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Measurement apd testing are central to the educational process and have been with
us for many years. The modern era of measurement began in the 1920’ and has not
changed substantially since that time. This Research Memo serves as a vehicle to

communicate NEA’s past and present position on standardized | testing, Testmg'

resolutions adopted by the NEA Representative Assembly-in July 1980 and after

the preparation of the body of this report appear in Appendix D. In addition,
cutrent testing issues such as coachability of aptrtude tests. and truth-in-testing
legislation are reported Ce — .

With the computéféssistance of Susan Falsey, Chet McCall and 1 authored the
chapter on the results.of the multrvanate analysis on the coachability of the SATS.
Larry Robinson completed the state survey of commercial mvolvement instatewide
testmg programs.
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MEASUREMENT AND TESJING: AN NEA PERSPECTIVE .
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Introduction

This Research Memo js for-test users, that is, for teachers,.admrnlstrators counse-

lors, curriculum specialists, school board members, and legislators. Others who
may be interested‘in this report are people who work in elementary and secondary
schools, institutions of higher education, and programs for adult Igarners, and who

- work'with childreg, teenagers, or adults. Above all, people who use tests as a means
for improving edhca.uon slrould find this Memo of value : .

. The purpose of this report is to provide general baekground information about
measurement and testing:. The information includes discussions of the meaning
‘attributed to educational measurement, the language ‘of testlng, uidelines for test
selection, and the uses of test data. A nwgber of problems and issués associated with
tests and|testing practlces~are also discussed. This background is nog a substitute for
excellent\textbooks in measurement and testing philgsophy, pr1nc1ples of testing,
and test dvaluatios nor is it intended to guide test development or direct the
evaluation &{ testing programs. Instead, the information, toggther with continued

i (s and te§t1ng practices, can help promote mformed andresponsrble

use of te ts and t&t data. In thiswayt| the Memo can help people use test results asan

| R - . . 8,
A historical examindtion of testing and the developments in psychol
and mathematics, that helped shape contemporary testing practices.

review of testing practices. .~ "~

<. I

< IL

The lssuqof coachrngfor college admrssronexarnmatlons lncludmg data
supporting the hypothesrsthat standardized tésts designed to measure
“-aptitude are-coachable.*:

b3 « >

Results of an NEA review ‘of comm_ercral lnvolvement in statewide

*

’
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testing programs.

- t
1V.” A review of the NEA position on testlng, beginning’' wrth the l972
-0 moratorium and; lncludlng policy revisions and current policy concern-
ing students testing, and the lnstructlonal process. ,

&

V. Truth-rn-testmg legislation? 1ne'Iud|ng state and federal laws. Arguments
. supportlng testing leglslatlon arguments defending current testing prac-
" tices; and’ the NEA position on truth-in-testing leglslatlon full disclo-

sure, and open testing. L =
The five sectlons treat thé subjects of measurement and testing broadly. Keatlers
who seek greater detail and who wish to pursue a sp?crﬁc subject on tHfeir own may
“find useful the recomended reading-list concludlng’most settions.

S B |
c. . Co -
by ERIC. .

, 5
a
. - s ®
1]
\
V.
.
B
2 ~
.
. .
-
— —— ,-,S, IO O
.
1 } IS
5
*
Y N ’
D
. ’
i
’ .
. ¥
|\ s \ .
.
* A :
-
v
¥
4
.
D
0
N\
.
.
v
-
. -
. v
-
K
hl
. ~
.'
-
s
v-\ « .
L ©
f N '
5 4 . . "
£ 00
.
0
.
¥
. s b,
Yoa




-

. Measurement_in_education has a long hlstory‘ As eax
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Historical Background .

-as 4000 B.C,, wrltten
examinations were part of the. Chinese civil service system and were used to measure

how much civil servants had learned. The ancient Spartans had\an elaborate series -

of tests desighed to measure mastegy of skill§ of manhood, and in Athens Socrates
refined a kird of measure designéd to enrich and-extend the learning of pupils.
During the Middle Ages, the University of Patis introduced the oral examination
for master’s degree candidates. The prastice spread throughout European universi-
‘ties and was extended in 1787 by Frederick William II of Prussia to mclude
secondary students seeklng unrversrty admrssron . J

In the United States, measurement appeared almost as soQn as the first schoojs were
burlt A variety of measures were used to assess student achlevement and the oral
“examination was one of the most popular. It was a quick and easy measure to use,
inexpensive, and provided. lots of information. It was also controversial. Some
students arid teachers complained that the exams were unfair and used for punitive
reasons. Horace Mann thought so, too; and he successfully argued that written
" rather than oral exams would provide more objective information.
"As measuremént is known today, however, it is barely 0 ydhss old. It hasdurmg
that time become a forma} and systematic ;grocess complete with theory, a special
fanguage, a set of traditions, and what W. James -Popham has _cglled a “well
established set of expectatlons,"2 The expectatf®ns are thatimportant and sophlstl-
cated test development is the task of measurement speclallsts and that the prinmary

* measured ability. Accordmg to Popham the exbectatlons are not.exactly wrong,
for they make sense in light of the history of modern testing and the way tests have
been used in the past. Nor are the expectations necessarily right, for they represent a
narrow and limiting view of what measurement means, how tests can be used, and
the' role both measurement and tests can play in educatign.

Current expectations of educational measurement have a history. If understood,
this history canilluminate the present and can give some hint of future_change..
Therefore, a discussion of current measurement and testing begins properly with
the past. - - .

.

During the nineteenth century, two trends began to shape contemporary educa-
tional measurement. The first trend in physiology emerged as a group of European
scientists began studying human behavior,, In 1811, Sir Charles Bell anq later
Fraricois Magendie discovéted anatomical and functional differences between
sensory and motor nerves. This discoveryseparated nerve physiology into the study
. of wepsation -and movement and was followed by a great: deal of work with
> sensatfon. Som® scientists began studylng reflex action and_ what astronomers
called the “personal equatron ? or what is now called reaction time. .
Q

IC :
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. purpose of these tests is to detect diversity among’ students relative to some -

¢

Tradition and” -

expectations

I\fineteenth
century '’
physiology
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The century began with wide acceptance of Immanuel Kant’s assertion that psy-
chology could. not be experimental. By mid-century some scientists cautiously
speculated that the mind might be studied empirically. At this point psychology
broke from its affiliation with philosophy and physiology and became known as the
new field of experimental psychology.

Among the interests of early ex perimental psychologists were the ideas of individ-
ual differences and complex mental life and the hypothesis that complex mental life
was comprised of a combination of sensory experiences. These ideas had intrigued
philosophers, but psychologists tried to measure them. They adapted to their
purposes known methods of scientific inquiry and in time established psychological
laboratories of which two gained particular prominence: the Wundt laboratory in -
Germany and the Anthropometric Laboratory established by Sir Francis Galton in

-

——— e - — — ————— - * -

Wilhelm Wundt and his associates in Germany studied primarily human sensitivity
to sengory stimuli'and reaction time, and they searched for uniformity in human
behavior. Their legacy to contemporary measurement, however, was methodology.
They emphasized rigorous control of experimental conditions and demanded
accuracy, precision, order, and the reproducibility of research results, all of which -
laid the ‘foupdation for contemporary measurement standards for objectivity,
reliability, and validity. , .
Sir Francis Galton’ initial interest began\wifh» the inheritance of genius and’led to
the measurement of human faculties. Galton is credited with inventing the test asan
experimental method; and he and his assgcfates developed a number .of tests f
studying individuals and, in particular, individual, differences. . .
Thus, tHe first trend in physiology began to shape ir)no scientific form the study of .
human behavior. Among the contributions of these early scientists were a theoreti-
cal approach to the study of human behavior, the concepts of human attributes
whereby individual similarities and differences could be studied, an array of instru-
ments for recordi\ng human behavior; and a rigorous methodology.

/ \ *
While physiologists were concerned with sensation and movement, a second trend
that influenced contemporary measurement emerged in mathematics. There was
during the eagly nineteenth century considerable interest ih observatjonal and
instrumental error. The interest was pronounced in astronomy where perfect
observations were essential for calibration of the.clock. During the 1820s, Friedrich
Wilhelm Bessel inyestigated obseryational error and discovered personal errors of
observation among astronomers obsérving the same event'and by an individual
observing across time. Besse] presented the bset?er differences as a mathematicat
equation, and .efforts were made by astronomers*to determine these “personal

equations” and to corréct for them. ~ M. :

v

4 .

In 1733, Abraham‘c'ie_Moivre formulated a mathematical theory of error called the
theory of probability; Pierre Simon Laplace -and Karl Friedrich Gauss demon-
strated its usefulness as a mathematical tool early during the eighteenth century;

-and in 1846, Lambert Quetejet applied it successfully to the measurement of human

* attributes. This application led to what-is known as the normal curve. It is a

mathematical model representing the expécted distribution of some variable when
an infinite- number f observations is made. Inspired by thissuccess, Sir Francis
Galton, who was studying individual differences and experimenting with tésts of '
mental ability, began to explgre ways of applying matherhatics to human measure-
juént. One. of the concepts he worked out was statistical correlation. His contem-
porary, Karl Pearson, derived the mathgmatical formulation for ‘the concept.
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By the turn of the century, a numbér of psychological concepts and mathematical
formulations had been developedin Europe for the study of human behavior. When
James K. Cattell returned to the United States after doctorate study in Germany, he
brought with him many of these concepts and tools. Cattell established psychol

cal laboratories at the Umversnty of Pennsylvama and Columbia where he stresse
experimental rigor. He \zas also intérested in Galton’s work with individual differ-

ences and-testing. He began developing what he called mental tests and eventually .

admmlstereq them to entering freshmen at Pennsylvania and Columbia. The tests
were of varlous sensory attrlbutes such as reaction time and visual acuity. ‘

For decades psycholog]?t‘S‘ha&approached mental measurememl'and complex
ental life throtigh the study of simple sensory experiences. This was thetheoretical
orientation of Cattell, and it was the approach challenged by Alfred Binet. Binet
believed complex mental ability gould be measured directly and that the eoncept
itself cowld be reduced to a number of specificabilities. Binet and Theophile Simon
set out to measure complex ability directly and for that purpose developed a scale
which they revised and refined over several years. Binet then constructed a formal
numerical base for translating test performance into mathematical language. Thus,
he succeeded in developing a measure of the characteristic he called intelligence in
such a way-that the characteristic could be tested. \
Bin'f:t’s.work had profound significance for educational measurement, but it alone
was not responsible for the “testing boom™ that occurred later. The work of Binet
and others in France had been carefully followed by psychologists in the United
States. When World War I broke out, the military needed to assemble a huge’army
quickly and wanted some objective way to classify and place new recruits. Psychol-
ogists reasoned that if they could adapt Binet’s tests of individuals to groups, they
could provide that objective procedure. Their efforts resulted in group tests of
mental ability called Army Alpha and Army Beta. The project demonstrated the

¥ feasibility of testing many people quickly a?d simultaneously and was regarded at

that time as‘enormously successful. .

After the war, the idea of group tests took hold. A number of tests were constructed,
and most were fashioned after:the Army Alpha. Most, like Army Alpha, focused on
some mental-attribute, were of the paper-and-pencil type, and were designed to
differentiate among people Regarded as technically complex and scientific instru-e
ments, the tests were also subject to special protection. The belief was that if tests
were available to untrained and irresponsible people, they would be misused and
spoiled.

>

Few people questioned publicly the assumptions underlying the new tests, although
the tests themselvés and more often their use were debated publicly.3 Nevertheless,
many tests were constructed and eventually used in the schools. The schools
provided a logical setting for the new tests. A tradition of testing already existed,
educators showed interest in the new measures; and the tests provided an attractive
alternative to the methods then in use. Mass production made many tests available
at reasonable cost. Electronic scoring and computer processing made possible the
analysis of data with unprecedented accuracy and speed. General public support of
, the testing movement'and, evéntually, publicly issued testing mandates all helped
make testing a common educational practice. - >
a«

s
[

Technical Background: The Meaning of Measurement - .

In one sense, theory is a symbolic representation of experience.® It is a way of

making sense of experience. W}';h theory the logic of experience is reconstructed so
{ . "

7
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that experience can be conterplated, interpreted, criticized, and unified. Theories
' ’ are modified as new and unanticipated data are found. They are discarded when
( . - they are no longer consistent with the data. New theories take the place of discarded
theories and hefp continue the discovery of generalizations about experience. Thus,
theory guides inquiry; it helps explain the present; and. it also has the quality of

v tentativeness. . ; .

. . ) ; L

4 The meaning of measurement is provided by theory, and in educatign prevalent

theories concern cognition, learning, and instructional practice. For this reason, the
measur¢gment of mental traits has many implications for teaching and learning.
? . '

v

Mental traits as
abstract attributes

A mental trait is an hypothesized attribute of peopleé. G.C. Helmstadter describes a
trait as an abstract attribute.S It is not concrete in the sense that it can be known
through the senses. One such trait m=wiility. It cannot be directly seen, heard,
! touched, or smelled. The trait cannot be known directly at the concrete level of
experience. It is an abstraction and js postulated theoretically as an attribute of
people. If ability is an-attribute imporﬁnt to the learning process, then its measure~
ment would provide information useful to instruction. The problem is how to
/ measure something that has.no concrete form.

" In theory the trait is presumed to exist and to manifest itself in certain forms of
observable human behavior. The task becomes one of identifying those behaviors
assumed to reflect the' trait, defining the trait so that it can be measured, and
“constructing an instrument powerful enough to assess the behavior of interest. A
test, thien, can be thought of as a way of obtaining examples of human behavior. The
examples are given a numerical value assumed'to resemble the measure of the real
undetlying trait. Hence, a measyrement has been made.’ ,

. - Obviously, 'measurém_ent is npt an end in itself. Its scientific value can be best

appreciated as an instrument leading toaction. W,ith the assumption that the theory
guiding measurement is appropriate, the meaning of measurement is derived from

- . the'engis.it is intended to serve, the role it is called upon to play, and the functions it

performs in inquiry. .

. ' N

)
v/
) One function of- measurement is to refinadescriptions and make them more precise.
Measurement and = Using numbers to represent traits and their propertiesallows minute distinctions to
description * be made bet bsetved similarities and differences. With precision, classifica-
’ tion system§ emerge and ambiguity dissolves to the extent that knowledge permits.
- Precision does not mean that disagreements are impossible. Disagreements con-
\ - tinue to exist; but~they are sharpened, at times refocused, sometimes dissolved.

) A second function of measurement is its practical utility. The meaning of measure-
Measurement and ment is often associated with the way it is used and the ends it helps achieve. Since
decision inaking tests in education are functionally viewed as providing information for decision

. akiné, the actual functions of testing are referred to in terms of the kinds of
> g:zcis?ons they serve. '

. ‘ 5 .

—LeeJ. Cronbach uses a three-category system to talk about the pgactical function of
tests in terms of their decision-making function.8The categories are research;
evaluation; and selection, classification, and plaiént decisions.

In research an investigator may be interested in the hypothesis that no relationship

exists between coaching as a form of preparation to take a certaint¥st and student

performance on that test. The investigator may use that test in an experiment .

designed to test the hypothesis. Use of the test would help the researcher decide

whether to accept or reject the hypothesis. .

+
¢
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Evaluation is-a second kiad of situation for which tests are used. Here various
méasures of the results of a specific training or educational program are obtained
and provided 10 various audiences? The purpose of -the measures is to provide
evidence in the”process of judging the worth or merit of the program. If, for
example, a curriculum committee is evaluating a reading program, test scores may
be used as-one kind of information to help committee membirs judge the program’s
worth. . .

N
;

A third kind of situation involves selection, classification, and placement. In:
selection decisions, some individuals are chosen by preference from among others.

Selgction implies rejectioh as some people are chosen and others are not. Admitting

students to law school is a selection decision for which tests are used.

»

~ .

Classification decisions invblve a systematic arrangement of individuals for pro-
_spective treatment. On the pasis of a music performance test; for example, students
might be classified as beginning, intermediate, or.advanced students. Based on this

classification, students receive different instructional treatment.
s

Placement is a special kind of classification. Like classification, placement implies - -
different treatment for_ different people. Unlike classification where differeritial
treatment is temporary, placement involves relatively long-term differential treat-
ment. One such placement decision occurs when individuals are classified on the
basis of Some measured trait and then placed in differing instructional programs.
.The programs often continue for the duration of a student’s elementary or secon-
dary school experience, and there is little stadent movement from one program to
another. )

.

“. . .
Another way of classifying educational decisions focuses on the decision maker and
on the power implied by _the act of making a decision. From this perspective,
decistons can be classified as institutional or individual. Institutional decisions
serve institutional needs. They are made in a centralized setting, generally involve
policies and guidelines, andsmay involve categories of sudents with identical or .- -
similar characterjstics. A college admissions committee, for example, may make
admission decisions about several thousand applicants and may in the Process use
test data to help identify preferred students. This would be considered an institu-
tional decision. *

’

-
+

Individual decisions serve individual rather than institutional needs or preferences.
Individual decisions typically take place in decentralized settings. The individual
*may use information from tests and from other people. The degision is a matter of
individual choice, and the power jmplied in decision making rests with the
individual. . P ST
. \
There are otber ways of classifying the functional use of testing, but the two systems
describ¢d above are camion. The systems focus on the decision making function.
Regardless of the kind of decision made, Lee J. Cronbach argues that all decisions
involve prediction. According to Cronbach, a test might provide interesting infor-
mation about individual differendessbut thisfact might not be worth knowingif one
could not predict that these sdme 4ndividuals will differ ifi some future moment with
respect to the same or some other measure. For example, committee members
gather information to evaluate a reading program. They ¢xamine the evidence and
determine that the program is effective and should be continued. Implicit in the
decision is the prediction that program effectiveness will continue given the same or
similar circumstances. The university requires a test score as part of the application
for admission procedure. The test score may be used as the basis for predicting
whether students will successfully complete their first.year in college. The teacher

\
.
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+ administers a music performance test. The prediction here is that certain skill level

. . can’be best developed by certain instructional treatment. ¢ ‘
. ‘Theé predictive aspect of decision making, of testing, and of the way traits are -

Prediction as conceptualized is important. Decisions are made with the expectation that certain

a measurement desired dutcomes are likely to occur. Tests are administered with the expectation
Sunction that resulting information will improve the predictive dimension of decisioh mak-

‘ ing. From the practical point of view, prediction is a. function‘of measurement, and
. . the predictive power of a teSt is an important characteristic. . . . ’

1 L] - 4 , . ? Ay *
p . . . -
. "+ Technical Background: The Language of Testing  « . .

- The term prediction is one of many words assbciated with the language of testing. It
is associated with one of the more technical aspects of testing to be discussed on the
following pages. First,.it might be useful to consider the way tests are classifed and
) : then to discuss technical characteristics and standards.for evaluating tests.

' 7 7 Tests-are classified generally along one of two dimensions® the way traits’ are
Classifying tests by measured and the kind of trait measured. Consider first the way traits are measured.
kind of measure Common descriptors are objective and subjective tests, standa@izc,d tests, norm-
. referenced and criterion-referenced’ tests.. The meaning of many of these tests is
’ obvious, but some discussion might be appropriate. Group tests are administered to  »
. ' many individuals simultaneously, but they can be given to single individuals if
T necessary. Individual tests usually require the manipulation &f apparatus and -
" careful questioning or observatiorr and must be administered to one studentata
time. All tests can be regarded as requiring some kind of performance, but a
“-performance test usually réfers to a task requiring no verbal response.
The terms objective and subjective refer toscoring procedures. A test is subjective if
scoring‘involves judgment on the part of the person doing the scoring. An oral
T . examination is considered quite subjective as are many essay tests. A test is said to
. be ‘objective if the scoring can be replicated exactly and the same score can be
. . derived regardless of who scores the test and when. A myltiple-choice test where
R each item has only one agreed-upon dorrect answer can be quite objective. Even
with objective tests, however, there is such a thing as scoring.error.

.

Standardized tests are those in which procedures, test materials, and scoring are
fixed precisely so that duplication is possible at varying tirqes and places.-Stand-
: ardization was one of the early procedures develdped fog testing. Without it, result$
. from different experimental laboratories could.not b‘eo&mpa'reﬂ. Latbr standard-
ized classroom tests epabled people to compare test results across classrooms,
schools, and regions. . = .
‘Norm-referenced and criterion-referenced tests involve different standards for
. . interpretation. A criterion-referenced test is one designed to describe a person’s
’ ) score or level of performance in terms of the kind of knowledge,skill, or task he or
' - she can accomplish. A norm-referenced test' is one designed to describe perfor-
mance in terms of a person’s relative standing among others who have takef the

‘ : same test. . »

Tests cdn also be classified.according to.the tgait measured. The broadest classifica-

Cl)assifying tests = tion distinguishes between maximum performance’and typical performance. Maxi-
by trait - mum performance tests are designed to measure a person’s best performance.
- M¢asurement assumptions are that the test actually brings out best performance |
o . . ' E .

N

ERIC ' 12

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




\i ¢ ’ .
and that the subject is motivated to earn the best possible score. The following tests
,are tradrtlonally considered measures of maximum performance: -

o Intelligence is sometimes defined as what the test measures, and intelli-
gence tests generally measure verbal, nonverbal, memoty, and problem-
solving skills. [In this sense intelligence tests are often considered
measures of general or scholastic aptitude. - ‘

® - Aptitude tests theoretically measure mental operations that improve
little with practice. They provide the basis for predicting levels of future
performance .

° Ablllty tests theoretically measure functions that reflect both innate
ability and the influence of general environmental enrichment.

®  Achievement tests are designed to measure skills, knowledge, and degree
of accompllshment or competence acquired through some educational or
training experience. ¢

-

> 1
Tests of typical performance are designed to measure h'ow a person reacts, feels, or
" behaves. Presumably the test has the power to solicit a sample of characteristic
behavior, and the subject is encouraged to demonstrate such behavior. Personality
‘ tgsts, interest inventories,-and projective techniques are all examples of typical

‘ performan&ﬁ R

Tests have a number of other characteristics. They are comprised of one or a
number of structured items or exercises. The item providesa performance stimulus
and structures the response For purposes of analysis, an item is the basic scorable
unit of a test.

A test is comprlsed of a number of items which the individual attempts to answer.

.. Eachanswer is classified according to some numerical scale, usually a two-category
scale of right (=1) or wrong( =0). These numbers are called item scores. Item scores
are then summed for a given test to yield a raw score which is the total number of
items right. . v ‘

s

of people, their raw scores can be tallied and
monly the scores are described by a frequency

The ‘distributian of test scores is lnﬂuenced primarily by two item characteristics
called item difficulty and homogenelty The difficulty of an item reférs to the
proportlon of students in a given pop'ulatlon or sample.who got the item rlght
Thus, an item with a p value of 90 means that 90 percent of the students who
answered that item gave the right answer. A pvalue of 90 suggests a fairly easy item.
A p value of 25 suggests a fairly dlfﬁculgltem Item difficulty affects the mean score.

The homogeneity of an item refers to its correlation with other items in the test. An
item may have correlations ranging from a perfect negative correlation with
another item (-1) through no correlation at all (0) to a perfect positive corrclaf/ion
(+1). The average correlation between all possible pairs of test items is called a
measure of homogeneity. Both item lntercorrelatlons and item difficulty’ affect
variability.

$
)
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Validity

. . ’
The distribution of test scores is affected by errors of measurement, and measure-
ment errors are detected through their effect on item difficulty and the item -°
intercorrelations. There are errors in any measurement, and test developers try tq,
reduce them. But errors exist, and they keep a test from rendering perfectlgl valid, *
results, '

Error of measurement is an aspect of a technical characteristic called validity.
Validity means truthfulnes® To be valid, a test must measure accurately what it is
supposed to measure. Validity is the single most important characteristic of a test.
There are three types of validity. Content validity is the degree to which test item
content explicitly matches the purpose for which the test is to be used. Content
validity usually involves a logical analysis of what the test contains. A group of
experts may examine test content and agree that the content samples the domain of
knowledge or skill in question. Teachers ma mine test content to determine the
match between test content, instructional content, and instructional objectives

A second type of validity is construct validity. Construct validity involves gat%ﬁfg
evidence to demonstrate -that the theoretical.trait measured by the test can be
verified experimentally. If two tests measure the same trait, then student perfor-
mance on the two tests should be more highly correlated than with perfformance on
a third test designed to measure a different trait. A study of construct validity would
demonstraté whether this were true or not.

The third type of validitﬁs criterion-related validity (either concurrent or predic- .
tive). Criterion-related validity is the degree of accuracy with which a test score can
predict a pérson’s performance on-some criterior-such as performance on another
test. If both the pred®tor and the criterion measures are gathered at the same time,
the study is said to be concurrent. If the measures are gathered at different times, !\
then the study is said to be predictive. In both concurrent and predictive valfdation
studies, performance on one measure is used to predict perfotmance on another
measure.

A second technical characteristic of tests is reliaﬁility. Reliability means the consis-
tency of a measure @¥er time. Reliability is the extent to which a test is free of errors
when a person is measured more than once by the same instrument or when one
administration of a test yields small errors from one test taker to another. ‘A test" -
with high reliability is one that will yield much the same score résults,for individuals
and a group of people under different conditions or situations. "

People interested in learning about the technical aspects of educational measure-
ment will find many available materials ranging from introductory texts to techni-
cal analyses of testing issues and problems. Fhe readings recommended at the
conclusion of this section were selected to represent that range of available
materials.

s

. o | &
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\Sianda:ds fpr Test Evaluation ¢ . ,

v
* .

Thousands of tests on the market are available for school use. Their selection
should be based on a thorough understanding of the educational purpose of the test
and test quality. Among the many considerations involved in test selection, stand- °
ards of practicality, technical characteristics, and cost-benefit are of primary

importance. . ?

14
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* Considerations of prgctic&lityinvolve planning and what some people callcommon
sense. The following questlons are among those useful for determining the practi- .  Practical
-cality of a test: . . considerations

*  Who will bé tested? : e 7
e How will individ®als, be tested, when, and where? ‘ '
' ® Who wrll administer the test? . , " .
o Aretest procedures feasible? (Consider avallable space and time, qilallfl-
cations required of test administrators, ease of administration and.scor- -

_ing, and characteristics of the people being tested.)
What decision-ma'ki'ng purpose will the. test data serve?
Who will make the decrsron" .

[ ]

° . , .
¢ ‘What are the information needs of the decision maker"

.-~ &  Will-the test provide data relevant fo the decision needs? T~ -
® - Will the test provrde data important to the decrsron~purpose‘> ' .
e Wil use of-the test prowde timely data for the decision purpose? ‘

. L '_ Who will bé affected by the decision? | : .

. ~- o  In what way will individuals or groups be affected? - ‘ ) |

+ av

- L2 a
® ¢
. - ‘

- The followmg questlons are useful for determmmg the techmcal characteristics ofa Technical !
test: « . considerations

Stdndardtzanon ‘.

° How 1s the test admrnrstered" ) -
'&\ ' -

- : &« How is thé sample selected for the normWg population? -
®  Who was included in the norming population? . - ¢ \
t
, ®  What are the llmltatlons of the derived scores? - -
Objectivity e o~ . T \
e What method of scorifg is used? . : . i ) b,
. . , - o e
. e [s the scoring system free of error? Y L . .-
< N .
Reliability T - .
e :Howis reliability determined? -~ : -
& What is the estimate of reliaMthe test?
e What is the’standard error 6f measurement for the test? . \
Validity - - ’

e  Does the test have validity for the situation in which it is being used?

‘.‘
éi e  Does the test measure the information and/or pe‘fﬁrmance onanimpor-
ol tant set of tasks? . S

-
L]

*
.= e Does the test measure current performance when comparedma standard v
or criterion measure" . .
o Doesthe test measure future performance when compared-to a standard ot
or criterion measure? | . \ P

®  Does the test measure a trait or set of chgractertstncs" .
e Canan experlmental condition be created to test the hypothesrs"

ERIC - - S 15 e
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Questions useful for determjning cost-'b"enefit include the following considerations:
Cost-benefit! ) _ _ ] : <
consideralion ®  What is the material cost of measuring each student?

. . . d . . .
®  What are the service eosts involved in testing—e.g., computer scoring,
intetpretive manuals? .

What are the personnel costs involved in test administration?

Can the test be locally scored?

How much useful information will the test provide?

Can other tests provide the same or better informatian and at what cost?
Do budget allocations for testing allow purchase of this test?

@ Is the test reusable?

. : Can the test serve multiple decision pufposes?

Will the test provide quality information?

S .

< - _ "FOOTNOTES »

'Information about the history of educational measurement and the contribu-
tions of psychology and mathematics was drawn from Boring, EdwinG. 4 History
of Experimental Psychology (2nd ed.) New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1957;
‘ Chaucey, H., and Dobbin, J.E. “Testing Has a History.” In Readings in Educa-
v g tional and Psychological 'Measurement. C.1. Chase and H.G. Ludlow (Eds.).
Boston: Hoﬂ[ﬁ;‘:on Mifflin Co., 1966; Ebel, Robert L. Essentials of Educational
L.

] o Measuremen nglewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prefitice-Hall, Inc., 1972; Helmstadter,
. ' G.C. Principles of Psychological Measurement. New Y ork: Appleton-Century-
Crofts, 1964; and Linden, Kathryn W., and Linden, James D. Modern Mental
Measuremeni: A Historical Perspective. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1968y .
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. Instruction.” Phi Delta Kappan 61:531; April 1980.
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SECTION II: THE ISSUE OF SAT CO.A'éHABILlTY e
. f

Introduction Ve

B &

The Scholastic Aptitude Test (SATysponsored by the College Examination Board-
(CEB)' and produced by Educational Testing Service (ETS) is one of the .Jmost
promlinent aptitude tests currently available. With a history spanning more than 50
yeafs, the SAT is an educational measure familiar to millions of people who in the
past have taken the test or have used the test results for research, evaluation, and/ or
selection, placément, or classification decisions. The test has been admynistered to
juniorand senior high school students and has been used by colleges#s part of the
college admission process, Thus, the test is not only familiar but also important to .
students who-seek college entry and to college officials who grant entry privileges.

The SAT has also gained prominence because of the claims made for its power. Asa
test of aptitude, the SAT is alleged to be a measure of the capacity to learn and is
believed, therefore, to be impervious to special preparation or coaching. As a test of
scholastic aptitude, the SAT has also been promoted as an indicator of success in
college and in particular of college grades earned by students during the first year.
ETS and CEB have repeatedly claimed that the SAT is not coachable and that it
functions asa measure of'college success. They have promoted these claims in their
publications and ha¥g cited various studies in support of their position. In turn, the
claims have been challenged, most recently by Warner Slack and Douglas Porterin _
an article entitled “The Scholastic Aptitude Test: A Critical Appraisal” published
by the Harvard Educational Review. In this article the authors examine ETS and
v YCEB claims made fo}r the SAT in light of available data. )

Slack and Porter begin their appraisal with the 1968 CEB position paper entitled
“Effects of Coaching on Scholastic Aptitude Test Scores.” In this paper, the stated
. position s that intensive drill or special Jutoring will not significantly increase SAT
performance.? In support of this position, seven studies are referred to in which the
SAT was administered to students before and after some form of coaching.

_ Slack and Porter examine the seven studies noted by CEB. Contrary to the (EEB)*
contention, the authors argue that the seven studies do provide evidence that
coaching for the SAT can lead to statistically significant score changes.? They
speculate that the best available coaching methods were not usedain the studies cited
by CEB and proceed to examine other studies in which well-planned coaching
programs for the SAT resulted in score gains exceeding any gain that could be
expected from practice and growth alone.4 : * .
The authors also examine studies published prior to the 1968 CEB publication on

- coaching.’ Of the 29 studies found, 23 wete either conducted or sponsored by ETS
or CEB. The remaining 6 studies were the result of independent effort. Of the 23
ETS or CEB studies, 15 had been cited by ETS prior to the 1968 publication on
coaching. The weighted mean score gains for these 15 studies was'16. The weighted
mean score gains of studies not reported by ETS was 41. The weighted mean score
gaing of all studies found, including those. cited by ETS, was 29. The authors

. 5

Coaching issue .
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2 conclude that research evidence does not support the claim’that the SAT is °
uncoachable. Furthiermore, the authors argue that this evidencg‘was available prior
to the 1968 CEB publication on coaching.é - ;

Slack and Porter continue their appraisal by examining data concerning the
N ) predictive power of the SAT. The focus of most of these studies is on correlations

.. . between SAT test scores and first-year college grades. The power of the SAT is

expressed as a validity coefficient and indicates the degree to which SAT scores

predict college grades. .

\, ® geginning with a predictive validity study conducted with the first SATs in 1926, the

authors report that the median validity coefficient for student SAT scbres was 0.34,

for the high school record for these same students it was 0.52, and for the SAT

e scores and high school reords combined it was 0.55. In 1926, SAT scotes increased
- ' by 0.03 the predictive po&'er provided by high school records alone.” The authors
appear skeptical that an increase of 0.03 represents much improvement over the

predictive power of high school records.8 ’

: r

) . Slack and Porter examined s'tudiés citéd in an article by W.B. Schrader entitled .
High school record “The Predictive, Validity of College Board Admissions Tests” in a publication by
is best predictor » CEB and validity coefficient tables published y CEBfor 1964 through 1974, Using

- two-different methods of interprefation, also, employed by ETS, the authors con-

5 clude that relatively recent studies show that the SAT adds little to the predictive

. power of the high school record when considered alone.’ Thus, asearlyas 1926 and

* ) certainly during the ten-year interval of 1964 through 1974, SAT data provided no
) * evidence that the SAT was a successful indicator of college success.

Based on their critic®l review of SAT data, Slack and Porter conclude that the SAT
1 .is a standardized test of achievement, not a test of aptitude.!® As a test of achieve-
- ment, SAT content i¥ far removed from most high school and college curricula.!!
Furthermore, the aithors believe performance can be improved with coaching.!2
» /\‘ u
The findings reported by Slack and Porter are supported by NEA analyses of SAT
data ebtained through the Federal Trade Commission. Described i Parts A and B
of this section, NEA examined SAT data for evidence of the influence of coaching
on average SAT scores, and the degree to which coaching improves SAT scores.

v 4
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FOOTNOTES
- V .
IThe College Examination Board (CEB) was formerly the College Entrance
Examination board (CEEB). .

2Slack; W.V. and Porter, Douglas. “The Scholastic Aptitude Test: A Critical *

Appréisal.” Harvard Educational Review 50:156. May 198?.
Stbid,, p. 158. .. "
41bid., p. 164. ‘
5‘1{)id., p. 161 X _ ‘ . . . -
6‘Ibid., p. 161 . N
Ibid., p. 165. |
8Jbid., p. 165.
1bid., p. 166-'67.
10 1bid., p. 169.
Mibid., p. 172.
?bid., p. 155.
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_ - PART A: NEA ANALYSIS OF SAT DATA CONCERNING .

“ ot DIFFERENCES BETWEEN COACHED AND NONCOACHED STUDENTS

° . \ N N

. * . World-wide, special schools exist to prepare or coach individuals to take the SAT.

. FTC finds SAT The,existence of these schools and their effectiveness have been questjoned and in
is coachable 1976 were investigated by the Federal Trade Commission. The purposeof the.FTQ

. study was to provide support for the contention-that coaching does improve an

- individuals test score onghe SAT and the Law School Admissjon Test (LSAT). -

Based on an analysis of SAT and LSAT data, the FTC reported in,1978 that ¢

‘coaching was dramatically effective for the SAT and that the LSAT.was susceptible
to coaching. A caveat issued by the Commission, however; explained that some of

+ the conclusions in the study were not supported by evidence obtained from the

" investigation. - i N - .

. . " ) . o . - * \

' ‘Much of the concern giving Tise to this warning cenfered around the fact that the
characteristics of the coached and noncoached groups included in the study were |
not reasonably similar. -For example, the coached group ranked higher in high
school, had parents with higher average incomes, included fewer black students,
included students with better grades in English and math, and included a groeter
propostion of students from nonpublic schools (44.7 percent of the coached stu-

' dents attended nonpublic schools whereas only 24.6 pgfcent of noncoached stu-
dents did so). Thus, score differences could not be attfibuted tp coaching alone.

: In 1979 a_revised FTC statistical analysis of SAT data was released. According to
NEA investigates  this analysts, coaching was found to be effective for students who did not scor? well
group differences on standardized tests, but the initial concern with group differences had not been
- addressed. Because of its inteflest in testing and coaching, NEA Research requested
and eventually received a copy of the original.data-tape used to genefate the 1978
2 . = and 1979 FTC analyses. NEA,Research then proceeded to duplicate the statistical
. analyses reported in the 1979 FTC rep#rt. The question addressed in the NEA
independent analysis of the FTC data tape was whether differences in SAT scores
. - could be found after taking into consideration some of the possible differences
among the coached and noncoached groups of persons (differences such as income

- level and high school grades). . :

NEA designed two approaches for grouping persons ingluded in the FTC data base. _

The first approach involved an effort to match persons in coached and noncoached

groups with respett to characteristics which might have an impact on SAT scores

and whichmight influence SAT score differencés. Sex, age, family income, and high

- school standing were among the chatacteristics considered. Within the available

) 4 FTC data base, this approach failed to yield'a sufficient set of “matched pairs” for
. \  ‘'meaningful analysis. A secor}‘d pgocéduré was consequently used. s

-~ S ¢ R - - :
' The second procedure involved twe statistical techniques for grouping persons
included in the FTC data base-and for assessing differences between SAT scores of
coached apd noncoached groups. The first technique was a discriminatory amalysis
to determine whether certairr characteristi®iavailable for some students could be
‘ . successfully used to classify individuals into coaghed.or noncoached categories.
" Given thatcertain characteristics could be identified, the second technique used was
.an analysis of covariance to determine” whether, on' the average, a significant
. ~ ¢ difference (better than 90 percent corifidence) existed: between coached and-non*
o . . coached SAT test scores after eliminating the linear effects of #he tharacteristics

v

P

included from the discriminatory analysis.

~ . ' T .

.o Given the second approach, féur subgroups of high school students, also used in the !
Lo~ 1979 FTC report, were idimiﬁed. With this analysis, coached and noncoached
. ! ) . N )
) ‘ _ . . € |
\)‘ . - ) B \ L) 2'1 . ) . ' ! s
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students could be grouped by gradglevel year and whether they had,taken ‘the SA:T
once or twice. Table | presents a descriptive summary of the four subgroups

|dent|ﬁed for analytical purposes. T ) . .
. . - \( ~ ’ N
¥ . ) B ) -
Table 1; First- and Second-Time SAT Examinees Grouped s . o )
, ¢ by Grade Level, Year, and Coached Status. . ‘
* -~ ~ '. v .
S ) ‘ )
o High School Group .. . Coached Noncodched .
SAT Examinees: First Time- < e~ N A . \ . ¢
Jurfiors, 1975 N 50 as1. - .
Juniors, 1976 . .100 . ., 487 . .
- Y fc:. ° e "
SAT Examinees: Setond Tinte ; ‘; T -
Seniors, 1975 - - ST 305 .
- Seniors, 1976 o1l 2 e T,
> » . ‘ - N "@
. ‘ o R N
In each of the above four groups there was a maximum of 24 characteristics i in the - .
data base. For example, parent’s income level, high school rank, sex, ahd latest
math grade were reported for all four groups. On the ‘other hand ‘Preliminary : .
Scholastic Aptltude Test (PSAT) scores were reported for only the ﬁrsttwo groups. . & . -
. e <3 N f ¥
The first of the statistical techmqucs employed considered the avallable characterl,s- /

' tics associated with ceached and noncoachéd students Within each of the four . .
groups. The basic question which the technique asked was: Which of the character- °
istics, if any, can be used to differentiate a student as bemgqn the coached or
noncoached category? Putting it another way: Are there certain charactg(rlsucs ) .
which.serve to classify a student as coached or noncoached? o,
If such characteristiCS could be identified, then the next question was: Taking into

. - consideration characteristics which serve to differ¢ntiate between the'coached and | Researag’ questions
noncoached students, is there a difference in the average SAT scores? . 0; L
v g | SRS
Both of these questions are addressed in the matérial which follows, for each of 1he -
four groups separately. Then a summary i$ presented, based npon findings for each
group. - .

3 M &

Juniors, 1975, First Time Takers ) > -,

Fourteen variables were included in the analysis with all 14 allowing for 74 percent y
of the students being correctly classified as either coached or oncoached. When . ' ,
criteria for inclusion in the analysis were stipulated, 8 of the 14 were conisidered and x '

74 percent correctly identified. The significant variables for dlscrlmmatxon in thg,
" order selected were:

. Parent’s income level ) o
. 2. Latest math grade N S - c
, ¢ 3 PSAT verbal score ) ‘ , o - |
4.  SAT verbal score . - .
S.  High school class rank®

o,
« %
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' Significant.
+ difference found

“ Y .

<4 Significant ’
difference found
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Significant
difference found

{ . . &
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6. Higil school (public or private)

7. PSAT math score

8" SAT math store . .

. ~ l

There were two analyses of covariance performed on the verbal SAT and the math
SAT. .

[}
» \

Verbal Score—First Exam: oA

Two analyses were performed, the first including the PSAT verbal score and the
second excluding the PSAT verbal score (PSAT math sc®e and SAT math score
first exam were also excluded for this analysis). There is a significant difference

between average verbal scores of toachied and noncoached at the 0.02 level. With
the PSAT verbal score removed, there is still a significant difference between the

mean value_s. R

Math Score—First Exam: * -

L

The same two analyses were performed for the SAT math scores, with and without

There were two analyses of covariance peiformed on the verbal SAT and math
SAT. . '

Verbal Score—First Exam: ’ ,
Two analyses were performed, the first including the PSAT verbal and the second
excluding it. There is a significant difference at the 0.01 level between the coached

and noncoached average verbal scores both with and without the PSAT verbal
being included. *

“23.

the PSAT math (§AT verbal and PSAT verbal were not included). The results are N
- identical with the mean differences being significant at better than the 001 level in
both cases. ) - .
. ¢ S
Juniors, 1976, First Time Takers
- Sixteen variables were included in the analysis with all 16 allowing for 72 percent
correctly being classified as goached or noncoached. When criteria for inclusion in
- the analysigwere, stipulated, 13 of the 16 were considered and 77 percent correctly
.classified. Of these 13 only the first 8 were selected for the covariance analyses which
follow. The first 8 variables, in the order selected, were: :
* 1. Parént’s income level
“ 2. SAT verbal scote : ' *
3. PSAT'verbal score  _ " : -
. 4. Two PSATs taken before the first SAT
5. Latest math grade : ’ - -
6. - PSAT math score °
7. SAT math score ‘
8. Sex 4 - - —~
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Math Score—First Exam: /\

The same two analyses were performed for the SAT math scores, both with and

" swithout the PSAT math as a factor. With the PSAT math included, there is a

" significant difference between coached and noncoached at the 0.01 level. With the
PSAT'math eliminated, there is no significant difference between the coached and '
noncoached average math scores at the 0.10 level, although'average SAT scare's for
coached are higher than noncoached. ’

Seniors, 1975, Second Time Takers

-

Fifteen variables were included in the analysis with all 15 allowing for 72 percent of

the students being correctly classified as coached or noncoached. Seven variables

accounted for the most variability and were selected in the following order:  °
+ L._~SAT verbal score—first exam

’ SAT verbal score—second exam

Latest math grade ' <

Years of English in high school

SAT math score—first exam ‘4 . .

Parent’s income level

SAT math score—second exam ,

~

\

N e N

.There were two analyses of covariance performed on the verbal SAT and math SAT
where the second ¢xam scores were to be compared. '

3

Verbal Score— Second E£xam: -
Two ar;alyses we}eperformed. the first including the SAT verbal score-(fitrst exam)
and the second excluding this variable. In both instancesthere is a highly significant
difference (better than 0.01) between coached and noncoached average grades after

eliminating the linear effect of the appropriate variables above.» :

>

. -

Math Score—Second Exam:

.The same two analyses were performed for the SAT matﬁ‘scor;; (second é'xam),
both with and without the SAT math score for the first exam. With the first SAT
exafn score included, there is a significant difference at better than 0.01. With the
first SAT math score not included, the difference is significant at the 0.10 level.

b ’
Seniors, 1976, Second Time Takers

-

e ‘ ~

When all 15 variables are included in the analysis, 73 percent of the students are
correctly assigned to ? coached and noncoached groups. Witl_) the first 6 variables,
the same percentages are properly classified. The 6 significart variables are:

~

1. SAT verbal score—first exam.
«2.  SAT verbal score—second exam
3~——*+atest English grade -
4. SAT math score—first exam
5. SAT math score—second exam -
* 6. Parent’s income level ‘

24
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There were two analyses of covariance performed on the verbal SAT and mathSAT
Where the second exam scores were compared. ] ¢

¢

Verbal Score—Second Exam:

Two analyses were performed, with and without the SAT verbal.score (first exam)
Some difference as a factor. With the SAT verbal score on the first attempt as a factor, there is a
JSound ‘ significant difference between the two groups (better than 0.01). With the SAT
’ verbal score (first exam) excluded, there is no significant difference at the 0.10 level,

- although average SAT scores are higher than the noncoached. )

-

Math Score—Second Exam:

v,

- The two analyses in this case yield the same conclusions, namely, with or without
- Significant . - the math score (first exam) as a factor there is a significant difference between the .
difference found . two groups at better than the 0.01 level. .
= . Conclusions
" Based upon the analyses just described, the following conclusions can be drawn:
. In examining the means and standard deviations for the variables in the
. ) analyses, it was evident that the averages for the coashed group tended to
- be higher while the standard deviations tended to be lower than the
/ . noncoached group, suggesting not only higher levels of the variables for
, : : " the coached groupbut also more homogeneity among the students within
: the coached group.
Coached and + 2. In all instances, significant discriminations were noted between the
oached an - coached and noncoached groups. From 73 percent to 77 petcent of the
noncoached

individuals in the four groups were correctly assigned to either the
coached or noncoached group. )

3. Of the 16 analyses performed on the differences between the SAT scores
* & . after eliminating the effects of characteristics identified (see Table 2),
significant differences exist in. 14 of the 16 cases. This finding strongly -
. . suggests that differences still exist in the average SAT scores between the
‘ . coached and nongcoached. In all instnces, the differential SAT averagés
. . were still higher for the coached than the noncoached group. Parent’s
. . income level was the one characteristic (external to the SAT and PSAT
- scores) which appeared as a significantly discriminating variable inall 16

analyses. ] - - '

students d‘ffer

v
3
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Table 2. Summary Results: Levels of Significance Between Coached / ‘
and Noncoached Students, Classified by Grade Level .
and Year for Analysis of Covariance! \
STUDENT GROUP VERBAL SAT MATH SAT ‘
PSAT Included | No PSAT | PSAT Included | No PSAT
’/
i Ist Time Takers: : ( ' 7
Juniors 1975 - 0.02 - .0.10 N0l 001
Juniors 1976 0.01 N, 0.0! N 0.0} N.S.2
— > /] . > - . e
) Ist SAT ~ No Ist Ist SAT “No 1st
> ‘J&T‘“—“lncluded - | SAT | ' Includéd SAT
Coached betwe;;l ’ ) I .
_Ist and 2nd —
SAT: : . \
* Seniors 1975 0.01 | 0.0¥ 0.01 010 p
Seniors,1976 0.01 . N.S2 0.01 0.01 :
'For differences between averaée SAT scores to be considered as significant, the require-
ment was 0.10 or less. Results are reported as 0.10, 0.02, and 0.01. |
2Not significant, but average coached SAT scores were higher than noncoached.
, .
t v -
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How much

- difference does
coaching make?

* PART B: SHOULD HIGH SCHOOLS COACH:
STUDENTS TO IMPROVE SAT SCORES?

hd [}

The Federal Trade Commission's reports (1978, 1979) an the coachability of the
SAT did not adequately answer the question, “Should high schools coach students
to improve SAT scores?” The statistical evidence and related conclusions concern-
ing the coaclied groups described in the previous part of this section suggest thatthe

. answer should be affirmative. There is a more important question, however, that

L]

remains unanswered. It is: “To what extent does coaching improve SAT scores?”
NEA Research attempted to answer this question by analyzing the FTC data for
those students who had taken the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT)
once and the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) twice.

Method and Pnocedur[)

Sample

The FTC data base was compiled for the. interval of October 1974 through
December 1976. The base included 2,286 SAT coached and 1,777 FTC matched but
uncoached individuals. The selection of students for the NEA analysis was based on -
two criteria. First, only students who had taken the PSAT once and the SAT twice
woutld be included in the sample. Second, coached students included in the sample
would be drawn from the coaching school identified by previous FTC analyses to
have produced the best results. . ‘

Given these criteria, a sample of 1,324 students was drawn. Of these students, 625
took the examinations in 1975, and 699 students took the examinations in 1976.
Students were then placed into one of three groups. Group placement was based on
whether students had been coached and, if coached, when coaching had occurred.
Because students for the years 1975 and 1976 were considered separately, a total of
six subgroups, three*subgroups for each year wvere ultimately identified. The
distribution of students for the six subgroups was as follows: ’

1975 — 65 students coached between PSAT and first SAT
— 105 students coached between first and second SAT

L]

— 405 noncoached students

1976 — 118 students coached between PSAT and first SAT
— 173 students coached betweeri first and second SAT
— 408 noncoached students.

Statistical Treatment .

- The purpose of the analysis was to determine individual growth of each group. The
individual was used as her or his own control, and no comparisons among groups
were made. The m re of growth was the average gain between the PSAT and the
second SAT. For each group, three questions were addressed: ’

'l What was the average gain between the PSAT and the second SAT?

- 2. Was the average gain statistically significant?
° o, Q. . e
! 3. Was the average gain practically sigrificant?

. *

+ The degign used for this study and its limitations are discussed extensively by
Campbell and Stanley.! The design is commonly designated as the one-group
pretest-posttest design or as a before-after study with a single group. The statistical

’ _7
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procedure used to measure-the average gain was a “t” test for correlated data.
Means, standard deviations, and tests of significance were performed for each of the
six subgroups on the SAT verbal, SAT math, and total SAT scores. #

- Tests of*significance were performed on the verbal, mathematical, and total gain

score for all six subgroups. Three groups for 1975 and three groups for 1976 were
analyzed. . .
1 R , ? *

Results
' \

Differences between PSAT and second SAT scores were found foreach of the three
subgroups.for 1975 and 1976. Differences were found for all groups on the SAT
verbal, SAT math,’and total SAT scores. Differences on all of the measures were
significant at the 0.01 level. Tables 2 through 7, which appear at the conclusion of
this section, present the average gain scores for SAT total, SAT verbal, and SAT
math scores for each of the three groups for 1975 and for 1976. For discussion

. purposes, select data from Tables 2 through 7 have been assembled for Table 1
presented below.

14

Table 1. Select Average SAT Point Gain Scores for

,g«w 5 Coached and Noncoached PSAT and Two-Time SAT Takers for
) - 1975 and 1976 ’
-~ < Total Verbal Math  Average
: Average Average Average Family
Year Point Gain Point Gain Point Gain Income
1976 Coached between ; ' -
PSAT and Ist SAT 143 73 70 $29,000
1976 Coached between N
Ist SAT and 2nd SAT 135 65 70 26,000
1976 - Noncoached - _ 60 %9 . 31 21,000
1975 Coached between .
» PSAT and Ist SAT 114 55 59 30,000
1975 Coached bitwe.en
: . Ist SAT and 2nd SAT 104 47 57 26,000

1975 Noncoached 44 17 27 20,000

According to the data in Table I, the 1976 group’coached between the PSAT and
the first SAT achieved the greatest total averagdgain (143 points). The 1976 group

K coached betWween the first and second SAT had gh average gain of 135 points, while
the 1976 noncoached grolip had an average g€in of 60 points.

The 1975 average gains for all three groups were somewhat smaller. The group
coached between PSAT and the first SAT showed an average gain of 114 points.
The group coached between the first and second administration of the SAT showed
an average gain of 104 points. The noncoached group average gain was 44 points.

The average gain scores for all three groups for both 1975 and 1976 suggest that
taking the test thre¢'times produces positive results. This was true for the verbal and

’

28 .

Significant
difference found
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math scores as well as for the total scores. It isinteresting to note that a relationship
appears to exist between coaching and verage family income. ‘ .

N £l . . . L
Discussion’

<

. The results of the analysis of the two coached groups further suggestan affirmative
Coaching improves answer to the question, “Does coaching improve SAT scores?” This result is not
“SA T scores really too profound if one believes that instruction works. Common sense would
¢ . suggest that if one is'taught four hours a week for ten weeks, there should be on the
average some positive results. The extent of the increases appears to be both

statistically and practically significant.

ETS on the other hand continues to hold to a position that discourages thé use of
coaching for the SAT. In a message released by ETS in the early months of 1980
entitled Accountability, Fairness, and Quality in Testing, the following information
‘was reported about coaching: . :

°

a

4

ETS has stated that our research shows a relatively small average

' gain in scores as an expected effect from short-term instruction. But"
this will have little, if any, effect on admissions decisions at most
institutions. For instance, ETS research (which has been openly
reported) shows the effect of coaching on the Scholastic Aptitude
Test (SAT) has-typically been a gain of less than 15 points for the
verbal section and of less than 20 points for the mathematics sectin
on the SAT scale, which ranges from 200 to 800 points. This corres-
ponds to just two additional items correct per section. When the
coaching-was restricted to an explanation of the test’s item formats
and practice with them, research studies report smaller effects.
Coaching that incorporates formal instruction in the subject rﬁatte[
with special test preparation has bgen shown to yield somewhat *
larger effects, perhaps.three additionalitems correct rather than two.
Finally, there is no research evidence to prove the claim that coach-
ing can particularly. benefit students from minority groups or stu-
dents with low initial scores. Students who score low the first time
they take a test often show greater gains upon retesting simply as a
statistical artifact, without regard to coaching.?

o El

. . . "
In its 1979 report the FTC found that “coaching was effective at the two schools
« contributing on the average approximately 25 pointsto students®scores an'both the
“verbal and math SAT exams.™ The report goes on to say that “the students who
attended the effective school (Sghool A) tended to be underachievers on standard-
ized exams, i.e., they scored lower on standardized exams than would have been
predicted given their personal and demographic characteristics—grades in school
and class ranks.™ e ’ ’

)

In brief, the 1979 report of the FTC cc;néernihg coachability concluded that
“underachievers on standardized exams” could on the avérage increase their score
25 points on the vérbal and 25 points on the math SAT exam with coaching from

one of the two schools studied: . o

%, . ‘NEA believes that if 25 or 50 points (on a 200-800 scale) cari make the difference ift
TH® question of cost an admission decision to an undergraduate or graduate school of the student’s
- { choice, then parenfS, students, and“educators.must decide whether the outcome is
Wworth the $200, $300, or even a $500 coaching expenditure. This type expenditure
can be afforded by some parents, but'not all families have the wherewithal to invest

in a coaching school. - :
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Furthermore, NEA believes all students should have an opportumty to receive

coachmg “free of charge. Unfortunately, the groups (i.e., lower socioeconomic, = NEA supports o
minorities, and women) who have historjcally lost the most in achieving opportuni- coaching '
ties for continued high® education ar¢ the same groups which score lower on the r
SAT. The consequences of the lower test scores in many instances have led to the

perpetuation of discrimination agamst these groups.

The conflicting signals coming from ETS and CEB, along with the FTC’s unwilling- :

ness first to publish reports on the coachability questlon in a timely manner and

then later to turn over the necessary data to permit an independent analysis, have °

left the estimated 1.5 million 1979-80 student SAT-takers with no real answer on the

coachab)llty question, Consequently, the status quo has been maintained except for

the stident SAT-takers in New York state. The state’s truth-in-testing law requires

disclosure of results of the individual student’s test, answer sheet, and related rlght,°
_ Or wrong response.

* . . / PR

Coaching and College Admission ‘ BN

. o
The New York truth-in-testing legislation helped escalate the issue of, the SAT’ )
coachability. In response to the law and the coachability question, the College CEB response
Board developed a series of press releases and information memoranda about the
coachability of the SAT. These memos, released by the Coliege Board in the fall of
1979, further confounded the issues For example, according to Stephen H. lvens,
“director of program services at the College Board, the “SAT measuces reas. -ing
abilities which are develeped over time both in and out of school.™ Ivens goes on to
say, “If verbal and mathematical reasoning can be learned“we assume that theycan -
be taught, directly or indirectly.”™ In Contrast to this observation, the coaching
schools make subtle and blatant claims about their ability to develop these mental
operations. In-addition, they speak to test-taking skills that include efficient use of .
time limits, methods used to answer questipns, and techniques for successful
guessing. . , ) . ) : .

’

o>

> Unfortunately, these skills and mental abilities are held to be imbortant’by college ,
admissions personnel. Although most admissions officers claim that the SAT and
LSAT are not used, by themselves, to admit or reject an applicant, vexy few deny

that the scores play an important part in the admissions process. . ./
In an effort to learn how important SAT scores were for college admission, NEA R }
querled a representative sample of eight universities about SAT score admission -~ )

requirements (See Table 9 at the end of this section). One university indicated that

there was no minimum for the verbal and math score; fdwever, if the total was not

1,000 (oﬁt of a maximum of 1,600), there was no need to apply. Two. other. .
institutions had ranges of“-acceptable scores (i.e., 500-800, 450-600) for both the
verbal and math as well as the total score. The remaining five schools all had ' ’
minimum scores for admission on all parts and the total. . -

When this information aboijtjynission requirements and the results of the FTC

data affalyses on the coached 4nd noncoached students who took the PSAT and -~
’ SAT twice are assessed, recommendations about coaching'become obvious. The

average total gain scores for the 1976 groups were Group A, coached between the .

PSAT and first SAT, 143; Group B, coached between the first and second SAT,.

135; and Group C, noncoached, 60. A,summary of the average gain on'the three . ' .

groups’ verbal, math, and total SAT scoses appears in Table'8 at the end of this

section.

3 . B

) . .
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Coaching improves
SAT scores

Score gains are sta-
tistically significant

Practical signifi-

cance prompts other

- questions

3

- The differences between becoming eligible for admission to one versus four of the .

When the results of the avefage gain effects are compared to the SAT admission
requirements of the eight universities shown in Table 9, the following information is
revealed: - . -t .

e Groups A, B,and Con thevaverage would not be eligible for admission to
any of the eight universities, based-on the average converted PSAT
scores. 1

" o Groups Aand Bon the  jyerage woi(-ld be eligible for admission to four of
’ the eight universities, based on the second SAT average scores for the
verbal, math, and total. \

®  Group C on the average would be elig%ig for admission to one of the
eight universities, based on second SAT average scores for the total and
subtotals. ‘

eight representative universities leaves little doubt that on the average coaching
does have a positive effect not only on improving the scores but bn increasing the

44

possibility of being favorably considered for admission. ~ ‘

Conclusions b

A statistical analysis was performed on six subgroups, three for 1975 and three for
1976, to determine individual growth on the SAT given that each subgroup had
taken the PSAT once and the SAT twice. Three questions were posed:

Jr  What was the average gain between the PSAT and the second SAT?
2. Was the average gain statistically significant? "
3. Was the average gain practically significant?

The answer to ¢ach of these questions based on the statistical treatmenof the data

. follow. .

What Was the Average Gain Between the PSAT and the Second SAT?

Central to this question is the issue of whether a student can improve on the SAT if
he or she gets coached. All of the coached students spent at least four hours a week
for ten weeks in @ SAT coaching school. The conclusion reached was affirmative.
The students who were coached made average gréup gains which were greater than
the average gain made by the uncoached group. *

Was the Average Gain Statistically Signiﬁcaﬁt?

The analyses of each of the groups on all of the measurres produced a statistical
difference at the 0.01 level for each of the three sulsgroups. This essentially means
that it can be stated with 99 percent confidence (for each of the groups studied,
coached and noncoached) that there was a difference between the PSAT and the
second SAT scores for allsthree groups.

—

Was the Average Gain Practically Significant?

A comparison between a pre and postmeasure may be stafistically significant;
however, the practicalimplication or consequences of-changing the conditions (e.g.,
a new reading program requiring texts, in-service training, etc.) may not be possi-
ble. In some cases, doing what is currently being done in an improved manner may

31 . ’
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» provide just enough change to produce no significant difference if the study were

replicated. Practical significance becomes a question of a subjective value. For -

exaple, if you have $300 ta $500 to spend on a coaching school, the answer would
be yes; however, if you don’t, the answer would be no. A related and equally
important question concerns how things are working in the real world. If equal
educational opportunity is in place and everyone is given the same opportunity for
an education, then the answer may still be yes. On the other hand, if the way things
are working systematically discriminates against certain groups, then the answer
may be no. Furthermore, a basic question about the test’s (SAT) predictive validity
in college and life has not been answered. .

3

Question of SAT’s Predictive Validity

There was an extensive analysis and report'on the SAT recently conducted by the
College Board which treated the question of the SAT’s prediction capacity. In the
discussion about how well the SATs predict college success, it was reported that
“high school grades-are still the best single predictors of college performance; but

when these grades are combined with SAT scores more accurate prediction prove€

possible.”™ The critical point always excluded when the College Board or ETS
report on the SATs predictive. validity is a consideration of ‘other variables or
methods that can be used other than the'SAT to improve the prediction of college
success. A related issfie is how much of what is being measured by the SAT is
already contained ifi the grades given by teachefs to the students.

An analysis of this concept, which was féported in NEA’s Analysis of the Wirtz

Report on Declining SAT Scores (see Appendix A for an executive summary), is .

repeated*here to demonstrate what is meant. (In the following excerpt, HSR refers
to high school record.)

A statistic used to interpret a correlation coefficient (e.g., validity
coefficient) is the coefficient of determination. The coefficient of
determination is symbolically represented by r2 (or correlation coef-
ficient squared); and when the coefficient is multiplied by 100, a
percentage of the variance in the two measures is determined. In the
case of the HSR and first-year college grades\where the validity
coefficient was 0.5, the coefficient of determination (r?) would be (0.5
x 0.5 = 0.25) 0.25. When this value (0.25) is multiplied by 100, the
result is 25, or 25 percent of the-explained variance. This percentage -

. of variance (25) is interpreted to be the percentage of variance
associated with the first-year college grades that can be determined
by, or accounted for, in the variance of the HSR.

In the 0.5 illustration, the validity coefficient of 0.5 provides the
percentage of variance in college gradesthat is accounted for by the
variance in high school grades, which was 25 or one-fourth. By using
only the high school grades, 25 percent of the variarce can be
accounted for and 75 percent needs to be explained. Generally, this
75 percent is attributed to individual motivationand the institution
{ personnel ' who work to develop the student. This unexplained var-
iance is the factor that makes the difference in a successful college
' . and life experience. When the SAT Verbal and Math scores were
combined with the HSR (1974), the multiple r was computed to be {
0.58. . . . T

The same statistical principles apply to a single or multiple
* correlation.” N

Basically, a coefficient of determination may be used to determine

the amount of variance explained by two or more measures corre-

. lated with the criterion. In the illustration the criterion measured is
q a
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college grades. The combined, HSR, SAT Verbal, and SAT Math
wefk correla d\ th the first-year college grades and the computed
multiple correlagipn (R) was 0.58.

The coefficient of determination (R2) for a muktiple R of 0.58 com-
putes to b¢ D.34. When 0.34 is multiplied by 100, the percentage of the
variance explained. in the three measures (HSR, SAT Verbal, and
SAT Math) is 34/;;ercent. This leaves two-thirds of the variance in
first-year college grades unaccounted for by the three measures.

Another way of viewing the increased accounted variance in absence
of an established causal relationship between the measures used for
prediction and the criterion measure (first-year college grades) is to
evaluate how rhuch more each measure adds to the prediction.

For'example, the 1974 ETS’s Validity Study Service {VSS) provided

. the basic data about the validity coefficients of the HSR, SAT
Verbal, SAT Math, and the combined multiple correlgtion. These
an?i. tbﬂe coefficient of determination follow.

Computed “r” between

)

predictor (SAT scores) and®  Coefficient
Measure criterion (college grades)  of determination
HSR 0.50 25%
SAT Verbal .0.42 18%
SAT Math 0.39 = 15%
Combined 0.58, . 34%

As can be seen from this display, thé c%p\iined multiple correlationt
of 0.58 produces the greatest percentae of explained variance fol-
lowed by HSR. However, the HSR not only provides for the most
explained variance among the measures, it also accounts for much of
what is being measured in the SAT Verbal and Math tests. This is
revealed by the relatively small increase of variance in the combined
(multiple r) coefficient of determination. The increase of 9 percent
(25 percent to 34 percent) of variance accounted forin the combined
- measure suggests that not only is the HSR the single best predictor of
first-year college grades, it also provides the same information that is
tested for on the SAT. If this were not the case and if each SAT .
section were actually measuring something unique, there would be a
greater relationship (multiple r) among the combined measutes.

It appears that the validity coefficients produced in the VSS study of
the 783 colleges requesting the ETS service do little to justify the use
of the SAT as a predictor of first-year college grades. Further, to
make a generalizatioh about all colleges or to attempt to justify the
construction of the SAT based onthe relatively low reported validity
coefficients raises some serious questions about whether it is the
public interest or ETS’s interest that is being served.

. The reported -information indicates that the panel answered the
 question about the SAT’s reliability and attempted to answey the
" question afout predictive validity.

The more significant validity questions about construct validity (the
underlyingtheoretical basis of whatis actually being measured by the
instrument,combined with supportive statistical and logical data
Jrom research studies) and content validity (which related to the
content currently being taught in the schools) were not adequately
investigated or at least not reported. '

To use the concept of an “unchanging standard” and to begin to
investigate the changes in schools and society for 25, 20, or even five
years do not suggest that the most objective approach was used to
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evaluate the decline in the*SAT scores. It appears that what was
examined is the SAT’s viability to continue in its present form as a
source of ETS revenue. Furthermere-the-panel served as a buffer to
make this determination. There is no mention in the report about
whether the SAT should be discontinued or even modified. ;

The CEB paid for and produced a report that did not question the 7

validity of the use of the SAT in contemporary soci -

was used as a criterion fleasure or an “unchanging standard.” It
should be noted here thrat the NEA requested that the CEB panel
investigate the validity of the continued use-of the SAT.?

SAT as the National Curriculum

One of the major conclusions that emerged from the Wirtz report is that the SAT
was viewed as an “unchanging standard.” It was portrayed as a universal truth
designed to be used as a criterion to judge students’ ability to succeed in college.
Furthermore, the report went to great length to assure educators that,-as an
“unchanging standard” the SAT allows comparisons to be made with graduating
seniors 5 or 20 years ago. As a constant measure, the SAT, according to ETS,
ensures that “any particular score received on a current test indicates the same level

of-ability to do college work that the same score did 36 or 20 or 5 or 2 years ago.™

The Wirtz report begged the question of how a test created in 1926 and normed and
scaled in 1941 can remain valid through'an era of curriculum changes in mathenfat-

ics and science not to mention the changes in world boundaries and ideology.

Furthermore, the belief that the SAT is an “‘unchanging standard” in a society that
had evolved through thethird industrial revolution (i.e., cybernetics) and three wars
suggests that the motivation and desire for the “goqd old days” was stronger than
the desire for an objective analysis of the SAT.

There may be another motivation, subtle and unspoken, for defending the SAT as
an unchanging standard; namely, the desire to maintain the SAT as a surrogate for
a “national curriculum.” It is a test that is taken by about 1.5 million students
annually. Although the College Board and ETS stress that the SAT should not be
used to judge school programs, teacher performance, or student progress, it is
frequently used by journalists, politicians, and even educators as a quality measure
of education. ’

The results on the_coachability issue will certainly increase the number of school
districts with coaching courses in the high school. This in turn will further the
argument that the SAT is the first course of study that will be taught in the country

and, therefore, it provides the precedent for other courses to be used in the

development of a national curriculum.

a

Alternatives to Coacliin.g for the SAT

There are many viable options to the SAT (and caaching for it) available for use,
given the reduced number of high school graduates projected between now and
1995. It is estimated that there will Be 400,000 fewer high school graduates (2,8
million to 2.4 million) between 1984 and 1987. Given this reduction in graduates
and the existing avaizé)b]e higher education classrooms, it would seem that the time
has come to examine alternative selection methods and techniques. It is not
necessary to conti:?ue.to use an outdated and “unchanging standard” in a dynamic
society with & diverse and creative youth population that deserves bettér than to be
subjected to a 2)4 hour paper and pencil test to become eligible for consideration to

3

a college or university.
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‘ ’ Academic Prediction Scales T e . .
_ . Academic predjction scales have been available for use for over 20 yeérs. These
Aca({en'r‘xc ' scalesare generally designed to improve the ability of highschool grades to serve as
prediction scales predictors of college success. According\to B.S. Bigbm and F.R. Peters, studies

have shown that with grade adjustments between high school grades and college

grades correlations reach the'level of +0.70 to ¥0.80.and in some particular schools

or colleges the correlation is as high as +0.85.19'It i not difficult to conclude that

. these correlations compare very favorably to aptitude and achievement test carrela-
tions, which fall in the range of 0.28 to 0.42. :

With such data available for many yegs, the question of its lack of use hag’been
- answered with the ekplanation that there were-too many students applying for
admission. It is apparent that with declining enrollments, this explanation i
. inappropriate. This observation along with the evidence that the $A T discrimina
. . against' minofities, lower socioeconomic groups, and women suggest that an alter-
. . native approach should be used- The -acadeniic prediction scales described by
' Bloom and Peters offerfat least one viable approach. This would give time to the
College Board and the researchers at ETS to develop more objective and equitable

measures that would treat everyone in a Just manner,

-

v

. The nation’s educational objective must be te fit the desires, ambitions, and
developed abilities of every student. who wishes a college education to.the most
appropriate curriculim. This mxt be the approach if we are to give every child an

- -equal educational opportunity. . )

v
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Table 2. veragé SAT Total Point Gain for Coached ‘ané o
Uncoacljed PSAT! and,Two-Time SAT Takers for 1975. ) o ~
Coached Between  Coached Between! ~
- PSAT and ~_ 1st SAT and ‘
Ist SAT 2nd SAT Noncoached
. . (N=65). ' .(N=105) ..(N=455)
¢ e T e W B - ©
Total Scores: ' : : ' ’ ' ) g
PSAT , 940 __ 930 - 890 . i \
SAT — Ist 1,022 - g . 965 STk N
SAT — 2nd | . 1,054 - 1,034 934 ~
Averagé gain . ' e : g
between PSAT . . . i . s ’
~ and 2nd SAT, 114 \ 104 44
Table 3. Average SAT Total,Poin[Giin for Coached and . ‘ . ’
" Uncoached PSAT! and Two-Time SAT Takers for 1976. -
. . Coached Between Coached Between
~ PSAT and * 1st SAT and
‘ s, lst SAT 2nd SAT - Noncoached - L
(N=118) (N=173) (N=408) - .
Ay ) T (B) ) O
> .
Total Scores: - s .
PSAT ’ ., 920 < 930 . 900 -
SAT — Ist 1,016 - ‘971 T926 '
SAT —2nd * ° . 1,063 C 1,065 ® 960 .
Average gain , . )
between PSAT ' ‘ ) . ’ P
and 2nd SAT - 143 . 135 e 0 :

. - s . : o
IThe PSAT is described as a shortened version of the College Board's°SAT. It yields*2
scores, verbal and mathematical, on a scalé of 20-80 and is directly comparable to the SAT .
score scale of 200-800. ) e I t
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' (Tl'l:f 4. ‘z\verage SAT Verbal Score Gain for Coached and

. ‘ . \ Uncoached PSAT! and Two-Time SAT Takers for 1975.
. Cosached Between Coached Between ‘
PSAT and Ist SATand »
CS Ist SAT 2nd SAT Noncoached
oo (N=65) (N=105) (N=455)
(A) ) (B) . (©)
Total Scores: \ .
" PSAT 450 ) < 450 430
= ! SAT — | 486 467 ) 436
’ SAT — 2nd 505 . 497 - 447
Average gain ‘
betweenDPSAT . )
and 2nd SAT ) 55 47 17
‘ \ ?j

Table S. Average SAT Verbal Score Gain for Coached and
Uncdached PSAT! and Two-Time SAT Takers for 1976.

= ~
Coached Between Coathed Between
PSAT and Ist SAT and
. 1st SAT 2nd SAT Noncoached
. . o (N=118) (N=173) (N=408)
. . ' (A) (B) (©)
Total Scores: -, | '
“PSAT > 440 440 430
‘ SAT — Ist - 496 462 ) 445
\ SAT — 2nd " 513 ' 505 459 .
) ) Average gain ) ) :
- between PSAT . ]
. ~ and 2nd SAT 73 65 29

1The PSAT is described as a shortened version of the College Board’s SAT. It yields 2
scores, verbal and mathematical, on a scale of 20-80 and is directly comparable to the SAT
score scale of 200-800. - ‘ ’ -

&




Table 6. Average SAT Math Score Gain for Coached and
Uncoached PSAT! and Two-Time SAT Takers for 1975.

Coaclied Between Coached Between

. PSAT and 1st SAT and
1st SAT 2nd SAT Noncoached
- (N=65) (N=105) (N=455)
(A) (B) (©)
Total Scores: .
PSAT , 490 480 460
SAT — Ist 536 , " 498 477
.SAT' — 2nd 549 ' 537 487
Average gain .
between PSAT - .
and 2nd SAT 59... - 57 . 27
- Table 7. Average SAT Math Score Gain for Coached and

U‘ncoached»PSAT_l and Two-Time SAT Takers for 1976.

Coached Between Coached Bet‘ween

PSAT and . 1st SAT and 7
" Ist SAT 2nd SAT Noncoached
(N=118) (N=173) (N=408)
(A) (B)" . (©)
Total Scores: - ) :
PSAT 480 490 470
SAT — Ist 520 509 481
SAT — 2nd 550 ' 560 501
© Average gain L -
between PS '
and 2nd S 70 70 31
/ -

- \ '
IThe PSAT is described as a shortened version of the College Board’s SAT. It-yields 2
scores, verbal and mathematical, on a scale of 20-80 and is directly comparable to the SAT
score scale-of 200-800. ’
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.Table 8. Average SAT Gain Scores for Coached and

Noncoached PSAT and Two-Time SAT Takers on the Verbal,
. “‘Math, and Total Scores in 1976.

VERBAL MATH . | TOTAL , -
PSAT 2nd SAT | PSAT 2nd SAT [PSAT 2nd SAT

GROUPS

Coached (A) : '
between PSAT 440 513 480 550 920 1,063
and Ist SAT ’ )

[

Coached (B) . : .
between, Ist 440 <930 1,065
and 2nd SAT ' . , ‘

Noncoached (C) 900 . 960 -

Table 9. Select Universities’ SAT Admission Requirements for
‘ Academic Year 1980-81 ‘

¥

Univlrsity Verbal © Math ' Total

Hanard | 500-800 500-800 1,000-1,600
Yale " 670 680 1,350
Pennsylvania . 650 660 ) 1,310
Columbia o< 650 660 , . 1,310
Pennsylvania State " 450-600 450-606 900-1,200

. Emory 550 . 600 - C s
Rutgers =~ 490 540 4,030‘\
George Washington m— —_— " 1,000°
Average 1979 SAT ‘

.Score for College-
Bound Seniors

—_

-
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SECTION III: COMMERCIAL lNVOLVEMENT IN
STATEWIDE TESTING PROGRAMS

L

Statewide testing programs exist in nearly every state in the uniony in the District of
Columbia, ard ir Puerto Rico. There is great variation amongthe programs with

. » Tespect to policies and procedures. There are also similarities amongthe programs
. such that they can bg described according to any one of a number of features.*

L)

A:number of features have been surveyed and described by Educational Testing
Service (ETS). In 1968 and again in 1973, ETS conducted surveys of individuals
krowledgeable of the state testing programsin their respective states. The purpose
of each survey was to gather “information useful for constructing a'profile of the
state testmg program. In 1968, state profiles were prepared for the areas of func-
tions, tests, materials, and services.! In 1973, ETS areas of interest were program
purpose, management, test population, instrumentation, data collection and pro-
cessmg, ndrms, information dissemination, and future prospects.?

The ETS profiles provide information useful for describing the various programs
and for identifying their similarities and differences. The usefulness, however, is
limited insgveral ways. In some respects the 1973 data are incomplete. Forexample,
of the 33 states reportjng statewnde testmg programs, only 28 identified the tests
they used. , .
From a different perspective, the data are too generai to suggest lmmedtately
practical uses. For example, instrumentation, i.e., tests, Is of particular interest to
teachers.and curriculum specnahsts, who are probably in the best position to
determine whether a match exists between what is taught and what is tested. The
, 1973 ETS surv&¥ focused on only fouraspects of instrumentation: areas tested, tests
used, whether measyres had been tailored or revised for staté use, and who devel-
" oped tailored tests if they were used. The data were reported generally; specific tests

were not reported by state,’and developers of tallor-made te$ts were not identified.

4
fo o

The 1973 survey information is also dated. Because of the tremendous growth in
testmg during the past few years, a number of changesgcan be expected to have taken
placc during the past seven years. ., ( L

For the reasons given above NEA Research proceeded to update and extend the
1973 ETS suryey and to focus primarily on the commercial aspects of instrumenta-

tion, In pamcular the NEA update was designed to answer three questions:
a-o
= o' How' many states currently conduct statewide testing programs”

.“e . In how many statewide testing’ programs does commerc1al mvolvement

exist?,
e ° Which tests and test vel'opers are involved in-‘statewide testing
programs” * T e
- * . [

S
¥
-
-

ETS surveys

NEA survey
questions

-
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Most states report
commercial
involvement

Survey Procedures

Specific tests used and reported by stat

<
Definition of Terms - .

For survey purposes, statewide testing program means one that Ipplies to all public
school districts in the state. The program may be administered through the state
department of education or through a state university which may function as the
testing. bureau for school districts. Testing may be required of all designated
students, may proceed on a random sampling basis, or may occur on a voluntary
basis. .

Commercialinvolvement means programs where test content is determined wholly
or in part by publishers or by consultantswhose services are purchased. Consultant
services means assistance with test design or test development and is restricted to
services'involving test content such as developing test items or item pools, item
validation, or test construction. The termy excludes services provided by a state
university where the client is the universzlt-x’ihome state.

.

v

State department of education officials were contacted by telephone during the
week of Octo 12-16, 1979. Individuals contacted are identified by state in
Appendix A. Alfftelephone contacts were made by one person. No interviews were
recorded, and no systematic* follow-up procedures were used to verify interviw
content. Officials in the 50 states plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico
were included in the survey; therefore, the total number of states in the survey is
reported as 52..

Results -of the Surv;!y.

The states currently conducting statewide testing programs are identified'in Table 1. °
According to the table, 9.states (17 percent of all identified stateg) reported having
no testing program; 43 states (83 percent) reported having a statewide testing
program. This represents an increase of 8 states (15 percent) with statewide testing
programs since the ETS survey in 1973. .o h

. Data describing the degree of commerci‘;il involvement in statewide testing pro-

grams are also reported in Table 1. For survey purposes, the degree of involvement
included the categories of “None™ (no commercial involvement), “Items” (use of
selected test items only), “Full Test” (use of one or several complete tests), “Consul-
tants” (use of comercial consultants) and “Full Test and Consultants.” Accérding to
the data, 3 of the 43 states with statewide testing p'nogram_gQ grcent) reported no
commercigl involvement. The remaining States \fth testing programs (40 or 93
percent) reported some commercial involvement. Two of the 43 states (5 percent)
used only selected test items; 12 states (28 percent) used full tesyf only; 13 states (30
percent) used consultants only; and 13 states (30 percent) used both full tests and
consultant services. Five of the 43 states (12 percent) offered but did not require the
use of specific tests or test items. Four states (9 percent) involved both commercial
and state consultants in their state testing programs. Because the 1973 ETS survey
did not collect commercial involvement data, it is not possible at this time to'say
whether the 1979 data indicate increased commercial involvement in statewide

PR

ﬁ fficials are i&eqtiﬁe’d in Table>2 by
publisher, test title, and state. According to the table, McGraw-Hill is the most
frequently used publisher by state programs. The'company also offers the greatest

.42
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variety of tests as indicated by test title and official report. The dataeannot be
, construed to suggest the number of students taking each test nor the local and state

‘cost of administering the tests. ‘

The consulting firms reported to be associated with statewide testing programs -
appear in Table 3. The table identifies 17 consulting agencies and the statesin which

services were rendered. Educational Testing Service (ETS) and National Evalua-

tion Systems (NES) are the most active consulting firms in statewide testing .
programs with ETS serving 7 states and NES serving 8 states. A summary of specific .
consultant activity is reported by firm and state in Appendix B. .

-

- Summary and Conclusion
The purpose of thi§ survey was to update the instrumentation focus of the 1973 ETS
survey of statewide testing programs and to extend that focus to include commer-
cial involvement. Based on the reports of 52 selected state officials, survey findings

~ - .—indicate that most states (83 percent) have a statewide testing program and that

many of these states (77 percent) have some form of commercial involvement.
States tended to use either commercially prepared tests or the assistance of consul-
« tants, although 11 states reported the use of both. L .
. :
Based on these data, it is reasonable to conclude that considerable commercial
. involvement exists in statewide testing programs. It is also reasonable to conclude 4

™ . < that asmall number of publishers and consulting firms influence the content of tests -
. used in the various state programs. ‘ . :
~. ~ .
N Al
& L
¢ L
S
- - )
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45




Table 1. 1979 Summary of State Testing Programs
‘and Commercul Involvement

fosting Pu}gnm : Degree of Commercial Involvement

. . - Full Test Consultants Full Test and ~
State . No Yes . None Items> Only Only Consultants

\ﬁllgiama. - . . x ¢
X . '
¢ e A'rizo;?
Arkansas
California

)X XK

Colorado-
Connecticut*
Delaware

District of Columbxa
Florida ’

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Hlinois |

. Indiana - .

KX XK K

lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

.Maryland
. Massachusetts

2§)ll:¥|chlgan > <
innesota

-

Mississippi -

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada = . |
New.Hampshire

PR KK ><><><><><\></><><><>< XK K

>

LY

New Jersey

New Mexico:
New York
North Carolina *
North Dakota

Oth
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico ,

Rhode Island
South Carolina
?_ou!h Dakota
ennessee
" Texas A .

.« 7

Utah"’
. Vixginia
Vermont
Washington ¢
West Virginia

Wisconsin * +*
Wyoming

b V><>< KX XK X M

Total ’

‘Tcsts.or items offered but not required.
#Both commcrclal and state university consultants are uscd
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Table 2. 1979 Summary of State Testing Programs
by Publisher, Test, and State*
Publishier and Test State
e American College Testing Program ' ) )
1. Adult Performance Level Exam ' N.M.
® College Examination Board °
1. Degrees of Reading Power - Conn., N.Y.
2. Degrees of Writing Power N-Y.
3/.\‘ Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT) - Minn. ‘
e Harcourt, Brace, Jovaﬁpvfch - _ R ) N
. Metropolitan Readiness Test D.C. A
~ 2. Metropolitan Achievement Tests s Tenn.
3. Otis Lenon Mental Ability Test Hawaii
4. Stanford Achievement Test ] Ariz., Hawalii, Nev.,
N Tenn.*, .
e Houghton-Mifflin ‘
I. Cognitive Abiligies Test Mo.*, W.Va. .
2. Towa Test of Basic Skills Ga., lowa*, Md., N'D.*
3. Tests of Achievement and Proficiency Ga.
4. Tests of Academic Progress Mo.*
~ »
® International Business Machines (IBM) ‘
1. SRA Achievement Series . N.D.*, Va. .
2. JTowa Tests of Educational Development lowa*, Mind.*
® McGraw-Hill ) : . .
1. California Achievement Test Ala., Del., Ky. Md.,
. ) . < Miss., N.C., Tenn.*,
3 N ' WaSh., '
2. Career Maturity Inventory . Tenn. . -
3. Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills D.C, Ky., N.M,,
. S.C., Utah, W.Va., Wis.
4. Diagnostic Math Inventory -Ky., N.C.
5. Everyday Skills Test . D.C.
' 6. Prescriptive Reading Inventory . Ky., N.C. .
7. Senior High Assessmeht~afReading -
Performance (SHARP) ° . N.C
8. Short Form Test of Academic Aptitude Ala., Miss.
9. Test of Performance in Computational Skills n
(TOPICS) N.C. i
» « s N
- ® Psychological Corporation . :
l. Differential Aptitude Test D.C., Hawaii . -
2. Test of Academic Skills Minn.* '
® Teachers College Press (Columbia) , . t
l. Cognitive Skills Assessment Battery .~ S.C. g .
*Tests are offered but not required. - ' ) 7 P . - (
3
- - AN
- ¢




a Table 3. 1979 Summary of Commercial Involvement
" by €onsultant Firm and State

v Consultant Firm State Client ¢
—
“‘ 1. American College qutin?'Program .
(Washington, D.C.) . Neyv. ¢
: , 2. American Institutes for Research (Palo Alto, Calif.) Mich. .
3. Bozler Educational Consultants (Lincoln, Neb.) N.H.
4. Educational Testing Service (Princeton, N.J.) Ala., Ga., Minn., Nevi* =
. NJ, PR, Tex. - -
i 5. Institute for Behavioral Research and Creativity ) :
.+ (Salt Lake-City, Utah) Utah - :
6. Instructional Objectives Exchange (Los Angeles, Callf ) Va. )
" 7. Intran (aneapolls, Minn.) ) La. -
8. McGraw-Hill (New York, N.Y,) , D.C. , =
9. National Evaluation Systems (Amherst, Mass.) Gonn., Ga., Hawaii: -
. . Md., Mass., N.J.,
v e W A R.L, Va.
10. National Testing Servige (Durham, N.C.) Del., La.
i 11. Northwest Evaluation Association Wisc. .
12. Northwest Regional Labora,;or); (Portland, Oreg.) , Alaska, Idaho, Oreg. )
13. Research Managentent Corporation (Portsmouth, N.H.) N.H. '
14. Research Triangle (Raleigh, N.C.) 111, Maine
15. Scholastic Testing Service (Bensenville, I1.) . N.C., Tenn., Va.
16. Science Research Associates, o '
P International Business Machines (Chicago, Ill.) ~  Mo.
‘ 17. Touchstone Applied"Science Associates
= (Elmsford, N. Yy - o Conn., N.Y.

3

« FOOTNOTES

'Educational Testing Service. “State Testing Programs: A Survey of Functions,
Tests, Materials, and Services,” Princeton, N.J.: The Service, 1968. (TM 003 001)

2Educational Testmg Servnce “State Testing Programs 1973 Revision.” Prm—
ceton, N.J.: The-Service, 1973. (TM 003 397). ’
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SECTION 1v: NEA POSITION ON TESTING

Historical Backgrounii

In February 1973 the National Education Associatidn Center for Human Relations -

held a national conference in Washington, D.C. The theme of t

he three-day

conference was “Tests and Use of Tests—Violat

ions of Human and Civil Rights.”

49

Thg objectives of the conference were: , ) [ .

To examine current attitudes about the educational value of standard-

[ ]

ized tests, especially as they affect the culturally different learner. " ‘ .
®  Toexplorealternative measurement and evaluation processes that would

be helpful tools in the education process. N
®  To create greater national awaréness of the need for concerted actioh to '

prohibit the use of test scores as indicators of growth potential, es'peciallyb v

* for the culturally different learner.

g

3 S

One major outcome of the conference was a recommendation to the NEA chrgg
sentative Assembly concerning standardized tests. Meeting that summer, thg
- Assembly adopted Resolution 72-44 on “Standardized Testing.” The Resolution
encouraged the elimination of standardized group tests of intelligence, aptitude, _
" and achievement until  critical appraisal, review, and revision of current testing et
programs had been conducted.! Known as the NEA moratorium on testing, the
Resolution remained in effect until 1978 when it was revised. -
. . ‘ -
Several events during the years following the moratorfim suggested a need tq o
reexamine NEA testing policy. The 1972 moratorium had successfully alerted the

public to the dissatisfaction of many educators with existing tests and testing
practices. The dissatisfaction, however, needed elaboration, especially in light of-
widespread and often uncritical acceptance of standardized test scores, misinter-
preted test results, and incredsed demand for testing. There was, too, professional

recognition that some tests, if carefully constructed, could be instructionally useful. .

J
On Further Examination and NEA Response

-
»

‘'release in 1977 of On Further Examination, published by the College Examination
Board (CEB). The study was conducted by an advisory panel of 21 people chaired

"by former Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz. The purpose of the study was to
invedtigate declining Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores among high school

- students. The study was spohsored and funded by CEB and Educational Testing
Service (ETS). CEB sponsors the SAT; ETS develops and administers it. |

e B4

On Further Examination was the study of the 14-year decline in SAT scores from
1963 to 1977. Verbal scores had dropped 49 points, from 478 in 1963 t0 429 in 1977.

" During this same period; mathematics scores had dropped 32 points, from 502 to
470. The question posed to the Wirtz panel was, why?

\_4‘

<

One eyent in particular precipitated an Association response. The event was the, .

N
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S0

N?(‘ response:
SAT not‘examined

" * NEA response:

unfinished study __

NEA response: tech-

nical considerations

M \

The report represented a comprehensive analysig of social and educational change
believed to be reflected in test scores. The change and resulting test score decline
were proposed to have occurred in two stages, each characterized by different
causal factors. The first' premise exptained score changes from 1963 to 1969 as the
result of a changing population of students taking the SAT. The population
purportedly included “larger proportions of students of characteristically lower-,
scoring groups of students,™ The second premise attributed the decline from 1970
to 1977 to various social and educational factors.? K

NEA prepared three responses to the Wirtz report. The first response appeared as
an editorial by NEA President John Ryor in the November-December 1977 issue of
Today's Education. Ryor acknowledged in the editorial the panel’seffort to be fair,

to demonstrate some understanding of the different tasks of teachers, and to
express awareness of some of the criteria guiding the use of SAT scores. Ryor
concluded,’ however, that the report could provoke a misuse of test data by.
legislatures who would see only declining test scores and ignore the cautionagainst

imposing upon the schools more rigidity and uniformity.4 Ryor's primary objection
was that the panel examined test results, not the test itself. Thus, the fundamental
and unanswered question was: “Should a SAT. test which hasn't changed signifi-
cantly in 36 years be allowed to become a major determinant of school
curriculum?"s: ;

The second response was a booklet entitled On Further Examination of ‘On
Further Examination’ puplished in 1977 by NEA Instruction and Professional .
Develdpment. This publication commended the Wirtz panel for its lack of indict-
ment, attention to multiple rather than single questions and theories, and consulta-

- tion with some experts. Nevertheless, the publication argued that the examination "

of declining SAT scores was unfinished. The paper analyzed panelcomments about
the SAT, teaching, and selected aspects of society. The paper noted that panel
members carefully avoided an analysis of the test itself and that further examination
of the declining test scores,should address many more issues such as questions of
vajidity (particularly predictive validity) and cultural bias, the assumption that’
educational content and performance‘standards remain unchanged over time, and
whether SAT could or should measure such skills as thoughtful and.critical reading
and ‘careful writing.¢ I ' .

)

The third response was prepared by the NEA Spécial Committee on Declining S(AT .
Scores. Appointed in 1977 by John Ryor, the five-member committee was charged
with three tasks: . . ‘

-

o ® ‘To analyze On Further Examination
® . To reviewNEA's current policy on testing
‘e

To develop a set of policy recommendations.

. In,1978 the NEA committee submitted the results of its investigation entitled NEA s
#Analysis of the Wirtz 2 Report on. Declining SAT Scores. (A copy of the executive
summary of this report appears in Appendix C.) Among conclusions reached were:

o' The cgﬁclusions in the Wirtz report exceed those that can be reasonably
drawn from the-provided descriptive statistics.?

e _ The SAT has been constructed to ensure-test réliability at the expense-of
test validity.® . :

®  Item sefeetion is based more onthe power of items to differentiate among
. *  students than on:the match of items with instructional content.?

< ®  The valye of the SAT is questionable when questions of validity are
addressed.1 . 4 8

. . 14 ’ A~
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The two premlses used to_explain the SAT score decline lack objectlve
documentation and are not generalizable.!!,

®  There is no evidence to support the view that students Iéarn less today

than their counterparts in the past.i2 - .
The remaining charges of the NEA Specnal Committee were fo review exlstmg
testing policy and prepare policy recommendations. Based on its review of existing
policy, the Committee concluded that several policy changes were desirable. The

. Committee believed that some tests could be instructionally useful to teachers and

" that such tests should be supported. The Committee also believed that many tests

were inappropriate for educational measurement and evaluation and that steps
should be taken fo help teachers become betterinformed about the meanmg of tests

* and the use of test data.? ' .

-

Recommendations of the Special Commiittee were presented to members of the
1978 Representative Assembly meeting in Dallas, Texas. In response to the recom-
mendations, the Assembly revised the 1972 Resolution. The new Resolution 78-82
on “Standardized Testing” recognized that student- testing could serve importarit
educational purposes such as diagnosing learmng needs, prescribing instructional
activities, and measuring student progress in curriculum content.!4 The Resolution
supported the use of tests prepared or selected by the teacher and made explicit
NEA opposition to standardized tests which are:

®  Damaging to astudent’s self-concept and contribute to the self-fulﬁlling
prophecy whereby a student’s )\chlevement tends to fulﬁll the negative
expectations held by others. ; .. -
¥ Hiased against those Who are economicatly disgdvantaged-or’ who are
i culturally and linguistically different: _
-®  Used for tracking students.
¢  Invalid, unreliable, out-of-date, and restricted to the measurement of
cognitive skills.
Used as a basis for the allpcation of federal, state, or local funds.
Used by book publishers and testing compames to promote their finan-
cial interests rather than to improve measurement and’ mstrucuon
®  Used by the media as a basis for invidious pubhc compansons of student
achievement test scores.
.Used to test performance levels as a criterion for high school graduation.
®  Used to evaluate teachers. .

The Wirtz report was an occasion for the Association to ex
many tests and testing practlces Recent proposals for truth-in-testing legislation
have provided opportunitiés to describe testing changes the Association advocates.
(See Appendix D for the 1980 Resolutions Wthh further elaborate the NEA
position on testing.)

Two Tﬁng Changes NEA Advocates -

On August 1, 1979, and again on Octher 10, l979 the NEA testified before the
Subcommlttee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education. The €om-
mittee was considering two proposals for truth-in-testing legislation. Both propos-

als, whose contents are discussed in Section V, concerned truth and disclosure
legislation. During testimoriy the Association’ expressed@he belief that certain

oo "_r
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h changes in testing could improve testsand the way they are used. A copy of the NEA
analysis of the federal proposals appears in Appendix E. The changes, elabarated
for this publication, ase discussed below ' /

M |

Criterion-Referenced Tests * Y
. One change already occurring but on a limited scale is _the uge of criterion-"
. referenced -tests. Criterion-referenced tests are those in which individual perfor-
mance is described in terms of specific instructional content or performance ‘e
objectives rather than in terms of the performance of others.

Y &

The popular notion of crlterlon~referenced testing may haVe come from the distinc-

The need for ~ tion made by Robert Glaser in 1963. Concerned about the faiture to use tests for - .
criterion-referenced * instructional purposes, Glaser appealed for tests that culd be interpreted directly o
tests in terms of defined educational content. He distingpished between test scares whose  »

mterpretatlon indicated what an ingividual vould-actually do and test scores whose
“intérpretation indicated what an individual could dowhgacompared to others. The
former were cnterlon-referenced tests; the latter, no erenced.!s >
Criterion-referenced tests are an alternative approach to traditional tests. ’l‘hey
have several- characteristics which make them instructionally useful. If well
designed and carefully constructed, criterion measures describe with considerable
clarity the spagific knowledge ahd skill measured. Thus, teachers can select or
develop tests better matched with actual instruction and educational objectives.
. The measures will be more accurate, the quality of test data will be improved, and
o v ° thq,glformatlor’l' about achievement-and progress will better serve the goals of |
' e i’mp‘rowd mstructrpn ‘ .-
& : P AL S
_ e . N' ' Crlterron-referenced tests are designed to describe perforiance relative to instruc-
e b S tion¥1 ontent. Measures that succeed in this respect can be expected to make more
@\i o '~ senségostudents and feachers. ‘Sucgess and error can be fore readily understood'in
R terms of spec)ﬁgs rather than vague abstractions-The interpretation of test scores in,
4 . *terms of specrﬁecontenba ngs/klll also makes more manageable the task of under-
. standm"‘error and 60 gcn it . Iy .
. Criterion testmg ‘will not end. the current practlce of norm referencing. The belief
) has somehow emerged that some tests are criterion referenced and others.are norm -
~ . referenced but that a.tést canpot. be both. In fact, a test scGre can be mterpreted both
ways provided test content is precisely descrlbed o

. - .

Nor will cr1tepontestmg Be problem free. One prolglcm is the dlfﬁculty of achieving ¢
The problem of . descriptive clarity of the content and behaviors to be measured. Various frame-
clarity ' _ works have been developed to help promote descriptive clarity. Among available
frameworks are varjous theoretieal constructs such as cognitive and affective  «
domains and structure-ofintellect -models; instructional, behavioral, or perfor-
/ ~ mance objectives; content-processing matrices; and formal rules for iten) ,
) \ development. - & - . : -

«

* A second problem is the difficulty of attributing meaning to test scores. Criterion

The problem of scores have been expressed as expectancies, predictors; d.Lagnostlc signs, and indica-
‘meaning . * tors of mastery. The terms imply a performance standard or'cutoff point. G.V.
. . Glass has argued that existing methods of determining criterion scores are arbltrary
and that interpregations based onabsolute standards are meamngless givenexisting

. o knowledge.!® Glass asserts that “the only sensible: interpretation of data from
- ’ assessment programs will be based solely on whether the rate of performance goes

.
o . ‘Y 5 . ¢
~ . - . O °
M - N . :
.
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up or down.™!” If this is the case, then new interpretive guidelfnesiwill be necessary if
indicators of the dire/cy'on and rate of change are to make instructional sense.

>

\ \
-

Buros Reform Proposal .

Criterion testing is one change encouraged b& the I;JEA. A second c})ange that holds

promise for educational measurement is embedded in Oscar “Buros’ proposal for Emphasis on
test reform. Buros favosed tests built for the purpose of measurement rather than meaqsurement

differentiation.!® To achieve this end, he proposed developing different tests to

measure the achievement of groups and the achievement of individuals. Group tests

would be used to measure groups such as schools or school systems with common

objectives and learning environments. Individual tests would be used to-measure

individuals. Group tests could cover both common objectives and objectivés unique

to a school or school system and‘could be administered to a sample of students.

Individual tests would cover these objectives unique to local objectives for which . .
measures of specific individual growth'would be desired. » ‘

L - =

Buros believed methods of reporting test data could be simplified. He advocated -

local rather than national norms, raw score means, and frequency distributions of | "Emphasis on ~
raw score means calculated for item scores and total test scores. He also believed usefulness

that individual scores could be more meaningfully reported if the raw score were

reported as a percentage of the possible total score and-also if percentile rank within

grade were reported.!® For example, a descriptiveurecord- of 80/65 for a given . , N
student would indicate that within a given grade that student successfully answered :

* 80 percent of the items and scored as well or better than 65 percent of the other , .

students locally: / L . . / \

Example of Fea'si_bility of Some Advocated Changes ) o
The Association favors the use of criterion méasures for Both group and individual
tests, and it favors reporting data in more usable forms. The feasibility of accom-
plishing this for groups on a large-scale basis has already been demonstrated by the
National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP). NAEP is an example of
criterion-referenced testing. The broad purpose of NAEP isto measure the nation’s
educational progress, and the function of the various test exercises is to describe
. achievement in terms of educational content and specific instructional and behav-
moral goals. Exercises are statistically sorted into booklets, booklets are adminis- N
tered to individuals selected to represent significant characteristics suchas age and ‘
geographical region, and test data are reported by subject area, age group, and
instructional content. :

There are many features that distinguish NAEP feéging\rom standardizedachieve- '
ment tests. Test exercises are developed to measure educational ebjectives consist-
ent with instruction. The selection of test items is based on their match with ° , :
instructional content father than on their power to discriminate among students.

Sampling procedures allow for the assessment of many cognitive and affective

objectives without subjecting students to lengthy test sessions. Résults of the dafh . -

are also easily understood by professional and lay audiences: to.

. There is an additional feature of the NAEP program worth noting. NAEP. is . R /
governed by a relatively open testing policy. That is, the theoretical’and practical . /
aspects of test development ‘are richly documented and accessible: Furthermore, . . L7

reported data are accompanied by actual test items and their correct afiswers (upto,” o

half of all NAEP Jtems are released after test administration). Thus, one knows thf: '
[ T~

" v
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objective measured, the instrument of measure, and the results which are reported
'by objective and item and are portrayed in various ways. This disclosure has
responsibly informed people about the test, and it has also provided educators with
information and ideas that are instructionally useful. (See Appendix F for NEA’s

-~ N letter of support to the Education Commission of the states regarding the National
Assessment of Education Progress.) '

1 .,

Other Changes NEA Supports

& : . »

NEA supports the idea of open tests and believes that the release of all test items and
NEA supports their answers will be a significant change in educational measurement. The Associa-
open tesys tion respects the idea of secure test items prior to tegt administration provided there

3( is reason to believe they are well designed, well constructed, theoretically sound,

and instructionally relevant. Aftér test administration, NEA believes students have
a right tqinspect theirown performance and 1o have the opportunity to learn from
their successes and errors. :

-

The Association supports a number of other efforts to improve testing in the United
States. Among such efforts are local test development; construction of a variety of
. measures including observation and student self-reports; sequential testing where %
items and tests,are tailored for individuals; item banks with itenis classified, stored,
‘ and retrieved according to specified content, format, and difficulty; and computer-
generateq tests constructed to meet certain specifications. ~

For over a decade NEA has advocated change in the way f‘ésting is viewed and
practiced in the United States. The Association believes that change will construc-
tively occur when testing and instruction aim toward the same objectives and are
desighed for the same purpose of providing the best education possible for all
individuals. ? > ‘ .

-~ ,/
w,
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SECTION V: TRUTH-IN-TESTING LEGISLATION

In 1978 the California legislature examined a proposal concerning information
about tests. The proposal required test publishers to disclose to the California
Postsecondary Education Commission descriptive infarmation about test content,
test validity, standards,.administration, expenses incurred, and income. It also
required publishers to provide to test takers descriptive mform“atlon about test
content, test purpose and use, treatment of scores, and score ownership. The
proposal applied only to standardized tests administered to 3,000 or more students
for the purpose of postsecondary admissions selection. The legislation was enacted
in September 1978 and became the first truth-in-testing law in the United States.
. Lt - o

In 1979 similar legislation was enacted in New York. The New York law appfied to

‘tests used for postsecondary and professional school admission selection and
specifically excluded civil service exams and tests used for other purposes. It
required the disclosure of similar kinds of descriptive information required in
California. Unlike California, which required disclosure only of test questlons
v equivalent to those actually used, the New York law required full disclosure of test
items actually used. It was the full disclosure clause which made the New York
, legislation controversial, even after it was enacted in July 1979.

Similar proposals in other states—Florida, Ohio, and Pennsylvania’, for example—
and two at thefederal level concern truth-in-testing. None of these propdsals has yet
been enacted, but others will undoubtedly be proposed and eventually made into
law™as the movement gains momentum: .

Current truth-in-testing proposals and laws are aimed at-standardized tests and
represent. notice and disclosure legislation. As they are currently conceptualized,
the proposals have been viewed as a variation of consumer protection Jegislation,
The leglslatlon recognizes the right of consumers to be informed about-the products
and services they purchase. Consumers of testing include students who are tested

nd who eften pay test fees, educational organizations such asthe American
i'iedlcal Association for whom special tests are developed, and the states with
constitutional Tesponsibility for public education. ) -

A number of issues are involved in truth-in-testing debates. -Some of the issues,
although important, do not address the legislation directly. Some of these issues,
identified in Searching for the Truth about Truth-in-Testing Legislation published
by the Education Commission of the States, involve undifferentiated discussion of
tests, undifferentiated discussion of the information needs of various individuals

% and groups in education,.and narrow focus on certain kinds of test performance !

These are issues where testing opponents and proponents tend to talk pas h ’\

other rather than tackle the issue directly. As already mentioned, these a S-
.tangential to most legislative proposals.

Issues that tend to: bear dlrectly(on the legislation revolve around five rgajor
subjects: the need for tests, test .publfshers, test quality, the needfor testing legisla-
tion, and the consequences of testing lcgislation. The arguments on both sides of _

ﬁeach issue are summarlzed below. . "

- . v

7", !

New York legislation

\

Primary issues ®




Public and market
accountabiljty

1

The Need for Tests ’ Lo

) - e

A - -
Theykinds of tests under consideration are measures of achievement and aptitude.’

. Their use is restricted usually to postsecondary ?Bmissions selection, Proponents of

.

current practjces poiiit to the large numbers of students attempting to gain admis-

* .sion to postsecondary schools and the need for infogmation for selection purposes.

preferences.,

With, limited budgets, space, and curricular programs, institutions need informa-
tio to help them select those students best qualified and most likely to complete
successfully a course of study. Test scores can supply this information more
objec}‘%y:t%gmmﬂiér‘i‘hférmation sources. It is also argued that testscan help

¥

students Self-select postse)éondary schools consistent with their own abilities and
& N .

-~ N . I .
Opponents argue that with college enrollments dropping and universities in need of
revenue, the need to select and reject certain students has diminished. The tests
systematically penalize certain groups of students and function more effectively as
instruments to maintain the status quo. The test results adversely affect the educa-
tional aspirations and employment opportunities of many individuals and should
not be used any way in publicly supported institutions or in institutions that
compete for and accept federal tax dollars. ’

. ‘ N v
Test Publishers '

‘1 r

"The test publishers in question are those who produce standardized tests'used for

‘postsecogdary admissions selection, The exemplar chosen is often Educational

Testing Service (ETS), producer of{ne of the m8re common tests, the SAT, used .
for selection purposes. The cent¥al issue here is responsibility, or accountability, as
it is called in the public sphere. ' ‘

Opponents of testing legislation argué that test publishers are accountable. In the

, marketplace they are one of numerous competitive testing companies with compar-

able financial resources. Therefore, they cannot be regarded as a monopoly. Test °
publishers miake their products and services available to institutions which are not
forced to use them but rather exercise free choice in test selectionand test -use. Test
publishers are accountable to clients who design testing programs and request
special tests for program purposes. Test publishers are also accountable to the
public under whose laws they are regulated and whose educational members have
access to many reports prepared regularly f0r their benefit.

: . o . i v
Proponenti of the legislation argue that publishers are in the business of measuririg
minds and-50 exercise great influence over what to think and how to think. Claims
made for the power of the tests and for the science of their measurement lack

’ con\}ti)gcing evidence, but the claims are neyertheless repeatedly made. The largest -

number-of peo'ple who actually purchase and “use” tests and testing 'services are
students who have inadequate knGwledge of the nature of the measute to which théy
submitiand the use that will be made of the data they individually provide. N

e . ~

Test Quality X - .

Y

Opponents‘f of testing legislation argue that tests are theoretically and technically
sound, given existing knowledge, and reflect social and educational values asso-
ciated with intellectual development and cognitive power. Opponent$ do not claim
that tests are designed for comprehensive personal, social, or intelléctual measure-
ment; nor do %ey claim that e§i§€m§ tests can assess such qualities as creativity,

! et
v 5
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imagination, and per51stence Specific item weaknesses have, been acknowledged

but often with the defense that items undergo an extensive réview and revision

process and that efforts are made constantly to improve test content. Technically

speaking, opponents agree that test validity is difficult to achieve, but opponents

arguethat efforts are made continually to gather validity data. They alsoargue that Conceptual and
tests do what they were designed to do, and nothing more. They were not designed technical arguments
to predict with perfect accuracy the future of individuals. They were designed rather

to improve short-term predictions about people and this, it is” claimed, they .

generally do. . -

v ~ . LN

~_/Proponents of testing legislation challenge current theoretical fiodels of intelli-
gence or innate capacity. What the tests measure, they say, are skills and content
that can be taught. The use of these tests consequently influences what is taught,, . s
what is learned, and what is thought. Tests also fail to capture the range of human : .
qualities that are involved in various humanendeavors such as pursuinga course of
“study and working toward anacademic degree. Technical arguments by proponents R
frequently involve criticism of specific test items as a way to illustrate a range of N .
problems with the test such as cultural bias, ambiguity, and over-simplified logic. .
Technical quality is challenged partlcularly with réspect to predictive valldlty which
opponents of the tests say lacks convincing evidence and does not improve upon ~
existing predictors such as grade point average. T,

iy

The Need for Testing Legislation ' e

»

Opponents of testing legislation argue that the need for legislation has not been
. «demonstrated. They reject the logic behind arguments that test producers and tests
control or adversely influence educational content and ways of thinking. They, -
refute arguments for more information by noting the amount and kind of informa- )
tion already provided and make the case for secure testing in the name of quality '
control. Government regulation, they argue, is unnecessary and in the case of - .
federal regulatlon violates states’ rights to control education. They also argue that
such regulation is obtrusive and unconstltutlonal lnterventlon

Proponents of testing leglslatlon argue that more information about tests is neces-
,sary if tests are to be wisely chosen and judiciously used. This information can be The question of
supplied by test publishers who have steadfastly refused to release it. They argue-  information control
that institutions are bound by various state and federal regulations that re unre .
theth to meet certain standards and achieve certain aims. The federal government
has been involved in education since military academies were established'in t
eighteenth century but particularly in the post World War II period. They al ) '
argue from an analogy between test materials and services and consumer produci
* " now under federal regulation. They argue that the consumer has a right to be fully 3
.- informed about'the nature of the product or service he orshe purchases whether'the =
kg‘odu'et is a hair dryer, automobile, or test. ‘

Conseguences of Legislation

The cmuences of testﬁlg legislation aré¢, from the proponents’ point of view,

largely positive. Legislation will force producéts to.be accountable to test users and
test takers, will result in the dissemination of quality information, will open tests to
the scrutiny of many people including professional educators and researchers, and
will result ultimately in improved tests-and improved use of test information. N

%
°
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, Full disclosure
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The case for
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. The consequences of testing legislation are viewed less optimistically by opponents.
.. est producers argue that proposed changes, particularly full disclosure clauses,
will increase the cost of test production. These costs in turn will be passed onto °
studenits who will pay more for.each test;poor students will be affected most. Test
producers believe testing legislation will adversely'affect test quality and will lead to
the withdrawal of some tests in ‘states with testing controls. Ultimately decision .-
makers will be forced to rely on less accurate information and, therefore, to make
arbitrary deisions about individuals. - T Sl

Open vérsus Secure Testing ‘ ' )

By far the most explosive issue in truth-in-testing legislation is the full disélosure.
" clause which mandates the release of actyal.test questions and answers soon after

the test has been given. Qpen testing means test disclosure. Secure testing meaqs}r;o
v test disclosure even after the test has been administered. The issue of open versus
' secure testing involves test information and its accessibility. o

4 EN .

Disclosure clauses in truth-in-testing legislation would open tests after administra-

. tion to public scrutiny. Arguments in support of open testing appeat primarily to

' . the test taker’s right to be informed and the test producer’s obligation to provide,
that information. : ' . )

. - The right'to be informSuye sometimes-treated as a right in itself or as a matter of -,
ethics.2 When an individygl istested, it is argued that he or she has the right toknow -
the results of the examination, the meaning attributed to the results, and ‘the
original data. Usually the discussion of rights shifts to decisipn making where test’

- T results are involved in decisions such as college admission that affect the test taker.

With more at stake, the test taker has the right to examine and judge thekind of test
data he or she provides for decision-making purposes. Most often the right-to-
R know argument is expressed as a matter of fairness where personal feelings are set
aside in-an effort to'achieve a balance of conflicting interest. If the test tiker must
. submit to testing and atcept the resultsy then fairness involves the opportunity to bé
fully informed of the data and the standards of judgment. - )
. Because tests function as jnsimmentq of soéial policy, test producers havea ré’s’pon- ’
sibility to inform test takers and the public about the instruments provided. This is

", . an aGcountability argument, and it is-appropriate in the public sector. This argu-

" .. mentaffirms the belief that those entrusted with public institutions must be'accoun-
-table to the public which supports them. One aspect of this accountability is to
increage information‘'about the instruments used to decide who will and who will. -

. not a&—naublic institutions.” '

Arguments to support secure testing involve test quality, controlled costs, and *
constitutional questions. Secure testing is believed to be a necessary condition for

technical quality test quality. One technical characteristic of quality is test validity. Test validation is

a process of providing. evidence that the test measures what it is su d to -

. ‘measure. In cases where multiple forms of each testare déveloped eW for

“ successive years, some effort must be made to make the various test Torms within a s
.given year and across successive years equally valid. The proced ure for establishing
the equality of multiple tests acro§§ time is called equating. It involves reusing test

~ items in successive test admjnistration. Open testing would require that test content *
‘be disclosed sometime after\tgst administration. This disclosure would damage test
validity by exposing those items intended for reuse: Thus, it woulg énd current
equating practices. Other concerns with-tést validity involve those subject areas for
which a limited number of test items exist. Open testing would eventually.expose all
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ltems and would mcreasmgly erode test vahdlty The end result would be adimin- ' : .
¢ ished confidencein tests whose quality and usefulness would be eroded through, ’
exposure. ~ >
I . .
Open testing requires that new test forms be contmually developed for each test - g
administration and that new methods of equating the forms be developed‘The The problem of cost

process of research and development needed to achieve this would be expensive.
These costs would eventually be passed®n to test takers. Thus, the legislation would
force costs upward and would affect everyone. State and federal regulation would
mﬂate*fﬁe cost of testing.

‘Open testing is also viewed as unconstitutional. One claim is that open testing
infringes on First Amendment rights interpreted in this argument as an institutional
right to decide who will be admitted tocollege and also asap individual researcher’s
right to determine whether or not her or his research will bé made public. The latter
enters into the debate because soime research on testing is conducted by private
individuals who have no financial relationship with test publishers but whose”
research helps establish various technical qualities of tests. °

v

A second claim invokes the-Fiftirand Fourteenth Amendments. The Fifth Amend-
. ment prohibits the federal government from depriving any person of life, liberty, or Constititional
) property without due process of law. The Fourteenth Amendment extends the considérations
- provisions of the Fifth Amendment to include state governments. Private property - :
in testing legislation refers to tésts and related test- data. The claim of private
: property is stiengthernred by test cqpyrights which bring tests underthe protectionof
the Federal Copyright Act of 1976.3 Given existinglaw, the disclosure.clause would
« deprive test producers of exclusive rights to their tests and would in effect destroy
their value for future use, .

The jssue of open versus closed testing is complex. It has attracted consnderable
attention from various groups and individuals, and it is likely to’persnst For those -
interested in following the debate nationally and within their respective states, two -

. well-documented and reasoned publications are worth study. One paper is The’
Debate Over Open Versus Secure Testing: A Critical Review written by Andrew ’
Strenio, Jr.4 Prepared for the National Consortium on Testing, the paperexamines * -
the casé for testing legislation, the case fof pérpetuating existing test practices, and

v the strengths and weaknesses of the arguments. The second publication ‘was pre-

. pared by the. Education Commission of the States and is entitled Searding for the ..

[~ ., Truthabout Truth-in- Testmg Legislation.’ Prepax’&dforleglslators the rtpays '
close attention to, leglslatlve arguments, exjsting law, and legal 1mphcations of <t @ .
< testing legislation. , 7

v

\

* The NEA Position on Truth-in-Testing Legislation N S .

In June 1979 the NEA Represeﬁtative Assembly voted to urge-a congressionafl

mvestlgatlon of the standardized testing mdustry, the tax-exempt status of testing NEA supports T

companies, and the need for truth-in-testing leBislation, In August and again in truth-in-testing

‘October 1979; the Association presented testimony on two federal truth-in-testing legislation

legislation proposals being studied by the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondesms

ary, and Vocational Educatxon The propesals, the Truth-in- -Testing ‘Act of 1979° ) ' -

(H.R. 3564) and the Educational Testing Act of 1979 (H R. 4949), both represented '
" notice and dlsclosure leglslatlon which the Association supported. (See Appen-

dix E.) . i ] ‘

ERIC . - ’
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The Association favors truth-in-testing legislation. The legislation represents an
effort to promote public accountability of the testing- industry and also of the
schools. The legislation will make possible access to_information necessary for
responsible test selection and-use. The legislation will fiirther the aim of needed test
reform. Above all, truth-in-testing legislation will provide informqtiox, to the
people who can benefit most from open testin and full disclosure: students whose
intellectual growth and development can nhanced by personal knowledge of
. their measured achievement and whose preparation for college and career entryean~
2 ) benefit-from quality test data timely provided. ‘

-~
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1. 'OFFICIALS OF STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION .

-5

Alabama: Clinton Owens Missouri: ¥
- Alaska: o Ernest Polley Montana:
Arizona: Steve Stevens Nebraska:
Arkansas: James Washburn Nevada:
Connie Darden - New Hampshire:
California: Dale Carlson (916) 445-4338 New Jersey:
Colorado: James Hennes €303) 839-2111 ° New Mexico:
Connecticut: Douglas Rendone (203) 566-8250 New York:
George Kinkaide 03) 566-7232 . North Carolina:
Delaware: Robert Bigelow 302) 678-4583 ) North Dakota:
District: Robert Farr (202) 724-4164 Ohio:
Florida: Thom3s Fisher 3/ (904) 488-8198 Oklahoma:

- Georgia: Elizabeth Creech // (404) 656-2661 Oregon:
Hawaii: Selvin Chm-Chance (808) 656-2661 Pennsylvania:
1daho: Karen Underwogg *(208) 384-2113 Puerto Rico:
Hfinois: . John Alford 4 (217) 782-4984 Rhode Island:
Indiana: Ronald Hartman”  * (317) 927-0241 South Carolina:

. lowa: " Max Morrison (515) 281-5274 - - South Dakota:
Kansas: Judy Hamilton > . (913) 296-3201 Tennessee:
Kentucky: . Afmand Discontini _ (502) 564-4394 Texas:
Louisiana: Hugh Peck ::{504)342-3750 Utah: '
Maine: _ Betty McLabghlin * ~ 207) 289-2033 Vermont:
Maryland: + Wllham Grant (301) 796-8300 Ext 328 Virginia:
Massachusetts: Mathew Towle (617) 727-0190 Washington: _
Michigan: Edward Roeber (517) 373-8393 . West Virginia:
Minnesota: William McMilldh @ (612) 296-6002 - Wisconsin:
Mississifi: Rex Pouncey © (601) 354-6979 Wyoming:

Il. OTHER PARTIES CONTACTED . . .
} 1. EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES: Jack Schnix’dt (303) 861-4917

3. SCHOLASTIC TESTING SERVICE: John Kauffman B13), 665-0089 '

3. TOUCHSTONE APPLIED SCIENCE ASSOCIATES: Dr. Bertram Koslin .(914) 592-2630 -

&

Charles Foster
Bill Connett

. Harriet Egerson

George ‘Barnes
James Carr
Carl Johnson

. Bayla Nochumson

Windsor Lott
Robert Evans .
Hank Landes
Ken Higgins
James Casey
Susan Holmes -
Robert Coldiron
Edith Vasquez
Martha Highsmith
Terry Helsley
Robert Huckins
Jesse Warren
Keith Cruse
Dave Nelson
Karlene Russell
Richard Boyer
Gordon Ensign
Doris White
James Gold
Lynn Simons

(314) 751-3545
(406) 449-3693
(402) 471-2444
(702) 885-5700
(603) 271-3740
(609) 292-4450
(505) 827-2282
(518) 474-5099
(219) 733-3813

(701) 224-2391 *
- (614) 466-4868

(405) 521-3196
(503) 378-3583
(717) 787-4234
(809) 754-0964
(401) 277-3126
(803) 758-8610
(605) 773-3371
(615).741-1099
(512) 475-2066
-(801) 533-5461
(802) 828-3111
(804) 786-2624
(206) 753-3449
(304) 348-3230

- (608) 266-3390

(307) 777-7673 .
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Appendix B - . ' -
SUMMARY OF CONSUL’FANT ACTIVITY BY FIRM AND STATE

. .

i AMERICAN COLLEGE TESTING PROGRAM -

Nevada: ACT assisted in establishing the validity of items for the
Nevada Competency Test.Program. This test is currently

>~ . givenin the ninth grade and eventually will be given m the .
twelfth grade. | - »
- t 2" AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH 8 "4

Michlg'an AIR assisted in developmg the tests used in the Mlchlgan
Educational Assessment Program. Under the program
°  tests are now given in grades 4, 7, and 10,

)

3 BOZLER EDUCATIONAL CONSULTANTS

. - . New Hampshlre BEC is assisting in field testing and report writing for.the ..
New Hampshire Educauonal Assessment Pro%ram

-

4. EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE

hd s -

Alabama ETS consulted on the vahdlty of a state competency test
. ; piloted in 1979. The test will eventually,be given in grades
N . 3, 6,and 9.

- E

... . Georgig ETS advised omrthe development of the Georgla Criter- : e
@ e » . ion Reference Tests. These include tests in ‘reading, )
. Co ' mathematlcs and career development'in grades 4, 6, and 8 S
’ * 7 4dnd a tenth gradé-test in mathematics and communica- -
tions skills. The current coptractor, is the University of

. c ,Géorgia. A \ .
i | Minnésota: ETS developed the’PSAT and the SAT tests, which are >
L . - offered to school districts through the Umversnty of Min-
e - : nesota’s Student Counselmg Bureau. °
° . Nevada: ETS advised on the procedure for writing test items used

- in the Nevada Competency Test "Program. This test is
’ - currently given in the ninth grade and will eventually be
* given in the twelfth grade.

New Jersey: ETS assisted in item development for the New Jersey
Minimum Basic Skills Tests. These competency tests in
reading and mathematics are given in grades 3,6,9,and

tl. The current contractorfor new items is NES.
) ¢ ! .

. . - »
. -
. .. .. .
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Puerto Rico: ETS consults on a continuing basis regarding the valida-_
tion and interpretation of results for Pruebas de Stresas
Basicas (Tests of Basic Skills). These include achievement
) tests in mathematics and Spamsh reading in grades 2and
/ 3, plus tests in English given in grades 4, 5,and 9. ETS
plays a similar role with respect to the Prueba de Abilidad

~ General, which is given m grades 4, 7, and 10.

Texas: ETS is currently developmg an item pool for the Texas
Assessment of Basic Skills. These tests cover math and
reading and are administered in grades 5 and 9.

5: INSTITUTE FOR BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH AND CREATIVITY.

F Utah: IBRC advised on goal development and item.validity for
sections of the Utah Statewide Assessment Battery,
. which deal with entotional maturity, music, and art.

%

6. INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES EXCHANGE

Virginia: IOE produced the portion of the Virginia: Graduatlon'
Competency Test which covers readmg -

7. INFRAN N -

Louisiana: INTRAN assisted in item design for the portion of the

. Louisiana Assessmeg$ Program that deals with reading.
The tests are currenlly administered in grades 4, 8, and-
11. In 1982 this test will become a pass/fall test control-
ling movement to higHer grades, starting with grade 2.

8. MCGRAW-HILL (CTB) .

District of Columbia: CTB helped develop the customized Prescriptive Read-
- ing and Math Tests that are used in the Districts

3

9. NATIONAL EVALUATION SYSTEMS -
2
. * Connecticut: NES assisted in the devéopment of the "Connecticut
. ) . Assegsment of Educatlonal Progress. |

) - Georglr NES is assisting in the development of a kmdergarten test
. ¢ , < for sprln&1980 -

Hawaii: NES is assnstmg in the development of an item pool and .

. - item design for a competency test program. The test will
be administered in the thirdgrade in 1980-81 and will

eventually be given in th@sixtheighth and tenth grades.

Maryland: NES is assmtmg in the dew}opment of competency tests
v in mathematlcs, writing, cmzenshlp, survival, and the
* * world 6f work.

-

‘ Massachusetts: NES assisted in the development of an item pool and
selected a sample of communities for field testing of the
Massachusetts Assessment of Basic Skills.

New Jersey: NES is assisting in the development of new items for the
Minimum Basic Skills Test. This test is admihistered in
-~ grades®3, 6,9, and 11 in reading and mathematics.
-~ \\ .
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’ , ‘at their discretion.
" ¥ -12. NORTHWEST REGIONAL LABORATORY ‘
) + Alaska: NRL assisted in iteni development for the Alaska State-
. wide Assessment.
. Idaho! NRL assisted in item development for the Idaho Profi-
- ‘* ] cnency Test. ¥
Oregon: NRL assisted in the development of an jtem pool and
field testing for the Oregon Statewide Assessmenf
%
. 13. RESEARCH MANAGEMENT CORPORATION J
- (part of UNCO in Washmgton D.C) ,‘ - '
- * New Hampshrre RMC is currently asslstmg in, item design for the New
Hampshlre Statewide Assessment Program.
14. RESEARCH TRIANGLE
Illinois: RT assisted in the development of the Illinois Inventory
of- Educational Progress This test is used to provide
sample assessments in reading, mathematics, and
citizenship.
Maine: RT isassisting in the development of a test to replace the
' Maine Assessment of Educatronal Progress. ¢
N "- ' .
A | ' . 64 .
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Rhode lsllnd NES assigted in item development for'the Rhode Kland
. Life Skills Test. This test is administered in the eleventh

grade. The University o Rhode Island Curriculum and -

¥ . . - Research and, .Development Cgnter holds the current

&B'ntract ‘ -

Vlrgima NES is assisting i item development and field testing for

the Basic Learning Skills Test Program The tests cover

' - reading and mathematics and are given in grades 1
- . ..+ through 3. In 1980 the tests will be extended to grades 4

- - “through 6. . s

S . o

'10. r»mnorw1 TESTING SERVICE R

n Qelgware NTS is assxstmg in the development of anitem pool that
. ;- * schgol districts may use-in desrgnmg local competengy
'% by i - tésts. Local school dlStrlCﬁ rust test but do not have to

- use the item pool

,Louisiana NTS is assrstmg in item development for the wrltmg and
< ;. atics portiohs of the Louisiaffa Assessment Pro-
T

, e'; AT ._ Y he tests are urrentlyadmmlstered in grad§s4 8,
.o « R arid 14. In 1982 ill become a pass-fail test control-
A ) ling movement to thehighér grades, starting with grade2

4 1
.

‘11. NORTHWEST EVALUATION ASSOCIATION ,
« (coftsortium of state and-local school officials i in* Oregon and Washmgton)

’Wrsconsm The Northwest Evaluation Association is assisting in the
development of an item papl that schooldistricts may use

-

-
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15. SCHOLASTIC TESTING SERVICES 1 . L
h North Carolina: STS produced two out of three of the currently used )

versions of the Minimal Competency Test. ,
A e

Tennessee: STS a,ssisttd‘in the-development of the ‘Basic Skills Test. |

This competency test in reading, laguage arts, spelling,
and mathematics is administered in the eighth grade.

Virginia: STS produced the mathematics component of the Vir-
,gmna Graduation Cognpetency Test.

«

16. SCIENCE RESEARCH. ASSOCIATES {IBM)_

Missouri: SRA developed the customized sixth-grade tests in read-
ing and mathematics that are part of the Missouri State-
wide’ Testing Program. All tests in this program are
offered to school districts but are not requlred or used on

o a voluntary sample basis. P

17. TOUCHSTONE APPLIED SCIENCE ASSOCIATES

Connecticut: TASA produced the Degrees of Reading Power, a test of
—~ reading proficieficy or competence. In 1979-80 Connecti-
.cut used the test in the ninth grade to identify students

who need remediation. ¢

Degrees of Writing Power. Both of thése tests are part of
New York’s competency testing pagkage. The Degrees of
Reading Power attempts to degefmine what someone can
read in the way of ordinary ptose: It is currently given'in
the sixth, ninth, eleventh, and twelfth grades. In January
. " 1981, passing this test will be a requirement for'gradua-
tion. It will be administered three times a year to eleventh
and twelfth graders, so that a student is given six chances
to pass the test. The Degrees of Writing Power attempts
to determine how well students can write,compared wnh
predefined characteristics of good wrltmg The test .is

grade studerits who were not in the Regents Program

on the same basis as the Degrees of Reading Power.

P The Degrees of Reading Power was produced by TASA
' .under contract with the New York State’ Board of

(college—bound track). It’ W1lleVenfually be administered

AN

New'York: TASA produced the Degrees of Reading Power and the

- ’ teacher-scored. It was administered in 1978 to ninth- -

. Regents. .Dr. Bertram Koslin, .who once co-owned °

TASA, sfated that the contract involved federal funds
tapped by New York. However, the test is now jointly
owned by the'New York State Board of Regents and the
. .. College Examination Board, which is marketing the
* The College Board plans to buy out the Regents share
and become the sole owner.

: ~
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) -/ Appendix C )
- NEA'S ANALYSIS OF THE WIRTZ REGORT ON DECLINING SAT SCORES

EXECUTIVE SU{;iMA.RY .

For more than one hundred- years psychologists and educators have been
using tests to measure human abilities. The 1880’s were Galton’s decade in the
mental testing field, followed by Cattell (1890’s) and Binet (1900’s). Actually

+ tests and measurement as they affect our life today evolved from at least three
interrelated developments: (1)  the study of individuals who deviated from the
norm, (2)_the experimental study of normal adult behavior, and (3) the develop-
ment of mathematical models as tools for measurement.

More recently, the use of mental tests for sorting and selecting students by
colleges and universities has become the work of the Educational Testing Service

_(ETS), which is a private, nonprofit organization devoted to mreasurément and
research primarily in the fielONof educgtion. It was founded in 1947 by the
American Council on Education, t Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement

* of Teéching, and the College Entrance xamination Beard (CEEB). -

Since 1972 ETS has had a budget of over $47 miillion, with 2 1976 budget of
$62.9 million. Testing activities amounted to $55.8 million of the revenue; the
balance came from research,' development,”instructional services, and other. Act-

ually, $2.9 million (4:6 percent) of ETS’s revenue came from the federal govern-
«+ ment.

Objectives - . ) ' ‘

. . , ' ] :
The five-member NEA Special Committee on the (Wirtz) Report on D}clin‘-
ing SAT Scores reviewed the charge from President Ryor and developed ‘three
objectives and nine related questions with which to analyze the CEEB-ETS report,
as follows- . '
OBJECTIVE ONE: To analyze On Further Examination; the College Entrance
- Examination- Board’s report of the advisory panel on the Scholastic Aptitude Test
score decline. ’ '

A

Question-No. 1: What were the highlights of the CEEB-ETS report on the
declining SAT scores?

Question No 2: What were the significant findings of the CEEB-ETS study
about the SAT score decline?

~ e

ign No. 3: Is there any evidence in the CEEB-ETS report that the SAT
continye to be used by institutions of higher education as a standard
to sefect st‘ude'lts for admission? )

‘ 66
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Question No. 4: What were the implications. of the CEEB ETS report for L]
classroom instruction? :

“

! . OBJECTIVE TWO: To review NEA’s current policy on standardized testing, con-
» sidering the following: CEEB’s On Further Examination, the attempt on the part
s.0f selected members of the U.S. Congress to pass federal legislation on testing, the

related impact on local school drstnct curncula and teacher evaluat,lon

\ Questzon No. 5: What is NEA’s current policy on standardlzed tests? o \
Question No, 6: Should NEA change its policy on standardized tests? '

éuestton No. 7: What should NEA’s pOSltaDl be on the “‘back to basics”
iy controversy and on ®he attempts being made to reduce curficula offerings
- . at the local lével” =
- OBJECTIVE THﬁEE To develop a set of recommendations for presehtation to
the various levels 3f NEA, governance and to alert standing’ committees of policy

& ) recommendations. ‘ . ‘ .

t

Questzon No.' 8 In which areas are poll%y recommendations needed on

testing? S . .

Question No. 9: In which areas are recommendations needed to improve . -
NEA prograim activities in the field of standardized testing?- )

It
<

CONCLUSIONS ' ’ ) 3

Three objectives and nine questions were used by NEA’s Special Committee
) on Declining SAT scores to analyze the College Entrance Examination Board’s \
: report On FurtHer Examination and make recommendations.”The objective and a
or . brief, statement of the Committee’s conclusion about each objective are presented
W in thrs section.
» OBJECTIVE ONE: To analyze On Further' Ekamination, the College
TN » « Entrance Examination Board’s report of the advisory panel on the Scholastic
~ Aptitude Test score decline.
An analysis-of the five séctions and related studies included in the Wirtz
\ report produced a.mixed reaction about the findings. A substantial amdunt of
- ( evidence wqs presented in the form of descriptive statistics, which suggested that
. the study of the decline of the Scholastlc Aptitude Test scores was not possible.
. A compgrison of just the number of students completing-high school, enter- e
_ing college, and taking the SAT suggests that the last 25 years has produced no?
- only more students to be educated but also a need for multiple -criteria (stand-
ards), not just one criterion that applies td\all students throughout the country.
) . For the CEEB panel to have extended its study beyond the demographic data
. - presented raises a question about what was expected to be found in all the
) isolated univariate type of studies that weré commissioned and that appear in the
. appendixes to On Further Examination. g o
"An analysis of the ETS auditors’ report for 1975 and 1976 shows that : .
revenue from testing activities was approximately $49 million in 1975 and $56
million in.1976. The SAT produced an estimated $9.1 million in 1975 and $9.8
"million-'in 1976. In both years this equaled about 18 percent of ETS’s annual
revenue. . N

~
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If only 7 percent of the 1976-77 high school graduates took the SAT—as was
the'case in 1951-52—there .would be an $8.3 million reduction in ETS’s revenue.
Such a reduction of. revenue would obviously have a significant impact on ETS’s
activities and staffing. The SAT is one of the corporation’s greatest sources of

. income. For the Wirtz panel to have concluded anything about the SAT that
would have produced less use of the test was highly unlikely.

- ETS is not _the only corporation earning a substantial amount of money from
testing activities. Many book publishers profit:from selling tests and books that
help produce good test results. For example, Harcourt, Rrace, and Jovariovich
sells the Stanford Achievement Test and the OTIS Group Intelhgence test; *
Houghton Mifflin markets the Stanford-Binet, Lorge-Thorndike, and Towa Tests
of Basic Skills; McGraynHill owns the California, Test Bureau, which sells the
California Achievement Test battery, and Internatlonal Busmess achmes owns
Science Research Associates. —-—

In the Committee’s opinion the problem is the unwrlll gness of the
testing industry to apply contémporary technology' to improve the stat¢ of the
art in testing.

The Wirtz report more than “adequately answers the questions about the
reliability of the SAT and attempts to answer the questlon about predlctlve
. validity: ~

The more si mflcant validity questions about construct validity (the under-

- lying theoretical /basis of what is actually being measured by the instrument, ,
combined with Bupportive statistical and logical data from research studies) and
.content validity \(which relates to the content currgntly being taught in the &
schools) were not ddequately investigated or at least n,ot reported. L

To use the concept of an “‘unchanging standard™ and to begin to investigate ¢
the changes in schools and socigty for 25, 20, or even five ygars do not suggﬁ

* that the most objective approach was used to eval)te the decline in the S
scores.

The Wirtz report provides a two-premise explanation about the 14-yea SAT
score decline. o

The first premise portrays the decline for the first six or seven years as being
caused by a markedly changing SAT -taking population. During thi3 interval (1963
to 1969) there were “larger proportlons of characteristically lowgr<coring groups
of students.” » :

“The second premise attrlbutes the decline in the last seven years to “fdctors
in the schools and in socjety at large.”” The changing nature of societal values
caused the schools to attempt to provide a more diversified curricylum for the
various groups of students who had not previously had the opportunity or need;
in terms of employment, to reach high school or beyond.

The CEEB panel had to resort to explaining the score decline between
1970-77 to “circymstantial evidence.” In Part Four of the report more than 50
theories. were examined and discussed by the panel."Each af these theories he

-three assumptions in common: One, ‘“that sfnce the problem has been reduced t
a single statistic—the drop in these averages—there must be a' smgle
second, that what has happened lS Mrevery respect bad; and third, that éj;ver
<aused it is somebody else’s fault.” . Py .

The panel’s “‘only certain cohclusion is that we are dealmg here with a
.virtually seamless web of causal connections. [The] most citical elements emerge
more clearly in looking first at some developments in the schools, then at several
major socnetal changes, and finally at the murky but probably vital area of youths’
motivations.”

Twenty-seven published appendixes were reported along wnth the findings of g
the CEEB SAT score decline. There was extensive use of dgscriptive statistics and
studies with nonrandom' sampling_ selection technnques Wonrandom sampling
restricts the panel’s ability to make generalizations about students in all 50 states

3
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and the 16,000-plus school districts. Instead, the panel was forced to make déci-
-sions based on isolated studies and what it termed “circumstantial evidence.”
.« Specifically, the conclusions relating to televiston were termed “ebsentially *
subjective.” - ’ v m—
‘The report had an overriding tone throughout about “traditional”’ stahdasds
and values, which were challenged (p‘aren}hetically) by limiting statementy in the e
report.However, the statements of consensus provided_ only subjective, ngen-,
eralized, tonclusions about the SAT score decline. I?J\act;the two types of*score
decline bétween the arbitrary."14-year interval of \1963-77 were attributed to -
“changing membership of the population tested” and ‘‘six- other sets of '
developments.” R .. ‘ ,
The six other sets of developments were determined to have a beginning in'
1971 It was acknowledged ,tha\t the “forces” began before 1971; however, the
_ effects can only be attributed to the ?‘Z.L-??’ interval. '
Why there are six sels of developments rather than-ofie, two, three, or nineis
not adequately . addressed in the report. Frequent reference, is made to the
~~ dynamics, of change indsociety and the historical consg tency (reliability) of the
SAT without any reference or question about_ﬂllidity of the SAT as a
surrogate for society and its unchanging standards . . i
It appears that~the CEEB-ETS report“could haye been written by any panel
v’ charged with developing circumstantial evidence about the decline of the SAT !
. Sgpres over the.past 40, 30, or 25 years. The studies that were used as a basis to
reactl .conclusions .do not provide a scientific data base on which to Jmake an
“objective evaluation about the alleged decline in SAT-scores, . '
NEA’s Special Commiittee raised the question about the continued use of the |
" SAT for selecting Students for collége admission. An analysis, of continued ‘use
produced the following conclusion. * . ", .
. The SAT is considered to be a maximum performance test. It was t{esigned T
to predict success in college. Tests of mastery -of schgol subjects Are called
+ achievgment tests. The SAT is an aptitude test angd not an achievementstest. The
difference between achievementand aptitude tests is in the way in which they are -
used. - . ; :
A test is generally referred to as:an achievement test when’ it is_used to
determine a person’s success in “past” study. The same test when-used to forecast
v future success in a course or-assignment is generally referred to as ah aptitude test.
' " The way the tedt is used determines the classification of the test. Generally,

v‘b

< when a test, such as the SAT, is used to predict future academic performance v
*  prognosis, it is classified as an aptitude test. When a test is used for diagnosé&jt is_
referred to as an achievement test,~ < ' ’

. - Teachers use diagnostic (achievement) tests in their day-to-day teaching of.
L students. The use of a testito analyze a student’s performance on a ses of tasks to -
improve learning’is an appropriate use of tests. : ¢

. The, use“of a test to teject or select an individual for college or employment

Pl

prévidlés m examples ot; ‘how t}1e SAT does discriminate agai tudents who .
. belong to the lower socioeconomic groups, minorities, and wonfex. It is precisely '~
for thése typ&s of reasons that the NEA ds-searching for a different meanss to

2 .

measure achievemertt and to do away with aptitude tests. AN :
» The pgefrictivef validity of 't\hegSAT does not compare favorably to the‘grades -
given' by a teacher as & predictor of future success fn college. The CEEB-ETS }
reported findings of ‘the stdies on the predictive validity of a student’s scoregon’ .
the SAT and" a student’s high school. grades were consistent with previous studies, *
Bloom and Peters repqrte(j a validity coefficient between high school and college
grades of .5 dating as far“back as 1926. The point to be made is that for more
than 50 years, high school grades have been the best p‘redicto,r,of college grades.

* The use of the SAT adds very little, to.a college's ability to predict future success. .

" K K a?
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.tends to foXer racismyelitism, classism, and separatism. The CEEB-ETS report ~ °  °




It would seem more rational to use both an achievement test and grades to . )
% determine a student’s current ability to perform. At least this approach would ) .
help in the diagndsis and future development of the student.
In summary, it appears that the SAT cannot adequately predict a student’s
Juccess.in college. Furthermore, the changing needs of society, families, students,
and teachers conflict with the Junchanglng standard” that the makers of the SAT
profess to have built into the test. : \

NEA’s Special Committee reviewed other published articles and references

about the SAT, including, an article by Ralph W. Tyler, a member of the Wirtz

"« panel, in which both he arid Benajmin S. Bloom, another panel member, provide

their own explanations about the score decline. Tyler commented about

children’s achievement and Bloom about the score decline. Their conclusions are

as follows. . ‘ . ‘
Tyler: ) A

‘

. . The available data regarding the, educational achievements of our children are
not wholly consistent with the trend in Scholastic Aptitude Test scores. The
' E National Assessment of Educational Progress, for example, furnishes ‘information N
on the educatromf’mntents of a reliable sample of nine-year-olds, thirteen-
$e ~year-olds, seventeen-year-olds, and young adults, ages twenty-six to thirty-five. Ina
- survey taken first in 1971, and again In 1975, National Assessment found that,
nationwide, an estimated ﬁfty thousand more nine-year-olds were able fo respond
correctly to a typical reading item in 1975 than in 1971. The reading performance _
of seventeen-year-olds has also improved somewhat during the past four years. On
_the other hand, reading achrevements of thirteen-year-olds has changed little during
thus period.
In mathematics, National Assessment found that ninety per cent of seventeen- <
year-olds can add, subtract, multiply, and divide accurately with whole numbers, &
but only forty-five per cent can use these computational skills properly in working
. out unit costs, the amount of income tax due, and other quantitative problems
often encountered by adults. In science, in 196941970 when the mass media- was
) emphasizing the importance of science, thirteen-year-olds and. seventeen-year-olds
- ' performed- five per cent better than four.years later when science was given less
favorable treatment in the press. In writing (composition), the average score of
thirteen-year-olds:and seventeen-year-olds has declined consistently.
The-Scholastic Aptitude Test data show that t‘&ndeclme has been greater in
the. verbal sections than in the-mathematics ones,.And has been greater in the
sectrons testing'vocabulary than in reading. . -

-

Bloom:

I thmk there is a lot wrong with American education, but the Scholastie
Aptitude Test is not where you are going te-identify it. The S.A.T. comparative
figures are based on the 1941 version of S.A.T., when approximately forty-one
. thousand students—most of them going to Ivy League colleges—took the test.. .
\ Today, about two million young people are going to colleges, mostly public; about

; a million,and a half take the S.A.T. test.
’ The first major drop in S.A.T. scores took place between 194] and 1951. By
- ‘ 1951, about half a million students were taking the tests, andsmany of them were
- heading for institutions other than Dartmouth or Swarthmore or Yale.
From 1951 to 1977, the drop_in the verbal score has been about fifty points .

“and the drop in the mathematics score about thirty points. About twenty-el’ght of -
the fifty points in the verbal-score decline and twenty-three of the thirty pointsin
the mathematics score are attribytable to the change in the composition of the
college population during that period. In 1951, more than half of the students who
took the S.A.T. were in the upper twenty per cent of their high-school class. Today,
about a third of the students-taking the S.A .T. are in the upper twenty per cent of -~
their class. The composmonal change does not refer to blacks or Chicanos. It refers’

- . )
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for the most part to white children coming from different sectors of their high- / -—
school graduating class. . .
I should point out that the rest of the drop'in the S.A.T. scores—that is, that
which we cannot clearly account for—concerns three test items out of approxi- P
mately ninety in the verbal test and two items out of approximately seventy-five or *
eighty in the mathematical test. ) " :
It is also impertant to note that the S.A._T‘. is a speed test. Almost no studen
can ﬁnis'l\l\t_hijg%l the allotted time. If you were to let each student have as muc|
. time as he wanged, the distribution would be very different. At one time, students
would prepare mseveral weeks—some of them would prepare for a year—getting .
ready for the S.A™., developing speed in answering questions and solving problems.
There is very little of that kind of preparation now. Also, students used to repeat
.- g the 8.A.T. and increase their score by about thirty points. Today, students take the
’ S.A.T,, and whatever score they get, they let it stand. The number of students
retaking the S.A.T. between their junior and senior -year in_high school has de- 4
Y creased enormously. In the minds of students, the importance of the S.A.T. as the
.major gatekeeper in American education has dropped significantly. *
In addition, Tyler identifies a number of implications for the classroom and
for society. There™is a need for md&re writing assignments, the critical use of
‘ television as a supplementary resource in the learning process, and the examina-
tion of the out-of-school educational environment. .
Finally, it is reassuring to know that there is no evidence to support the view
that children are learning less today. Thereyis a ne€d to determine what and when
society wants students to learn what is deerfied valuable and important. If there is ;
a need for writing assignments, there will have to be accommodations both withi
the school curricula and in the out-of-schoo} experiences.
, ? 4
OBJECTIVE TWO: To review NEA's current policy onstandardized testing,
* considering the following! CEEB’s On Further Examination, the attempt on
the part of selecteg members of the \U.S. Congress to pass federal legislation
on testing, the related impact on local school district curricula, and teacher
. evaluation. . -
\ o co e
The second” objective was principally directed toward the re@md
examination of current NEA policy on standardized tests. After studying the-
report of NEA’s Task Force on Testing, the Committee concluded fhat there was
a need to rewrite the current resdlution. Y o
The proposed resolution appears in the recommendations.
, OBJECTIVE THREE: fo develop a set of recommendations for presentation
to the various levels of NEA governancg and to alert standing committees of
policy recommendqtions. . . .
. The Committee developed three policy and five prograin recommendations,
The reommendations apoear on pages 53-55. . . .
. - .
- ’ N
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Appendix D :

NEA 1980 RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING TESTING, h
CRITERION-REFERENCED TESTS, AND TRUTH INLTESTING

H-10. Testing o

.(' . - 7

The Natfonal Educatlon Association recognizes that testing of students, preschvol
through job entry, may be approprlate for such purposes as—

a. - Identifying learning needs ; e
. ! . * I ’ DR
b. Recommending instructional activities : .
c.  Describing student progress. _: . \
- [ad

- - - Il
The Association .opposes the use of tests that deny students full access to equa] _—
educational opportumtles, or that are usgd to evaluate teachers, . .
\
“The Association believes that standardized tests should not be administered when

they are— . -
a. Potentially damaéing to a student’s self-concept
b. Biased -
c¢.  Used as the only criterion for student placc‘zmet}t >
d. Invalid, unreliable, or out-Gf-date Co . -
e. Used as a basis for the allocation of federal, state, or local funds
f.  Used by testing companigs or publishers to promote their own financial .
interests at the expense of sound educationa{uses
g.  Used to compare individual schools . )
h.  Used in an exploitive manner by the media I A .

i.  Used as the sole criterion for graduation or promotlon .

j. Inapproprlate for the use mtended <
Revised resqunon. .
. ' ' ' ' '
‘ ,
H-11. Criterion-Referenced Tests .
. ) : 4
The National Education Association believes that criterion-referenced tests are a
viable alternative to standardized norm-referenced tests. Such tes}\;hould be
designed to describe student performance based on carefully developed ctyrriculum.

It is.inappropriate to administer criterion-referenced tests that do not specifically L}
measure instructional content, ’ .

Staff, time, fnstructional materials, and other resources should be provided to assist
studerits who experlence difficulty achieving the desired criteria reflected by tests.

New resolunon ’ . L
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H-12. Truth-in-Testing

The National Education Association believes that intelligence, aptitude, and
achievement tests have historically been used to differentiate rather than to measure
performance and have, therefore, prevented equal educational opportunities for all
students, particularly minorities, lower socioeconomic groups, and women. Con-
temporary research op the structure of the intellect identifies multiple and varied
mental operations and advances the significant premise that these operations can be
aught, that intelligence is dynamic rather than'fixed.

The Assdciation further believes that e truth-in-testing movement is an important
step for bringing about long-needed test reform. Therefore, it urges all state
affiltatés to strive for passage of truth-in-testing legislation that includes a provision
for each indixidualtest taker to receive a copy of all test questions, scores, and
rationale for correct answers. ' ' )

!

New resolution, ) . : s




‘ Appendix E
NEA’S ANALYSIS OF H.R. 3564 AND H.R. 4949

Two legislative proposals concerning educational testing are before the Committee
on Education and Labos. The first proposal, referred toas “Truth-in-Testing Act of
1979 (H.R. 3564), was introduced by Rep. Gibbons. The second ‘proposal, the
“Educational Testing Act of 1979” (H.R. 4949), was introduced by Rep. Weiss. The
latter proposal (H.R. 4949) is based on New York leglslatlon proposed and passed
during the summer of 1979.

H.R. 3564 and H.R. 4949 concern the use of standardized tests, a subject about
which NEA has raised questions and expressed concerns. Because of the NEA
concern with the uSe of standardized tests, both proposals have been analyzed in
terms of their similarities, their differences, and their responsiveness to NEA
CONCEEDS.

In general, NEA believes that the two proposals represent somewhat different

_ approaches to the use of standardized tests. To the extent that H.R. 3564 and

H.R. 4949 are responsive to NEA concerns, both proposals should be supported.
The Gibbons “Truth-m-Testmg Act” (H.R. 3564), however, is expected to generate
more opposition in Congress and could, if passed, prove to be a less sugcessful
vehicle for meeting the concerns expressed by NEA.

Both H.R. 3564 and H.R. 4949 represent notice and disclosure legisla\tibn. They

, differ substantially as to the type of tests covered, the extent of involvement of the

Commissioner of Education and the type of enforcement provisions. H.R. 3564
would cover the National Teacher Examinatjon whichisa concern of NEA. The bill
would also cover dther occupational tests, which will engender opposmon and tests
other than standardized tests, regulation of which would probably prove unworka-
ble. For the most part, the disclosure requnrements of H.R. 3564 requnre the type of
information currently provided voluntarily by testing agencies such as ETS.
Because H.R. 3564 does not requice disclosure of underlying data on the examina-
tions, it would not enable professionals outside the testing industry, including
teachers, to analyze or comment on test construction and validity. In'addition,
H.R. 3564 fails to provide for disclosure of scoring data in addition to test scores
whijch may be given to educational instititions. Groups favoring-testing disclosure
laws have stated that testing agencies provide information such as suspicions of
cheating, unacknowledged repetitien-of a test and factors based on current school
attended to be used in evaluating the scbre. Students-havenot been informed of this

type of information where it is incorrect. In addition, students have not been

providéd with their test answers and the correct answers. Thus, students have been
unable to learn of oreorrect computer grading errors. The’ Glbbons bill does not
address this problem either. - .
~4

-

In contr&ft, each one of the instances noted above is addressed in the Weiss bill with
the exception of occupational testing. Various portions of the Weiss bill could use
clearer and better language, In addition, some consideration should be glven to the
viability of including ?ﬁancnal regulatlon of the testmg companies in this
legislation. . v

a
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In addltlon to standardized tests, H.R. 3564 covers “oral " tests’, “pyactical”testsand
“demonstration” examinations. Se¢. 2(3). The bill apparently reaches practical or
demonstration examinations used in occupational licensing such as barbering, oral
examinations such as the foreign service examinations, and practical or demonstra-
tion examinations used in educational admissions such as subfnission of a portfolio
to an art school or a stage performance required for a dramafschool. Regulation of
such tests would probably be unworkable.

™. 3564 contains both pre-test (Sec. 6a)) and post-test (Sec 6(b)) disclosure
requirements which require information to be provnde% to. test takers. Prior to
administration of the test, each applicant must be provided with a written notice
containing essentially the types of information currently provnded voluntarily by

"the testing companies:

I. A detailed description of the area of knowledge or the type of aptitude
that the test attempts to analyze;

2 In the case of a test of knowledge a detailed descrnpt{gn of the subjects to
be tested; :

3. The margin of error or the extent of reliability of the test, determined on
the basis of experimental uses of the test and, where available, actual
usage;

4.  The manner in which the test results will be distributed by the testmg
entity to the applicant and to other persons; and

5. A statement of the applicant’s [post test notification] riglts.

The post-test notification provision requires that “promptly upon completion of

scoring” the test taker must be notified of:

I.  The individual's specific performance in ,eac\\of the subject or aptitude, -

e areas tested;

. 2. ~How that specific performance ranked in relation to the other individuals
and how the individual ranked on total test performance;

3. The score required to pass the test for admission to such occupation or
° the score which is generally required for admission to institutions of
higher education; ~ .

4.  Any further information which may be obtained by the individual on
request.

Section §(c), the final substantive provision of the bill, prohlblts the scoring of
achievement tests on the basis of a curve: ' i

¢.  No educational or occupational admissions test which tests knowl-
edge or achievement (rather than aptitude) shall be graded (for
purposes of determtining the score required to pass the test for
admission) on the basis of the relative distribution of scores of other
test subjects.

The enforcement provisions of H.R. 3564 (Sec. 7) authorize private causes of action

by an aggrieved individual “whenever any person has admihistered or there are’ .

reasonable grounds to believe that any person is about to administer any test in
violation of this act.” The bill specifically provides for “preventive relief” including
a permtanent or temporary injunction and restraining orders and for appointment

of counsel “in such circumstances as the court may deem just.” The bill authorizes

attorney’s fees (Sec. 7(b}) and provides for federal court proceedmgs without regard
to exhaustion of remedies. Sec. 7(c)

. . N v
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The enforcement procedures of injunction or restraining order represent onerous ' - “
remedies, and it seems doubtful that federal courts will be incli to enjoin the
administration ofstandardized tests such as the SAT. For thisr éregedies
provided by the bill'appéar te be ineffective. Since the bill specifi thorizes “a
civil action for preventive relief” courts may find that such relief is the exclusive - t

+ .

remedy for violatrons of the Att.

The “Educational Testing A:Ct of 1979” (H.R. 4949) ‘i:!lentiﬁes three legislative
purposes (Sec. 2{b)): . . . N

1. ﬂ ehsure that test subjects dnd persons who use test results are fully
aware of the characteristics, uses, and limitations of standardized tests in
postseconidary education-admissions; . .

2. To make available to the public appropriate information regarding the
procedures, development, and administration of standardized tests: and

3. To protect the public interest by promoting more dependable knowledge
about the limits of appropriate usage of standardized test results and by | »
promoting greater accuracy, validity, and reliability in the development,
. administration, and interpretation of standardized tests.
PESS & » °

This bill sequires more extensive pre-test disclosure to test takers than H.R. 3564

and, unlike H.R. 3564, specifically requires that the pre-test notice be provided

contemporaneously with the test registration form. Sec. 3(a). The legislationspecif- -

ically addresses the coachability issue and requires testing agencies to inform ™ -
° individuals of the extent 13 which their scores maybe fmproved: by taking a

preparation course. Pre-test notice must inctude th¢ following information: *

i. The purposes for which the-test is constructed and is intended to be used.

2. The subject matters inciuded on such test and the knowledge and skills
' which the test purports to measure.

3. Statements designed to provide information for. interpreting the test
results, including explanations of the test, and the correlation between
Aest scoresand future success in schools and, in the case of tests used for
post baccalaitreate admissions, the correlation between test scores and
success i the career for which admission is sought. ‘ -

. . 1 - .
4.  Statements concerning the effects on and uses of test scores, including—

d. ifthetesyscore is used by iteslf or with other information to predict .
future grade point average, the extent, expressed asa percentage, to - 5
» which the use of thi test score improves the accuracy’of predicting -
- . future grade point average, over and above all other information
used; and oot o

: b.  acomparison of the average score.and_percentiles of test subjects by ’
. major jnconté groups: and ) )

»» ¢ theextent, if available to thfe testagency, to which test preparation .
- courses improve- test subjects” scgtes on average, expressed as 3
. 'percentage. . - X

. 5.+ A description of the form in which test scores will be reporteds whether
the raw test scores will be altered in.any way before being reported tathe
. test subject, and the tiqnner, if any,in which the test agency will use the
test score (in raw or trapsformed form) by itself or together with any
~'other information about the test subjéct to predict in any way the
subject’s future academic performance for any postsecondary educa- . L

» .

tional instftution. - I ) o
. o . . . M ay e
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6. Acomplete descrlptlon of any promlses or covenantsthat the test agency
makes to the test subject with regard to accuracy of scoring, timely
forwarding or score reporting, and privacy of information (including test
scores and other information)!, relating to the test subjects.

7. The property right$ of the test subject to the test results, if any, the
duratien for which such results will be retained by the test agency, and
oligies regarding storage, disposal, and future use of test scores.

fate by which the test subject’s test scores wij} be cpmpleted and
to the test subject.

i 9 A ‘description ofs special services to accommodate ph){Slcally handi- -
capped test subjects. '
e s /

¢

In addition to providing notice to test subjects, the bill requires the testing agency to
provide the same'inférmation to the recipient institution prior to or coincident with

\ X the-reporting of test scords. . - -

The major area covered by the Weiss bill is reporting to governmental educational
agencies. Two types of information must be disclosed to the government. First, this
D ) reﬁorting requirement concerns the studies and evaluatiqns of the tests themselves
\\\ ’ and is designed to allow professionals outside the testing industry, including
a }éachers, access to such studies to allow independent analysis of the construction,
‘ validity and use of the tests. The second type of information to be disclosed includes
the test questions and answers and scoring rules. This is accomplished by cross-
reference to the Freedom of Information Act, 5U.S.C. Sec. 552(a)(3), which .
authorizes release of records. The test ag is required to provide to the Commis-
- sioner of Education:

¢ Any study, evaluation, or statistical’report pertaining to a test, which a test ,
agency prepares or -causes to be p:epared or for which it provides data.
Nothing in this paragraph shall require submission of a‘r‘ty reports or docu-

. . ments containing information identifiable with any individual test subject.

Such information shall be deleted or obllterated prior to submission to the --
Commissioner, {and] - - -
¢ 1.

shall, within 30 days after the -resultS'of any standardized test are
. released, file or cause to be filed inthe office of the Commissioner—

. a. acopy of all test questions used in calculating the test subject’s ‘
raw score; - '

s b. the corresponding acceptable answers to those questions; and

7 C c.  all rules for transferring raw scores int@ those'scores reported
: / - to the test subject and postsecondary educational institutions
& - / - e , together with an explanation of such rules.

/ This data, in additionto being made available pursuant to the Freedom of Informa-
. ’ tion Act, must be made available by the Commissioner of Education to state
educational agencies and commissions. . ] .

/ﬁ( . The testing agency must also provrde the questions;the correct answers, and the test
- [ 7 taker’s answers, as well as scoring mformatlon,-to the test_subject on request fora
/ 90-day period ,sgbsequent to release of the test scores.
o Furthermore, the legislation requires the Commissioner of Education to prepare
s - for Congress an evaluation of the data ‘ofi these tests both with regard to coachabil-
-, . lty and cultural bias: i .

.
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. b, The C\'nmlssmners [sic]shall report to Congress within one year of | .
' the effective date of thisfAct concerning the relationship between the /
: test scores of test subjects and income, race, sex, ethnic, and handl- . .

capped status. Such report shall include an evaluation of available
data concerning the¢frelatignship between test scores and the com-

pletion of test preparation courses. R
, "The major difference between the Weiss draft and tlie New York law upon which it .
is based isan attempt in the federal legislation toregulate the costs to test-subjects of . 7

the tests and to require financial'disclosures by the testing companies. During the '
New York hearings, the testing companies arglied that costs would skyrocket.
Proponents of theNew York legislation, New York Public Interest Resear¢h Group
and Naderin partrcular questxoned these pedrctrons using whatever data they could
obtain from the testing companies, especially . ETS. Sectign 7 of the¢bill entitled -
“Testing Costs and Fees to Students™ provides as follows . \

In order te-ensure that tests are being offered at a reasonable cost to test - .
ie - Sub_]eCtS, each test agency shall report the following infbrmation—te’the - ., .
\ ) Commissioner: ) : ' )
1. Before March 31, 1981, or within 90 days after it first becomes a test . i
agengy, whichever is later, the test agency shall report the clos,ing date of
its té8ting year. Each testagéncy shall report any change in the closing
date of its testing year within 90 days after the’ change is ‘made. e -

2. Foreach test program, within 120 days after the close of the testing year
the test agency shall report:

a. the total number of times the test yas ‘taken durmg the testm}year,

' b.” the number of testsubjects who have taken the test once, who have
taken it twice, and who have taken it more fhan twice during the
testing 'year; -

, :
‘ c. the number of refunds grven to mdlvrduals who the registered for, . .
but did .not take, the test; , o

J ‘ d. the number of test subjects for whom the test fee was waived or -
' . reduced; . y

e. the total amount of fee$ received from the test subjects by the test
< agency for each test program fdr that test year;

the total amount of revenue received from each test program, and
g. the gxpenses'to. the test agency of the tests, including: . N

- (1) expenses incurred by the test agency for dach test program;
" (2) expenses incurred for test development by the test agency for .
. each test program; and y
, (3) all expenses which’ are fixed or caf be regarded as overhead
C . expenses and not assocra}ed with any test program or, with test-
development;

3 "Ifa separate fee is charged test subjects for admrssrons data assembly W .o
. ..services or score Feporting services, within 20 days after the close of the \
“'testing yedr, the test agency shall report:

. a  the number of individuals r,eglstermg for each’ admissions data
aSSembly service during the testing year;

b. s the number of individuals registering for each score reporting ser-
vice during the testing year;
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c. the total amount of revenue received from the individuals by the test
. L agency for each admissions data assembly service or score reporting
: sefvice during the testing year; and

. ' d. the expenses to the test agency for each admissions data assembly
.- service or score reporting service during the testing year.

o b * ’ . 4
* e The Weiss bill, like the New York legislation, uses a civil penalty as its remedy.
s While the New York law establishes a $500 penalty per violation, the federal law
- establishes a $2,000 fine. This would representa small penalty where the test agency
failed to properly report to the Commssion of Education since this wouid probably
. constitute a single violation, With regard to violations of the notice to students the
penaltles could be substanr\al since presumably failure to prévide the required
. notices to students would result in multlple violatioks reflecting The niumber.of
students involved. One potential difficulty in enforcement may be in determining
which and how many individuals'were not given proper notice or timely reporting.
The Commissioner is authorized by the draft to promulgate regulat r.mple-
ment the legislationand enforcement would be one area where regulatlons might fill
. in the sketch created by the draft legislation. :

- . - ‘ - ]
The Weiss bill would require disclosure to studentsof covenants and promises made
by the testing agencies. Private causes of action by test takers could be based on

breaches of these contractual warranties. ; g

. b FOOTNOTE .o :

.
*

I'The phrase “and other information” was added by Weiss’s staff subsequent to

conversations with NEA. Significant questions exist as to the use made by ETS of

.. personal data obtained on the test or test application. ETs sells student lists to
institutions.
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NATIONAL EDUCATION, ASSOCIATION . 1201 16th st., N.W., Washington, D C 20036 e (202) 833-4000

JOHN RYOR, President - TERRY HERNDON, Executive Director

wn#u\zo H. MGGUIRE, Vice-President * . - . ) i
JOHN T. MCGARIGAL,.Secretary:-Treasursr B . -

Jéne 8 ‘1979 > *’ﬁ~> ' . . -

§
-~ ' *

_'Dr. Warren G. Hill : . .
*Executive Director

Education Comnission he States , : .

1860 Lincoln Stree . -

Denver, Coloctad 80203 -
. - ~~ - .

’—7\\
Dear Dr. Hill: -

»

+ .

The National Education AssSociation strongly supports the
. Education:- Commission of the States' application to continue
as the organization responsible for the National Assessment
of Educational Progress. The National Assessment has gained
- respect from teachers, administrators, and educational policy
makers at all levels of the education community over the last
fifteen years. - .

NEA advocates measurement techniques and approaches which
help policy makers formulate intelligent decisions about
school programs. The National Assessment has provided this .
intormation in the past and it is hoped that the program can

. be extended down into the local school districts to replace

the current fad of competency testing.

* . — NEA strongly- supports the makeup of the National Assessment
Policy Committee which includes! teacher representation on
the committee. The Associatiorf wowld urge that the Federal
Goverpment &ontinue this practige and require that teachers
be r esented on the National Assessment Policy Committee
in direct proportion to their national membership. The four
teachexs on the committee should be- designated by the majority
organization or, if-this is.not possible, allocated to teacher
organizations according to membership. Administrator .and
school board organizatipns should designate their representatives.

The NEA recommends that the ECS be grante unds to continue
the NAEP., . ~ :

o

Sincgre%:;éZEngﬁﬂ—ﬁ . oo
.Terr::Herndon' o
Executive Direc;or : -
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