l s  rece ived  the  

reports  from the centra l  o f f i c e s  in a t im ely  fash ion .

2. Building p r in c i p a l s  were,  for  the most part ,  resp ons ib le

fo r  determining procedures for  using the assessment r e s u l t s  in t h e i r
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s c h o o l s .  However, fewer than h a l f  o f  the high school p r in c ip a l s  

in d ica ted  they  were resp on s ib le  fo r  determining procedures for  MEAP 

use ,  and nearly  one- fourth  o f  the high school p r in c i p a l s  gave t h e i r  

school counselors  or other  school personnel that  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .

3.  A majori ty  o f  p r in c ip a l s  i n i t i a t e d  plans or were required  

t o  develop plans addressing the needs i d e n t i f i e d  by the MEAP.

4.  Almost a l l  o f  the p r in c i p a l s  shared at l e a s t  some o f  the  

MEAP reports  with t h e i r  s t a f f s ;  elementary p r in c i p a l s  shared by far  

the most reports .

5.  Teachers were involved in b u i ld in g - l e v e l  committees in the  

in t e r p r e t a t io n  and a n a ly s i s  o f  the assessment r e s u l t s  in almost h a l f  

o f  the schools  in Michigan.

6.  Diagnosing s t u d e n t s ’ academic s trengths  and weaknesses , 

planning fo r  in s t r u c t io n a l  programs, and communicating s t u d e n t s ’ 

academic performance to  parents and students  were areas in which 

p r in c i p a l s  most encouraged teacher  use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s .

7. The MEAP assessment r e s u l t s  were used "quite a bit" by 

p r in c i p a l s  in determining s trengths  and weaknesses in t h e i r  reading  

and m ath em at ics  programs,  in  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  g e n e r a l  academic  

achievement l e v e l  o f  the s tudents  in t h e i r  s c h o o l s ,  and in informing 

the school community o f  the achievement l e v e l s  o f  s tudents  in t h e i r  

s c h o o l  s ;  t h e  r e s u l  t s  were used much l e s s  t o  a n a l y z e  t e a c h e r  

performance.

8.  P r in c ip a ls  be l i eved  the MEAP r e s u l t s  had only "some" or 

even l e s s  o f  an impact, o v e r a l l , on t h e i r  in s t r u c t io n a l  programs,
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but thought the MEAP r e s u l t s  were "quite" usefu l  when communicating 

a c h ie v e m e n t  l e v e l s  t o  s t u d e n t s  and p a r e n t s ,  p la n n in g  f o r  

in s t r u c t io n a l  improvements, and diagnosing student  learn ing  needs.

9.  Extensive use o f  the MEAP r e s u l t s  by p r in c i p a l s  was 

s tron g ly  a s so c ia t e d  with p r i n c i p a l s ’ b e l i e f  th a t  the MEAP r e s u l t s  

had an "extensive" impact on t h e i r  in s t r u c t io n a l  programs and that  

the u s e fu ln e s s  o f  the r e s u l t s  was " e x t e n s i v e . "

10. P r in c ip a ls  used the  MEAP r e s u l t s  to  a s im i l a r  ex ten t  when 

eva lua t ing  t h e i r  reading and mathematics programs and somewhat l e s s  

so when eva luat ing  t h e i r  s c ie n c e  programs.

11 . E lementary  and j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l  s 

b e l i eved  the MEAP r e s u l t s  were more useful  and made g r e a te r  use o f  

those  r e s u l t s  than did high school p r in c i p a l s .

Recommendations for  Future Research and P rac t ice

Based on the f in d in g s  o f  t h i s  study,  the fo l lo w in g  recommenda­

t i o n s  for  further  research are o f fered :

1. In v e s t ig a t io n  i s  needed to  determine whether th ere  i s  a 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the "extent o f  use" o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  for  various  

purposes at the bu i ld ing  l e v e l  and the achievement l e v e l s  o f  

s tu d en ts ,  as measured by the MEAP, at  the bu i ld ing  l e v e l .

2.  Research i s  needed to  determine whether there  i s  a r e l a ­

t io n s h ip  between the e x ten t  o f  teacher  involvement in the a n a ly s i s  

and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  and t h e  r e s u l t i n g  t e a c h e r  

commitment to  including the o b j e c t iv e s  t e s t e d  by the MEAP in t h e i r  

in s t r u c t io n a l  programs.
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3.  Research i s  needed to  understand the impact o f  " i n s t i t u ­

t io n a l  commitment" ( p o l i c y  and p r a c t i c e  in p lace  at  the  board o f  

educat ion ,  centra l  o f f i c e ,  and build ing l e v e l s )  to  the MEAP and i t s  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  with the "extent o f  use" o f  MEAP r e s u l t s  at  the  

d i s t r i c t  and bu i ld ing  l e v e l s  and the impact on student achievement  

l e v e l s .

4.  Research i s  required to  determine whether MEAP improvement 

p lans ,  which inc lude teacher  involvement and p a r t i c i p a t io n  ( in  p lace  

in about h a l f  o f  the d i s t r i c t s  in Michigan) , have an impact on 

student  achievement l e v e l s .

5. Given the r e l a t i v e l y  low rat in g  ("very l i t t l e "  to  "some" 

fo r  each bu i ld ing  l e v e l  for  survey question 10) th at  the MEAP 

r e s u l t s  had in terms o f  the impact on the in s t r u c t io n a l  programs in 

s c h o o l s ,  fu r th er  in v e s t i g a t i o n  i s  needed to  determine how bes t  to  

des ign the  MEAP to  in crease  i t s  in s t r u c t io n a l  value  and u t i l i t y  to  

lo c a l  d i s t r i c t s  and sch o o ls .

6.  Additional research e f f o r t s  should focus on determining  

w heth er  d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i  s t  between t h e  d i s t r i c t s  in t h e  s i x  

geographic and community types  used by the Department o f  Education 

in Michigan (noted in Chapter I I I )  in terms o f  board o f  educat ion ,  

centra l  o f f i c e ,  and b u i ld in g - l e v e l  p r a c t i c e s  r e l a t i v e  to  the MEAP 

and r e s u l t i n g  student achievement l e v e l s .

7.  Further i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i s  needed t o  determine why some p r i n ­

c ipa l  s have a more p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e  toward the MEAP and va lue the  

r e s u l t s ,  at  the bu i ld ing  and individual  student l e v e l s ,  more than 

other  b u i ld in g  adm in is tra tors .  This research should focus  on



182

determining the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  those  p r in c i p a l s  ( e . g . ,  t r a in in g  

in student assessment data a n a ly s i s ,  t r a in i n g  in use o f  s p e c i f i c  

data provided by the HEAP).

8.  This study should be r e p l i c a te d  in f i v e  years  to  determine  

the a t t i t u d e s  and p r a c t i c e s  o f  school adm in is tra tors  r e l a t i v e  to  the  

MEAP in 1 ight  o f  any addit ional  academic areas and grade l e v e l s  that  

may be t e s t e d  ( s c ie n c e  t e s t  given in grades 5,  8 ,  and 11 as o f  f a l l  

1989) and to  e s t a b l i s h  a current data base regarding the MEAP and 

school adminis trators  in Michigan.

Based on t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  t h i s  s t u d y ,  t h e  f o l 1owi ng 

recommendations for  future  p r a c t i c e  are o f f ered :

1. The Michigan Department o f  Education must cont inue to  work 

w ith  l o c a l  boards o f  e d u c a t i o n , s u p e r i n t e n d e n t s , and b u i l d i n g  

p r in c i p a l s  to increase  the perceived va lue and u t i l i t y  o f  the MEAP 

in terms o f  loca l  p ra c t ic e  r e l a t i v e  to  the MEAP and d es ired  outcomes 

fo r  c h i ldr en .

2.  Local boards o f  education and superin tendents  must work 

w ith  t h e i r  s t a f f s  and community t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  r o l e  MEAP 

o b j e c t i v e s  are to  play in t h e i r  in s t r u c t io n a l  programs and then to  

p u b l i c i z e  th at  ro l e  so the community may judge the assessment  

r e s u l t s  in the proper p ersp ec t iv e .

3.  Local boards o f  education and adm in is tra tors  must a l s o  

guard aga in s t  overemphasizing how well  t h e i r  s tudents  perform on the  

MEAP. In th at  MEAP o b j e c t iv e s  are considered  minimal or " e s s e n t i a l " 

o b j e c t i v e s ,  t h e y  do not r e p r e s e n t ,  nor are  t h e y  i n t e n d e d  to
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r e p r e s e n t ,  a w e l l - r o u n d e d ,  e n r i c h e d  c u r r i c u lu m  f o r  Mich igan  

c h i ld r e n .  Plac ing too much o f  an emphasis on the MEAP and how well  

t h e i r  s tudents  score  ( fo r  the p o s i t i v e  publ ic  r e l a t i o n s  va lue ,  for  

example) may lead to  a narrowing o f  the curriculum th at  s tudents  are 

taught.

R e f le c t io n s

In addit ion  to  the formal analyses  and f in d in g s  reported in 

t h i s  study,  other  more personal observat ions  and i n s i g h t s  are 

o f f e r e d :

1. Considering the immense amount o f  data generated by the

S t e e l e  study in 1976 and t h i s  study,  the w r i te r  was s truck  by the

overa l l  c o n s is ten cy  o f  the r e s u l t s .  The r e l a t i v e l y  few r e s u l t s  that  

d i f f e r e d ,  however, were o f  no surpr ise  given the f a i r l y  high p r o f i l e  

th at  the MEAP has assumed over the years  each winter  in loca l  

newspapers and school n e w s l e t t e r s .  P r in c ip a ls  and t h e i r  school  

d i s t r i c t s  do use the MEAP more today to  inform t h e i r  communities 

about the achievement l e v e l s  o f  t h e i r  s tud en ts ,  and they do b e l i e v e  

th at  the MEAP can be an in f lu en ce  on loc a l  community a t t i t u d e s  about 

t h e i r  sch oo ls  (whether they  1 ike i t  or n o t ) .

2.  In ad d i t ion ,  numerous comments made by p r in c i p a l s  on the

surveys represented strong and varied op in ions  about the MEAP and

made t h i s  w r i te r  even more aware o f  the sometimes in ten s e  p o l a r i t y  

o f  op in ions  that  Michigan adminis trators  hold toward the MEAP. For 

the most part,  comments were mixed and ranged from q u i te  n e g a t iv e ,  

1 ike "MEAP i s  viewed primari ly  as a propaganda t o o l " and "MEAP t e s t s
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are a fa rce ,"  t o  p o s i t i v e  comments l i k e  "MEAP i s  an e x c e l l e n t  

benchmark t o o l , "  "MEAP i s  very va luable  as i t  encourages educators  

to  meet the needs o f  our s tu d en ts ,"  and "We apprec iate  the feedback  

in math and reading."

3.  Given th at  the MEAP i s  administered to  tenth  graders in the  

s t a t e  on an every-pupil  b a s i s  and th at  a s i g n i f i c a n t  amount o f  data  

i s  g e n e r a t e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  s t u d e n t  a c h ie v e m e n t  l e v e l s ,  i t  i s  

im p e r a t i  ve t h a t  more h igh  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l  s become d i r e c t l y  

invo lved,  in a le adersh ip  r o l e ,  with MEAP t e s t i n g .  Approximately 

one- fourth  o f  the high school p r in c i p a l s  ind ica ted  th a t  t h e i r  

b ui ld ing  guidance counselor  was the "person primari ly  resp ons ib le  

for  determining procedures for  use" o f  t h e i r  MEAP r e s u l t s .  The 

w riter  susp ects  t h i s  f ig u r e  i s  low and that  other  bu i ld ing  personnel  

play t h i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  with the MEAP. Not having the build ing  

"leader" d i r e c t l y  involved  with the MEAP sends a strong s ign a l  to  

b ui ld ing  s t a f f  and s tudents  th a t  MEAP t e s t i n g  and the r e s u l t s  are 

not important.  The p r i n c i p a l ’ s d i r e c t  involvement i s  necessary  to  

help ensure th at  s tudents  do t h e i r  bes t  and to  ensure th at  s t a f f  

members use the r e s u l t s  to  program for  o v e r a l l , des ired  student  

outcomes.

4.  F i n a l ly ,  i f  a more comprehensive study r e l a t i v e  to  p r i n c i ­

p a l s ’ a t t i t u d e s  and p r a c t i c e s  regarding the MEAP i s  carr ied  out,  

t h i s  w r i te r  s t ro n g ly  recommends that  indiv idual bu i ld ing  l e v e l s  be 

i n v e s t ig a te d  e x c l u s i v e l y  o f  the o thers  (an elementary pr inc ipa l  

study separate from ju n ior  high/middle school and high school  

p r i n c i p a l s ) . This would al low for  survey development to  be more
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t a i l o r e d  t o  the d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  and a more focused a n a ly s i s  and 

in t e r p r e t a t io n  o f  data .
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SURVEY OF ADMINISTRATIVE USES OF THE FALL 1988 
MICHIGAN EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT TEST RESULTS

Mailing Instructions: Return one copy by April 28 in the
envelope accompanying this survey.

Directions: Please circle your response to each
question. Do not sign your name to 
the survey. Please answer all 
questions in terms of your uses of 
the 1988-89 (Fall 1988) Michigan 
Education Assessment Program (MEAP) 
test results.
You indicate your voluntary agree­
ment to participate by completing 
and returning this questionnaire.

PART I: Information About The Administrative Use Of 
1988 MEAP Test Results

1. Which 1988 MEAP assessment reports did you receive?
(Circle all that apply)
(1) Individual Student Reports
(2) Classroom Listing Reports
(3) Classroom Test Item Analysis
(4) School Summary Reports
(5) District Summary Reports
(6) None of the Above

2. During which month did you receive the MAJORITY of
the reports you checked in item 1?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) November, 1988
(2) December, 1988
(3) January, 1989
(4) February, 1989
(5) After February, 1989

3. Who was PRIMARILY responsible for determining
procedures for the use of 1988 MEAP test results in
your school?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) Central office personnel
(2) A district-wide committee
(3) The building principal
(4) A building-level committee
(5) A building guidance counselor(s)
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4. Were you REQUIRED to develop a plan of action to 
overcome needs identified by the 1988 MEAP test 
results?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) Yes
(2) No
(3) Not required, but a plan has been developed

5 . Did you establish a building level committee to 
involve teachers in the analysis and interpretation 
of the 1988 MEAP test results for your school?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) Yes
(2) No

6. Which assessment reports did you share with teachers 
in your school?
(Circle ALL that apply)
(1) Individual Student Reports
(2) Classroom Listing Reports
( 3 )  Classroom Test Analysis Reports
(4) School Summary Report
( 5 ) District Summary Report
(6) None of the Above

7. What assistance did you provide to help teachers 
understand and interpret the 1988 MEAP test results?
(Circle ALL that apply)
(1) Conducted teacher meeting to analyze test 

results.
(2) Provided manuals and other interpretive aids 

developed by the Michigan Department of 
Education.

(3) Distributed test data within the teacher test 
results folders provided by the Michigan 
Department of Education.

(4) Presented Michigan Department of Education video 
tape "Identifying and Addressing Curriculum Needs 
with MEAP Results."

( 5 ) Requested inservice assistance of central office, 
evaluation, or guidance personnel.

(6) Others, please specify______________________________
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8. For what purposes have you encouraged teachers to use 
the 1988 MEAP individual student tests results?
(Circle ALL that apply)
(1) To diagnose students' strong and weak points.
(2) To plan instructional programs.
(3) To group students in accordance with similar 

needs.
(4) To communicate student performance to parents 

and students.
(5) To motivate increased student learning.
(6) Others, please specify______________________________

NOTE: For the following questions (9-11), please respond
by choosing the number from the scale below which 
most accurately reflects your response to each 
item. Place your response in the blank provided 
to the left of each item.

1 2
i i 

3 4

i
5 6 { 7 8

SCALE: Very
Little

Some
i i

Quite 
a  Bit J

Extensively

EXAMPLE: A "4" response shows your perception to be 
"Some" (but more toward "Quite a Bit).
A "3" response shows your perception to be 
"Some" (but more toward "Very Little").

9. Using the scale provided above, rate the extent to
which you have USED the 1988 MEAP test results for the
following purposes:
 a. To determine the general achievement level of

the fourth, seventh and/or tenth grade 
students in your school.

 b. To inform the school community of the general
achievement level of the fourth, seventh and/or 
tenth grade students in your school.

 c. To determine strengths and weaknesses in the
area of MATHEMATICS.

 d. To determine strengths and weaknesses in the
area of READING.

 e. To determine strengths and weaknesses in the
area of SCIENCE.

 f. To determine instructional priorities.
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g. To document need in the determination of school 
resource allocation (i.e., people, time, 
materials and space).

h. To determine placement of students in 
"remedial" programs.

i. To determine need for new programs.
j. To determine the effectiveness of new programs.
k. To analyze teacher performance.
1. To identify staff development needs for

teachers.
m. To prepare proposals for funding.
n. To predict students" future academic success.
o. Others, please specify

.. 1
1 2 3 4 5 6

r
7 8

SCALE Very
Little j

Some
i

Quite 
a Bit

Extensively
i

10. Using the above scale, rate the extent MEAP
assessment results have had an IMPACT on the
instructional program in your school.
 a. In encouraging the development of a more

comprehensive testing program.
 b. In calling attention to a curricular

problem(s) not previously noted for your 
school.

 c. In confirming previous tentative judgments
about a curricular problem(s) in your school.

 d. In facilitating a more individualized
instructional approach to teaching.

 e. In influencing community attitudes toward your
school.

 f . In narrowing the curriculum to just the MEAP
tested objectives in a subject area.

 g. In narrowing instruction to just the MEAP
tested subject areas (Mathematics, Reading and
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Science).
h. Others, please specify

11. Using the scale provided above, rate the extent to 
which you believe MEAP test results are USEFUL to 
you for the following purposes.

 a. Diagnosis of student learning needs.
 b. Analysis of the relationship between the

allocation of school resources and student 
achievement of minimal objectives.

 c. Planning for instructional improvements.
 d. Communicating status of student learning

to parents and students.
12. Use the space on the reverse side to make additional 

comments about the strengths and weaknesses of the 
MEAP and the test results provided if you desire to 
do so (be brief).

PART II; Descriptive Information About School and 
Principal

13. Which category best describes the location of your 
school?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) Tri-County Metropolitan Area (Wayne, Oakland and 

Macomb Counties).
(2) Lower Peninsula, excluding Tri-County 

Metropolitan Area.
(3) Upper Peninsula.

14. What is the total student enrollment in your school?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) 150 students or less
(2) 151 to 300 students
(3) 301 to 500 students
(4) 501 to 1,000 students
(5) More than 1,000 students

15. Which of the following terms best describes the 
setting in which your school is located?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) Rural
(2) Urban
(3) Suburban
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16. What is the approximate percentage of minority 
students in your school?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) 0 to 0.9%
(2) 1 to 2.5%
(3) 2.6 to 10.5%
(4) 10.6 to 100%

17. Please indicate whether you are male or female.
(Circle)
(1) Male
(2) Female

18. What is the highest degree you hold?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) B.A., B.S.
(2) M.A., M.S.
(3) Ed. Specialist
(4) Ph.D., Ed.D.

19. For how many years have you held an administrative 
position?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) 5 years or less
(2) 6 to 10 years
(3) 11 to 20 years
(4) More than 20 years

20. For how many years have you held your present 
position?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) 1 year or less
(2) 2 to 5 years
(3) 6 to 10 years
(4) 11 to 20 years
( 5 ) More than 20 years

21. Is your school an elementary, junior high/middle 
school, or high school?
(Circle ONE only)
(1) elementary school
(2) junior high/middle school
(3) high school
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STA TE O F  M ICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION STATE ftOARO O F EDUCATION

C H E R R Y  H Ja C O U U S  
P rn id sn t  

A N N E T T A  M IL L ER  
h e ?  t r m d e n l  

D O R O T H Y  H C A R D M O R f 
S tereta rv  

RO L L IL  H O F G O O D  
Trrasurrt 

D R . G U M E C 1N D O  SALAS 
V iS H f.  M e g o t?  

BARBA RA  U llM O U C 'H L L L t 
M A R IL Y N  F. LU N D Y  

BARBA RA  R O B E R T S M ASON

D O N A L D  L U l'M lS 
S u p » iin k iid in l 

u l I 'u N ir  Im lru iitu n

P .O . B o x  3 0 0 0 8  
L a n s in g , M ich ig an  4 6 9 0 9

April 4, 1989

D ear Principal:
g o v . j a m e s  j  b l a n c h a r d

F.\ O Q hio

This p a s t fall, your school partic ipated  in the  an nual Michigan E ducational A s se s sm e n t P rogram  
(MEAP) te s ts  of m athem atics , read ing  an d  sc ien ce . T he MEAP resu lts w ere  re tu rn ed  to you later in 
the  schoo l year.

W e a re  in te rested  in obtaining inform ation abo u t adm inistrators ' u se  of th e  1988-89 MEAP tes t 
resu lts . In an  effort to g a th e r  this information, the  Michigan D epartm ent of E ducation  an d  
Mr. Chris Je n c k a , a  Michigan S ta te  University doctoral can d id a te  an d  an  adm inistrator in the  
W illiamston Com m unity School District, a re  cooperatively  conducting a  sta tew id e  study  of 
e lem entary , m iddle/junior-high an d  high school principals. T he resu lts o f th is su rvey  will b e  u se d  
to m ak e  longitudinal com parisons to a  sim ilar study cond u c ted  during th e  1974-75 schoo l year. The 
e n c lo sed  questio n n a ire  will b e  u se d  to g a th e r  th e  n e c e ssa ry  information.

Your school h a s  b e e n  random ly se lec ted  to partic ipate  in this study . W e ho p e  that you will b e  
willing to invest a  few m inutes of your tim e an d  fill ou t the  en c lo sed  q uestionna ire . P le a s e  com plete  
a n d  return th e  q uestionna ire  in the en c lo sed  envelope  by A pril 2 8 ,1 9 8 9 . Your participation will 
help  a s s u re  that th e  d a ta  re p re se n ts  the view s of all principals in Michigan.

B e a s su re d  th a t the  questio n n a ires  th em se lv e s will b e  held in the  s tric test confidence . No 
identification of principal, school o r school district will b e  provided, nor is su c h  identification 
re q u e s te d  from you in com pleting th e  survey . T he num bers on the  return env e lo p e  ind icate  the  g rade  
level of the M EAP te s t given in your school an d  th e  g eo graph ic  a re a  of th e  S ta te . No identification of 
your individual school building is possib le . You m ay c h o o se  not to partic ipate  at all o r not to answ er 
certain  q u es tio n s  without penalty.

W e know  th a t you will b e  in terested  in th e  resu lts of this study. T herefore, an  a b s tra c t of the  
study will b e  availab le  upon req u est by contacting  Mr. Je n c k a  in W illiamston at th e  a d d re s s  show n 
below. T he a b s tra c t will b e  available by D ecem ber 1 ,1 9 8 9 .

W e thank  you in a d v a n c e  for your w illingness to com plete  the  en c lo sed  survey . If you h av e  any 
q u es tio n s  abo u t this study or the su rvey , p le a se  feel free to co n tac t Mr. Je n ck a .

S incerely,

Principal
W illiamston E lem entary  School 
4 16  Highland S tre e t 
W illiamston, Ml 48895  
(517) 655 2174

David L. D onovan 
A ssistan t S uperin ten d en t 
Office of Technical A ssistan ce

an d  Evaluation 
(517) 373-8374

E nclosure
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STA TE O F MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION STATE 0OARO O f  EDUCATION

i Ml KHY II M l  OKI'S 
»/

A N N !  I I A M i l  I I K
I h l /'». w./fW

m K ' H m  t ' l AKIIM. lKI

P  O  B ox  3 0 0 0 8  
L a n s in g . M ich igan  4 8 9 0 9

I M I S  M  I )  I II I M I S
Su|Vnni<nilr iu H< >1 I II IH 'I '

»l‘ I’ub ln  In ilru iiio ii
I ) k  ( i U M M  I M H i  \ s*4SlU h

j i M i n \ K  a  n i ' M f U ' i  i i n  11 
M A H  I M S  I  I I ' M . ' .  

U A H I I A R S  K O b l - . K l S  M A S ' >'
April 21, 1989

f i O V  J A M E S  J B E A M  H A R D  
f<  O f: ,  n

Dear Principal,

Recently you should have received a letter from 

David Donovan and myself concerning the voluntary 

survey of the uses of the Michigan Education Assessment 

Program (MEAP) test results in your building. Enclosed 

with the letter was a survey. The purpose of this letter 

is to remind you to complete the survey and return it to 

me by April 28. Since only a sample of schools was 

selected to participate in this study, we are hopeful 

that the principal in each selected school completes and 

returns the survey.

If you have completed the survey and returned it, I 

appreciate the time you took to do so. If you have yet to 

do so, my hope is that you will take a few minutes to 

complete and return it.

If you have misplaced the survey another copy can be 

obtained by calling me at home or Williamston Elementary 

School at 517-655-2174. Once again, I thanK you for your 

assistance.

Appreciatively

517-339-0104 
5557 Wood Valley 
Haslett, Mi. 48840
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T a b l e  D . l . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by p l a n  r e q u i r e m e n t - -
e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l  p r i n c i p a l s .

Plan Requirement

Extent o f  Use Not Required Total
Yes No But Developed

Very l i t t l e n 20 42 27 89
Row % 22.5 47.2 30 .3 20 .8
Col.  % 14.2 29.2 19 .0

Some n 31 42 32 105
Row % 29.5 40 .0 3 0 .5 24.6
Col.  % 22.0 29.2 22 .5

Quite a b i t n 39 41 40 120
Row % 32.5 34.2 3 3 .3 28.0
Col. % 27.7 28 .5 28 .2

E xten s ive ly n 49 18 42 109
Row % 45.0 16 .5 3 8 .5 25 .5
Col.  % 34 .8 12 .5 29 .6

Total n 141 144 142 427
Row % 33.0 33 .7 33 .3 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 25 .59774
d f  = 6
p = .001
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T a b l e  D .2 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u se  by e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f
b u i l d i n g  c o m m i t t e e - - e l e m e n t a r y  s choo l  p r i n c i p a l s .

Extent o f  Use

Building Committee 
Establi shed

Yes No
Total

Very l i t t l e n 36 53 89
Row % 40 .4 59 .6 20 .9
Col.  % 16.1 26 .4

Some n 54 51 105
Row % 51.4 48 .6 24.7
Col.  % 24.1 25.4

Quite a b i t n 60 59 119
Row % 50.4 49 .6 28.0
Col.  % 26.8 29 .4

E xten s ive ly n 70 38 108
Row % 64.8 35 .2 25.4
Col.  % 31.3 18.9

Total n 224 201 425
Row % 52.7 47.3 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 15 .62384
d f  = 4
p = .003
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T a b l e  D .3 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by MEAP’ s im pac t  on
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r o g r a m - - e l e m e n t a r y  s choo l  p r i n c i p a l s .

Extent o f  Use
Very

L i t t l e

MEAP’ s

Some

Impact

Quite 
a Bit

Exten­
s i v e

Total

Very l i t t l e n 50 21 17 2 90
Row % 55.6 23.3 18.9 2 .2 20 .8
Col . % 61.7 21.0 13.1 1 .7

Some n 18 38 31 20 107
Row % 16.8 35 .5 29.0 18.7 24.7
Col, . % 22.2 38 .0 23 .8 17.4

Quite a b i t n 11 33 47 28 121
Row % 9.1 27.3 38 .8 23.1 27.9
Col . % 13.6 33 .0 36.2 24.3

E xtens ive ly n 1 8 35 65 111
Row % .9 7 .2 31 .5 58.6 25.6
Col . % 1 .2 8 .0 26.9 56.5

Total n 81 100 130 115 433
Row % 18.7 23.1 30.0 26.6 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 323 .10975
d f  = 16
p = .000
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T a b l e  D .4 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by MEAP’ s u s e f u l n e s s
f o r  s e l e c t e d  p u r p o s e s - - e l e m e n t a r y  s choo l  p r i n c i p a l s .

MEAP’s U sefulness
Extent o f  Use   Total

Very Quite Exten-
L i t t l e  Some a B it  s i v e

Very l i t t l e n 47 26 14 2 90
Row % 52.2 28 .9 15.6 2 .2 20 .8
Col. , % 67.1 23 .0 12 .0 1 .6

Some n 14 42 35 16 107
Row % 13.1 39 .3 32 .7 15.0 24.7
Col. . % 20.0 37 .2 29.9 12.5

Quite a b i t n 8 36 44 32 121
Row % 6 .6 29.8 36 .4 26.4 27 .9
Col. . % 11.4 31 .9 37 .6 25 .0

E xten s ive ly n 1 9 23 78 111
Row % .9 8.1 20.7 70.3 25 .6
Col. . % 1 .4 8 .0 19.7 60 .9

Total n 70 113 117 128 433
Row % 16.2 26.1 27.0 29 .6 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 416 .29480
d f  = 16
p = .000
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T a b l e  D .5 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by p e r c e n t a g e  o f
m i n o r i t y  s t u d e n t s - - e l e m e n t a r y  s c hoo l  p r i n c i p a l s .

Percentage o f  Minority Students
Extent o f  Use   Total

1 . 0 -  2 . 6 -  1 0 . 6 -
0-.9% 2.5% 10.5% 100%

Very l i t t l e n 45 16 11 18 90
Row % 50.0 17 .8 12.2 20 .0 20 .8
Col.  % 24.2 17.0 20 .4 18.2

Some n 44 27 16 20 107
Row % 41.1 25.2 15.0 18.7 24.7
Col.  % 23.7 28.7 29 .6 20.2

Quite a b i t n 57 26 19 19 121
Row % 47.1 21.5 15.7 15.7 15.7
Col.  % 30 .6 27.7 35.2 19.2

E xtens ive ly n 37 24 8 42 111
Row % 33.3 21 .6 7 .2 37 .8 25.6
Col.  % 19.9 25 .5 14 .8 42 .4

Total n 186 94 54 99 433
Row % 43.3 21.7 12.5 22.9 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 26 .396840
d f  = 12
p = .009
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T a b l e  D .6 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u se  by p e r s o n ( s )  r e s p o n ­
s i b l e  f o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  u s e - - j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  schoo l
p r i n c i p a l s .

Extent o f  Use
Person(s )  Responsible

Total
C.O. D.C. B.P. B.Com. B. Coun.

Very l i t t l e n 5 . . 25 3 8 41
Row % 12.2 61 .0 7 .3 19 .5 26 .8
Col. % 25 .0 30 .9 30 .0 28 .6

Some n 7 3 18 3 11 42
Row % 16 .7 7.1 42.9 7.1 26.2 27.5
Col. % 35 .0 21.4 22.2 30 .0 39 .3

Quite a b i t n 5 1 24 __ 7 37
Row % 13 .5 2 .7 64 .9 18 .9 24.2
Col. % 25.0 7.1 29 .6 25 .0

E xtens ive ly n 3 9 14 4 2 32
Row % 9 .4 28.1 43 .8 12 .5 6 .3 20.9
Col. % 15.0 64.3 17.3 40 .0 7.1

Total n 20 14 81 10 28 153
Row % 13.1 9 .2 52.9 6 .5 18.3 100.0

Chi-square = 39.95774  
d f  = 16
p = .000

Key: C.O. = centra l  o f f i c e ,  D.C. = d i s t r i c t w i d e  committee,  B.P. =
bui ld ing  p r in c i p a l ,  B.Com. = bu i ld ing  committee,  B.Coun. = 
bui ld ing  counselor .
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T a b l e  D .7 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by p l a n  r e q u i r e m e n t - -
j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  schoo l  p r i n c i p a l s .

Plan Requirement

Extent o f  Use
Yes No

Not Required 
But Developed

Total

Very l i t t l e n 5 26 15 45
Row % 11 .8 55.6 33 .3 27.1
Col. % 11.4 32.1 34.1

Some n 8 26 10 44
Row % 18.2 59.1 22.7 26.5
Col. % 18.2 33.3 22.7

Quite a b i t n 15 14 10 39
Row % 38.5 35 .9 25 .6 23.5
Col. % 34.1 17.9 22 .7

E x ten s iv e ly n 16 12 9 37
Row % 43.2 32 .4 24.3 22.3
Col. % 36.4 15.4 20 .5

Total n 44 78 44 166
Row % 26.5 47.0 26 .5 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 18 .18528
d f  = 8
p = .019
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T a b l e  D . 8 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u se  by e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f
b u i l d i n g  c o m m i t t e e - - j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  s c hoo l  p r i n c i p a l s .

Extent o f  Use

Building Committee 
Establi shed

Total
Yes No

Very l i t t l e n 13 32 45
Row % 28.9 71.1 27.1
Col.  % 15.7 38 .6

Some n 19 25 44
Row % 43.2 56 .8 26.5
Col. % 22.9 30.1

Quite a b i t n 24 15 39
Row % 61 .5 38 .5 23.5
Col.  % 28.9 18.1

E xten s ive ly n 26 11 37
Row % 70.3 29.7 22.3
Col.  % 31.3 13.3

Total n 83 83 166
Row % 50.0 50.0 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 17 .99840
d f  = 4
p = .001
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T a b l e  D .9 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u se  by MEAP’ s impac t
on i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r o g r a m - - j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  schoo l
p r i n c i p a l s .

Extent o f  Use
Very

L i t t l e

MEAP’ s

Some

Impact

Quite  
a Bit

Exten­
s i v e

Total

Very l i t t l e n 25 10 11 . . 45
Row % 55.6 22.2 22.2 27.1
Col.  % 73.5 38 .5 15.9

Some n 7 8 20 9 44
Row % 15.9 18.2 45.5 20.5 26.5
Col.  % 20.6 30 .8 31.7 22.0

Quite a b i t n 2 4 18 15 39
Row % 5.1 10.3 46.2 38 .5 23.5
Col.  % 5 .9 15.4 28.6 36.6

E xtens ive ly n 4 15 17 36
Row % 10.8 40.5 45.9 22.3
Col.  % 15.4 23.8 41.5

Total n 34 26 63 41 164
Row % 18.7 23.1 30.0 26.6 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 152.00511
d f  = 16
p = .000
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T a b l e  D . 1 0 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u se  by MEAP’ s u s e f u l ­
n e s s  f o r  s e l e c t e d  p u r p o s e s - - j u n i o r  h i g h / m i d d l e  schoo l
p r i n c i p a l s .

MEAP’ s Use fulness
Extent o f  Use

Very
L i t t l e Some

Quite 
a Bit

Exten­
s iv e

Total

Very l i t t l e n 25 14 2 4 45
Row % 55.6 31.1 4 .4 8 .9 27.1
Col.  % 61.0 35 .9 4 .7 9 .8

Some n 11 15 12 5 44
Row % 25.0 34.1 27.3 11.4 26 .5
Col.  % 26.8 38.5 27.9 12.2

Quite a b i t n 2 6 17 14 39
Row % 5.1 15.4 43.6 35.9 23.5
Col.  % 4 .9 15.4 39.5 34.1

E xten s ive ly n 2 4 12 18 37
Row % 5.4 10.8 32.4 48.6 22.3
Col.  % 4 .9 10.3 27.9 43.9

Total n 41 39 43 41 166
Row % 24.7 23.5 25.9 24.7 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 72 .62378
d f  = 16
p = .000
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T a b l e  D .1 1 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by MEAP’ s im pac t  on
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r o g r a m - - h i g h  s c hoo l  p r i n c i p a l s .

Extent o f  Use
Very

L i t t l e

MEAP’ s

Some

Impact

Quite  
a Bit

Exten­
s i v e

Total

Very l i t t l e n 28 10 11 1 50
Row % 56.0 20.0 22.0 2 .0 34 .0
Col.  % 70.0 41 .7 26.8 2 .6

Some n 5 5 12 7 29
Row % 17.2 17.2 41 .4 24.1 19.7
Col. % 12.5 20.8 29.3 17 .9

Quite a b i t n 5 6 11 8 30
Row % 16.7 20.0 36.7 26.7 20.4
Col. % 12.5 25.0 26 .8 20.5

Extens ive ly n 2 3 7 23 37
Row % 5.4 8.1 18.9 62 .2 25.2
Col.  % 5.0 12.5 17.1 59.0

Total n 40 24 41 39 147
Row % 27.2 16.3 27.9 26.5 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 111 .98308
d f  = 16
p = .000
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T a b l e  D .1 2 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by MEAP’ s u s e f u l n e s s
f o r  s e l e c t e d  p u r p o s e s - - h i g h  schoo l  p r i n c i p a l s .

Extent o f  Use
MEAP’ s Usefulness

Total
Very

L i t t l e ! Some
Quite  
a Bit

Exten­
s i v e

Very l i t t l e n 26 14 10 50
Row % 52.0 28.0 20 .0 34 .0
Col.  % 72.2 40 .0 25 .0

Some n 6 13 5 5 29
Row % 20.0 44 .8 17.2 17.2 19.7
Col. % 16.7 37.1 12 .5 14.7

Quite a b i t n 4 6 14 6 30
Row % 13.3 70.0 46 .7 20.0 20.4
Col.  % 11.1 17.1 35 .0 17.6

E xten s ive ly n 2 11 23 37
Row % 5.4 29.7 62 .2 25 .2
Col.  % 5.7 27.5 67.6

Total n 36 35 40 34 147
Row % 24.5 23.8 27.2 23.1 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 154 .65034
d f  = 16
p = .000
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T a b l e  D .1 3 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u se  by p e r s o n ( s )  r e s p o n ­
s i b l e  f o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  u s e - - t o t a l  g r o u p .

Extent o f  Use
Person(s)  Responsible

Total
C.O. D.C. B.P. B.Com. B. Coun.

1 U  lu 1

Very l i t t l e n 28 9 114 11 21 183
Row % 15.3 4 .9 62 .3 6 .0 11 .5 25.0
Col., % 24.1 19.6 25 .9 21.2 27.3

Some n 30 11 105 10 22 178
Row % 16.9 6 .2 59.0 5 .6 12.4 24.3
Col., % 25.9 23.9 23.8 19.2 28 .6

Quite a b i t n 19 8 123 14 21 185
Row % 10.3 4 .3 66.5 7 .6 11 .4 25.3
Col.. % 16.4 17.4 27.9 26.9 27.3

E xten s ive ly n 37 16 97 17 12 179
Row % 20.7 8 .9 54.2 9 .5 6 .7 24.5
Col . % 31 .9 34 .8 22.0 32.7 15 .6

Total n 116 46 441 52 77 732
Row % 15 .8 6 .3 60.2 7.1 10 .5 100.0

Chi-square = 26.74788  
df  = 16 
p = .050

Key: C.O. = centra l  o f f i c e ,  D.C. = d i s t r i c t w i d e  committee,  B.P. =
b u i ld ing  p r in c ip a l ,  B.Com. = bu i ld ing  committee,  B.Coun. = 
bui ld ing  counselor .
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T a b l e  D .1 4 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by p l a n  r e q u i r e m e n t - -
t o t a l  g r o u p .

Extent o f  Use

Plan Requirement

Not Required 
Yes No But Developed

Total

Very l i t t l e n 34 106 52 192
Row % 17.7 55.2 27.1 24.5
Col. % 14.3 33 .7 22 .5

Some n 51 84 51 186
Row % 27.4 45.2 27.4 23.7
Col.  % 21.4 26.7 22.1

Quite a b i t n 68 72 63 203
Row % 33 .5 35 .5 31 .0 25.9
Col. % 28.6 22.9 27.3

E xtens ive ly n 82 49 64 195
Row % 42.1 25.1 32 .8 24.9
Col. % 34.5 15.6 27.7

Total n 238 315 231 784
Row % 30.4 40.2 29.5 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 46 .80696
d f  = 8
p = .000
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T a b l e  D .1 5 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f
b u i l d i n g  c o m m i t t e e - - t o t a l  g r o u p .

Extent o f  Use

Building Committee 
Establi shed

Yes No
Total

Very l i t t l e n 70 123 193
Row % 36.3 63.7 24 .6
Col.  % 18.0 31 .2

Some n 91 95 186
Row % 48.9 51.1 23 .8
Col. % 23.4 24.1

Quite a b i t n 101 101 202
Row % 50.0 50 .0 25 .8
Col. % 26.0 25 .6

E xten s ive ly n 122 72 194
Row % 62.9 37.1 24 .8
Col. % 31.4 18.3

Total n 389 394 783
Row % 49.7 50,3 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 27 .99623
d f  = 4
p = .000
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T a b l e  D .1 6 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by MEAP’ s im pac t
on i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r o g r a m - - t o t a l  g r o u p .

Extent o f  Use
Very

L i t t l e

MEAP’ s

Some

Impact

Quite 
a B it

Exten­
s i v e

Total

Very l i t t l e n 108 44 39 3 194
Row % 55.7 22.7 20.1 1 .5 24 .5
Col. . % 66 .7 27.7 15.6 1 .5

Some n 31 53 68 13 188
Row % 16.5 28.2 36 .2 19.1 23 .8
Col. . % 19.1 33.3 27.2 17.5

Quite a b i t n 19 46 81 56 204
Row % 9 .3 22.5 39 .7 27 .5 25 .8
Col. . % 11.7 28.9 32 .4 27.2

E xtens ive ly n 3 16 62 111 197
Row % 1 .5 8.1 31 .5 56 .3 24 .9
Col, . % 1 .9 10.1 24.8 53 .9

Total n 162 159 250 206 791
Row % 20.5 70.1 31 .6 26 .0 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 665 .33868
d f  = 16
p = .000
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T a b l e  D .1 7 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by MEAP’ s u s e f u l n e s s
f o r  s e l e c t e d  p u r p o s e s - - t o t a l  g r o u p .

Extent o f  Use
MEAP’ s Usefulness

Very Quite Exten-  
L i t t l e  Some a B i t  s i v e

Total

Very l i t t l e n 103 57 27 6 194
Row % 53.1 29.6 13 .9 3.1 24.5
Col, . % 66 .9 29.2 12 .6 2 .8

Some n 32 73 54 28 188
Row % 17.0 38 .8 28.7 14.9 23.3
Col, . % 20.8 37 .4 25.2 12.9

Quite a b i t n 15 49 84 55 204
Row % 7.4 24.0 41.2 27.0 25.8
Col. , % 9 .7 75.1 39 .3 25.3

E xtens ive ly n 3 16 48 128 197
Row % 1 .5 8.1 24.4 65.0 24.9
Col, . % 1.9 8 .2 22.4 59.0

Total n 154 195 214 217 791
Row % 19.5 24.7 27.1 27.4 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 702 .3 3826
d f  = 16
p = .000
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T a b l e  D .1 8 . - - C h i - s q u a r e  r e s u l t s :  E x t e n t  o f  u s e  by p e r c e n t a g e  o f
m i n o r i t y  s t u d e n t s - - t o t a l  g r o u p .

Percentage o f  Minority Students
Extent o f  Use   Total

1 . 0 -  2 . 6 -  1 0 . 6 -
0- .9% 2.5% 10.5% 100%

Very l i t t l e n 83 42 31 37 193
Row % 43.0 21 .8 16.1 19 .2 24.6
Col, , % 25.5 22.6 27.7 23 .0

Some n 74 48 32 33 187
Row % 39.6 25.7 17.1 17 .6 23 .8
C ol ,.  % 22.7 25.8 28.6 20 .5

Quite a b i t n 92 49 34 28 203
Row % 45.3 24.1 16.7 13 .8 25.9
Col, , % 28.2 26.3 30 .4 17 .6

E xtens ive ly n 72 45 15 63 195
Row % 36.9 23.1 7 .7 32 .3 24 .8
Col, .  % 22.1 24.2 13.4 39.1

Total n 326 186 112 161 785
Row % 41.5 23.7 14.3 20 .5 100.0

C h i - s q u a r e  = 33 .540370
d f  = 12
p = .009
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