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EDUCATION mmxal AND ASSESSMENT IN THE UNITED STATES

Intxoduction

During the past two years there has been an intense and productiwe
nationwide debate about the condition of education in the United States
and how to improve it. The consequances of this debate have touched
almost every community in the nation as the several states have carr:ed
out reviews of their policies and proposed significant new reforms.
Bowever, as citizens‘’ groups, legislatpors, governors, and local and state
boayds of education have examined educational problems, they have often
been frustrated by the lack of good information about the condition of
education. ’

High quality data are &ssential to the continuing momentum of education
reform. The publjcation of data dbrings education to the attention of the
public and wakes it an issue of enduring concern. By comparing the
performance of a school, district, or state with itself over time, or with
other schools, districts, or states, data sexve to exhort, motivate, or
reward .

0
A second use is to aid local, state, and nitional policymakers in
understanding the consequences of changes in policy and to aid thes in
implementing policies once they are adopted. Because of the variety that
exists across the nation’s school districts, numercus natural experiments
are continually taking place as scademic standaxds are increased, steps
are taken to enhance the quality of teaching, the school day Oor year is
lengthened, or the level of resources & le for educating specific
groups of students changes. By obsexving the impact that these changes
have on the outcomes of schooling, policymakers can estimate the costs amd
benefits of pursuing altermative strategies for improving student
performance.

rinally, and coming full circle, data serve to make education accountable
to the public. At no time have mors citizens been involved at all levels,
studying the problems of education and proposing solutions. In aany
states and localities, significant new dollars have been made available t2
fund these proposals. With this commitment comes a concomitant interest
in the assessment and evaluation of the system and the systematic
reporting of its strengths and weaknesses, successes, and failures.

Cxamples of the weakness of present educational information abound. Here
are but twos

1. The National Science Poundation (NSP) reported a major
national problem with the supply of qualified high school teachers of
mathematics and science. Shortly afterward, the Gemnwim Office
found that data supporting NSF's conclusion were too weak as a dasis for
reasonable policy; and the problem, if there was one, was limited to a few
regions rather than the entire natiom. ©

r The U.S. Departwment of Education published a statistical
chart in 1984 which contained the “most comprehensive data available on
the performance of state educational systems.” The purpose was to compare
states so that state leaders Could “better comsider appropriate reforms."
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The only weasures of student achisvement available for all states were the
college entrance examinations—the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the
Aperican College Entrance Examination (ACT). These scores are not
representative of the quality of the states’ educational systems. They do
not reflect the diversity of the students or programs. They do not assess
the quality of the elemantary or middle school. At best they represent an
assessment of the aptitude of college going twelfth graders.

The lack of high quality data to describe and monitor eaducational systems
in the U.S. hampers reform decisions and will impair attempts to evaluate
the effects of the reforms., We need valid ways of assessing the quality
of education on a continuing basis.

Sceps are being taken to improve assessment and evaluation information to
meet this problem. At the federxal level, the U.S. Department of Education
has asked the National Academy of Sciences to examine tl.a federal systems
of data collection and analysis. The Departinent has also established a
Federal Indicators Project in collaboration with nationally basel state
organizations to define the key statistical indicators that need to De
collected by the federal goverrment. .

These are important, but not sufficient, steps to deal with problems that
affect the entire educational system, from the federal level to the
classroom. The Council of Chief State School Officers has worked over the
past year to develop a set Of recowmeidations for the Council and federal,
state, and local education agencies, designed to help improve the quality
of educational indicators. This paper sets forth the recommendations.

National Concerms

Since the birth of the Offics of Education in 1867, the collection and
Jdisgemination of national statistics on education has been a federal
responsibility. The federal govetrment uses sStatistics to assess progress
toward federal goals such as the provision of opportunities for the
handicapped, to track federal funds to ensure that their use mee”v the
intent of Congress, to assess compliance with civil rights stat: s, and
to monitor the health of the educational system in general. This last
purpose leads to the collection of large amounts of data describing the
financing of the system and the quantity of resources used in the

schools. Less complete data are gathered on the quality of the resources
and the outcomas of the educational process. Yearly, the Department
asserbles & three foot stack of reports containing thousands of .
statistics. Although many of the federal reports are well done and useful
to both policy makers and researchers, they do not provide a good base for
policy making.

To some extent, this problem exists because a variety of different
agencies within the federal government produce statistical reports,
including agenciss both within and ocutsicde of the Department of

Education. Better coordination across agencies can address this aspect of
the problem. T & greater extent, however, the problem exists hecause
there is littlie er »> organizing theory or acdel to guidz the ccllection
and presentation of educational data.



v The Pederal Indicators Project; and the National Academy Study show promise
for improving the quality and use of federally collected data on
education. Equally important is the federal sponsorshiip of research
efforts to improve the quality of educational assessment and evaluation.
Of special importance is research work on the measurement of student.
aclrievement, both for use by teachers in the classroom and for policy
makers interestad in aggregate wmeasures of achievement at the school,
district, stats, and federal levels.

s A
- The need for these efforts is strongly supported by even a cursory
' analysis of Secretary pell’s 1984 “"wall chart” entitled ~State Education
Statistics.” The contains only two student “outcome” measures ‘
(graduation rate and college entrance examination test score means) and c}
each has very limited value. There is no measure of teacher quality or of -
the quality of the curriculum. 7There is no measure of the opportunity for
students to take academic courses. The quality of the available data was
influenced by the Secretary's decision to contrast states; this required
that theke must\be coswmon data available from each state. But even if the
Secretary had focused only on nationwide data, the results would have been
N unsatisfactory. Of the problems listed above, only the limits of
achievement test information would have been even partially overcome.

The publication of the “wall chaxt® also brought to the forefront the
issue of state-to-state comparisons. For years, comparisons among states
on a wide variety of education msasures have existed within the pages of
pDepartment of Education xeports. These rxeports have even included .
unkinq-otthomtuonm-umsugerwpnwﬁﬁvm
teachex/pupil ratio. WNational attention ¢o the "wall chart” was attracted
by two things: first, the Secretary held a press conference and presented
the chart, which was perceived by the press as a "report card" for the
states; and second, the chart highlighted student outcomes and ranked
states on them, thereby giving the media of every state a local story.

On a technical level, state-to-state comparisons are problematical for a
variety of reasons beyond those given above concerning the quality of the
data. The most important reasoh is that states differ greatly in the
characteristics of their populations, the levels of available resources,
and the curricula taught in their schools. . These diffexrences are
particularly critical when student ocutcomes are being compared, Moreover,
stace comparisons on student achievement tests invoke the spectre of a
single national exam, & v.sion that challenges the U.S. tradition of state
and local control over education. On A political level, however, the
attention given to the Secretary‘s ~wall chart” makes inevitabdble future
state to state comparisons on outcoms measures. : ‘

These are important matters for the future of our pation’'s educatioral
@ system, T uakmvhtonhmthattbcdaumuhiqhquautyu'
possidle anc given appropriate interpretation. This has both short- and -
long-term implications. In the short rum, the Secretary’'s "wall chart”
for 1985, if there is one, must be different from the 1984 version. Over
the long-term, the Pederal Indicators Project, in conjunction with state
and local groups, should provide a structure to improve the quality of
data critical to federal concerns. This effort should result in
standardized ard improved specifications for gathering and reporting much
of these data.
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Whether such an effort should inciude fedexal specification of a set of
indicators that would be cgllected by every state is ancther matter. The
fedexal govermment can collect data that represent'the status of the |
nation on core educational issues without having the data be
representative at the state level. Yet, if we accept the argument that
state-to-state comparisons are bound to happen, it is important to ensure
mtthomimbeuponcynlmtandumxd and fair as

4
possible. An alternative to federal specification would be for the states

collectively to provide the leadership. This would offer balance to the
potential centralization of policy implicit in the federal government's
taking the initiative. PFor much of the data to be collected, the eventual
difference would probably be small. It might even be swall on the most
sensitive of issues: the comparison of states on achievement test
results. ¢The process for determining the policies in a democratic and
decentralized system, however, is critical to the success of the policies.

A final nationwide issus needs to be considered. The current debates
about education make much of our nation‘’s economic and educational
position vis a vis other nations. The natural experiment made possible by
the great variations among nations in educational policies indicates that
we might learn much by examining the differences among nations. Yet
remarkably little systesatic data are gathersd on which to make legitimaté
comparisons among nations. The single internmational organization
established for this purpose (the International Educaticnal Achievemant
Organization—IEA) has received only sporadic support from the U.S.
Goverrment. It is time to aidress this issue.

"State and Local Concexns

Argunents M the need for the nation to have a valid set of indicators

collected over time, also hold at the stats level. These indicators may
be somewhat different from those viewed as necessaxry by the federal
government. Each state may value certain outcomes differently, and no
group of analysts has the-“"right” model. These differences, however,,K do
not diminish the need for a state to be clear about the outcomes important
to it or about the way that it assesses the effectiveness of resource use
within its boundaries.

This point 1s particularly important now as the several states embark on
programs of school reform. The quality of a state’s efforts to evaluate
the progress of its reforms will depend upon the quality of its
educational data base. A solid data base containing reqularly gathered
measures of resources and outcomes will provide a foundation for
monitoring ‘the reforms. In the short-run, for example, t}ge effects of
many reforms on student achievement outComes may not be noticeabls.
Instead they may be seen in such areas as increased access to academic
courses or to dropout prevention programs. States with measures only of
student achievement +11l know little about these issues. Similarly,
states with only narrow achievement measures. as in some minimm

compatency sxaminations, will not be able to detect the effects, of reforms

1ike increased academic requirements, which might have wore impact on high
achieving students.

L}
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- Additionally, because comparisons of states will occur with increasing

b frequency, it is important for the states to build the capacity to learn
from these comparisons. PFor a state considexing whether to increase its
high school graduation requireménts, the experience of similar states that
have recently carried out such a policy change could ba very informative.
Por this purpose it wnuld be particularly useful for each state to have a
Common cors of data that would enable valid and useful comparisons and a
capacity to connect state data to nationwide information. These data, of
courss, could be collected on samples of schools and students, reducing '
the extra buxden on the system.

Finally., the process of assessing and monitoring educational progress is
important at the local level. MNeasures of outcome should be clearly

. related to the purposes and goals of the system, and there should be
better .ways of assessing the quality of resources in local education
agencies and schools. In these ways the federal, state, and local needs
are similar. There is still another need at the local level, however,
which cannot be met by measures of jinstitutional effectiveness. This is
mmnrmo:dmmmMMdmmm«mumot
individual students. The theoury, methods of construction, and use of
thesd measures are qualitatively different from that of the outcome or
achievement measures used for evaluating federal, state, and local
systems. More needs to be done in the developwment of these measures, for
they may be the most important of all.

Recommendations / . ‘
This paper raises critical issues regaxding .educational assessaent and
evaluation and leads to ndations for the CCSSO. These
recosmendations ars addre to the CCSSO itself and to federal, state

and local governments. They cover a broad range of assessment and
evaluation issues with a particlar focus on the role that the OCSSO might
take in providing direction and leadership over thenext several years.

At this time of widespread reform in the United States, the CCSSO has an
important responsibility for leadership in the development, use, and s
interpretation of assessment and evaluation procedures and results.
Education assessment and evaluation take -place at different levels: the
individual studwnt, the classroom, school, school district, state, nation,
and world. A’major .challenge is to design assessment and evaluation
procedures which will allow for efficient use of data for decision making
at each level and, where appropriate, for use at multiple levels. Beyond
the longexr-range concexp of tracking the health of the U.S. educa 1
. system to provide data for informed policy making, the task of dedeloping
models and implementing testing and data col_ection systems is of great
imnediate concern to the CCSSO, for without adequate data we will not be
able to monitor and assess the impact of the various reforms. The
recomnendations that follow are directed to the CCSS0O, to the U.S.
Department of Education (and those responsidble for federal
appropriations—the U.S. Congress and the President), to the states
.  individually, and to local education agencies. '

{
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To the Gouncil of mt State School Officers ’ R
1. Assume a unnnu leadership role in the formulation and
‘coordination of policiés regarding the assessment of the K-12
educational systes. Work actively with fede:u and state agencies
to improve their eapacity to gather, analyse, &nd repoxt on a
variety of assessment matters. .
2. The Committee on Coordinating EZducational¥Information and Ressearch
(CEIR) 6f the CCSSO should monitoy the developament of state and
national policies. It might also develop model policies for states
to consider. .
3. Establish in the CCSSO a coordination center on assessment and
evaluation programs of the sta“es. The center would provide states
with timely information on practices in othexr states; support
cooperative efforts among states to align their programs wmore
closély with one another; and promote coordination among
international, national, and state assessment programs. The center
shall be mndedbythcmuand/o:midnmm The scope
of the work for the center and appropriate work schedule shall be
prepared by the CEIR Cosmittee and presented to the Council
membership at thc March 1985 legislative Meeting.

4. Work actively with the National Center for zducation Statistics
(NCES) to ensure that nporungotdatatmmmxulu
accurate and timely. '

S, Work v.tt)gth. major test publishers, survey organizations,
corporations, and other groups that have large-scale assessment
programs, to examine methods for dmlopinq state-by-state
comparagive data that are valid.

6. work to develop interim measures of institutional improvement to
meet the public need for short-term data on the effects of recent
educational reforms. Examples of such measures ares
a. the increase in the numbexr of academic courses taken by

students)

D. the man in the number ot science teachers taking summer
training; and

c. the increase in the number of students in dropout prevention
progrars. .

To the U.S. Department of Pducation (ED)

1. Integrate the projects through which the Secretary reports on the
state of Education in the nation by combining reports—7jhe_
Condition of rducation., Educstion Indicators Project, “wall Chart,”
and cther statistical and assessment reports. Request increased >
 appropriations for the Department of Education (National Center for
Education Statistics) assessment and evaluation efforts by five to
six times current ievel (currently S8+ million per year) to make
the capability comparable with national reporting in hu.lth.
agriculture, and other functions.
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2.  Over the short-run, in cooperation with the CCSS0,. revise -"State

® ’ gducation Statistics; State Performance Outcomes, ResOurce Inputs,
and Populftion Characteristics, 1972, and 19827 prepared py the
‘g.S. Department of Education, angd released in January 1984
¢populariy known as the Secretazy’'s ~wall Chart®) so that it: &)
focuses on nationwide indices and trends; b) ‘represents any state
performance or outcome through trends oxr net change for the state
itself rather than by rank order of states; c) includes Scholastic
Aptitude Test (SAT) or American Collsge Entrance Examination (ACT)
scores only if reported along with the state percentages of twelfth
graders represented by the SAT/ACT scores; d) includes scudent
retention rates only if adjusted by net in/out migration and if
data from different states are comparable; and e) includes the
number of GED's -awarded in the state and the change over the
_years. (It is important to recognige that post hoc analyses can
never adequately adjust measures to ensure comparabilivty. I€

’ comparisons are desired, they must be carefully planned in advance
mthatﬂnwicqtoucanhdctimdwwiwm according to the
questions they are being asked to answex.)

. 3. Integrate education assessment and evaluation results and other
pextinent information from othex federal agencies such as the
Department of Defense (i.e., entrance test results), Department of °
Labor, Mational Science Foundation, and Cepsus Bureau ‘into the
Education Department assessment and evaluAtion prograsm,

L]
4. Provide financial aid to states to stimulate new state assessaent

programs and strengthen existing stats assessment efforts. Federal
aid might also be used to relate stats programs to the National

' Assesssent of Educational Progress (NAEP) orx other nationwide
o~ testing programs.

To the CCISO and U.S. Department’ of Education Together

1. Continue joint federal/state/local planning efforts on assessment
and evaluation. The efforts should include indicator model design
and identification and use of joint opportunities for data’ '
gathering, analysis, and reporting. This includes exaaination of
indices in other fields such as health, economics (CPI, Dow Jones
Average), and welfare; and the development of indices for student
achievement and for the relative challenge presented by differing
groups of students (e.g., different socio—econoaic groupings) to
meet the sand achievement levels. ‘

2. Establish A long-term commitwent to develop a core set of education
indicators and an accompanying analytical model which accurately
portrays the educational system and effectively measurss
educational effectiveness. This effort will require two or three
years, at least. )

3. Educate the public, policy-makers, educators, and the media on the
1 appropriate uses of data, assessment results, ‘and education

indicators, and the inferences that may legitimately be drawn frosm
thQ.. N
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4. . Devalop assessment and evaluation exchange programs with other

nations and support United States participation in internmational or
cross—national education assessment projects. Consider systematic
support of the International Educational Achievement (IEA) effoxt.

Also examine opportunities to work with the Organization of .

s?omic -ng.mm.ymupm: (OECD).
To States: Recommendations Weginding Statawide Indicators

’

1. EZach state should develop a systematic approach to monito. g the
status of education in relationship to state goals and context.
Specifically:s _

a. Autotwtcwntorthcadmtimlmtumﬂanynt
Mmmummwmmtmm
&ithin each stats.

b. Each state should develop a conceptual model which links
outcomes to indicatorg critical to the quality of education.
One approach to defining input indicators is to break them .
into four categories: 1) measvies of ¢he quality and level
of resouxces such as teachers and curriculum materials; 2)
measures of the procesges within the schools such as tima -
spent on instruction, toaching strategies, and in-service
training -approaches; 3) measures of the characteristics and’
needs of the students such as the pexcentage of handicappad
and limited English-speaking ability; and 4) measures of the
policy environment including the rules, regulations, and
standards governing the state’'s educational system. The
measures selected as input indicators should all have a solid
and stable relationship to one or more of the outcome
indicators. ‘

c. Each state should publish a yearly report which contains
displays and analyses of cross-sectional trend data showing
the condition of its educational system as represented by
outcomes and other indicators.

2. Each state should establish high standards to be followed in its
. collection and presentation of outcome indicatorss \
a. Mmultiple indicators should be presented (e.g», achievement
o 8cores, dropout rates, mmbers of high school equivalencies,
college—going rate, percentage of 18~19 year old youth in
Jobs and in the armed forces). _
b. Data should be presented over tinur.nndandgun scores.
Cs Work should be carried out to develop a “"challenge index™
wvhich would give an indication of the gain of the mu
relative to its starting point.
q. Presentation of data should include ethnic, socio-econonic

language dominance, and hnnd:.cappod groupings.

To States: mmxmmmmm
Actu.n States

w &
xnplenentation of the “ollowing five :mndauons shall be in
accordance with a plan prepared by the CEIR Committee and presented ‘to the
Council at the Annual Meeting November 1965 for approwval. :

' BEST COFY-
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‘- 1. The variocus statss also should work with cach other and with the
. r _cwso to egtablish a "core set” of input and ocutcome indicators to
be cpllected on & yearly basis by each state. This would
facilitate the examination of the effects of state policies by
saking comparisons available on a state—to-state and
cluster—of—states basis.

a. The format and definition for each on m indicators would be
common to all the states.

b. These indicators would not nec#ssarily replace existing data
gathered by the state; rather, Muhouldmvundu
augnenting an existing data hase.

c. mmmmmmanwzxtommmieators
as pn.rs:l-oniotu and inexpensive to collect as possible.

d. The indicators should be published by each state along with

‘ iCs other indicators in a yearly status reporxt. :

e. ' These indicators could be collected o a sample dasis within
states rather than for the total populition concerned. This
would decrease cost and burden and wou.ld make it clear that
the indicators were not replacing existing data collection
efforts.

) | ' :

(The implementation of this recommendation would take pnca over a

M—wuporioduﬂwuldhecoordmudwmccsso )

2. States should work with each other and with the CCSSO to establish

‘a "core set" of outcoms indicators. There should be multiple ;

indicators including data from educational achievement tests. The

CCSSO will sponsor a planning study to develop :pccificauomm

criteria tb: defining these ou.:o-n indicators.

3. Wwith respect to achievement testing, the planning study should
develop criteria for states to use in their selection of
instiuments for assessing student achievement. Over a period of
approximately five years, the isplementation of these criteria
would result in states testing a cosmon set of grades and a common

set of skill and content areas vith 2 set of tey{a that would be
- equatable acrosg the states.

4. In addition, the u:h:lmnt tests meeting thc criteria should have

a variety of spqoial characteristics. They should: a.) assess
basic and higher order conceptual skills; b.) assess a core of

.- content knowledge®in science, social studies, and Inglish ss well
as in mathematics and reading; c.) provide the opportunity for a
writing sample and a "production™ item in some domain other than
English; and d4.) be of the highest possible quality and be
continually upgraded as knbwledge improves,

Given the current level c " resource allocation and technical
expertise available, developipg and maintaining high quality
 testing iastruments will be difficult. States vill need to augment
significantly the resources devoted to testing if mu goal is to
be met. ,

12




S. he "core” test(s) should augment rathexr than replace the existing

v state assessments c. achisvement. The primary function of the
=core” tests would be to provide data representative of a state’'s
progress and level of educational pexformance. -Therefore, the tast
may be administered to samples rather than total populations ot
students at the selected grade levels. Samples per grade level can
be quite small and provide reliable state level information. In
addition the:zi are a numbexr of legitimate psychometric strategies
which may be used to limit the testing tima for any individual
student. It would be straightforwaxrd to design a procedure that
tested approximately 400 classrooms, sach for one hour apiec:, at

. each of three grade lavels in a state and to come up vith very
reliable and extensive data. This would not generate data
representative at the local level. Local districts could be given
the option to augment the data collection to establish their own
represantative sample.

T Local BEfucation Agencies

We acknowledge that . commendations made to local districts should be
given more attenti::. 11 follow-up documents. Much of the burden in the
proposed activities -.111 fall to them, and the recommendations directed
toward them could be significantly enhanced.

1. The CCSSO encourages local education agencies (LERs) to make
effective use of diagnostic and svaluative instruments to improve
the quality of instruction in their schools. The CCSSO will hold a
conference on the use of diagnostic test instruments which will
assess the state of the art and, it ir hoped, provide ussful
information for local districts.

3. The CCSSO encourage local districts to establish systematic data
- collection approaches in orxrder to provide timely and accurate data
to concerned citizens and policy makers. These data should include
outcome indicators (such as achievement, retention, and
college—going rates) as well as input indicators of the sort
suggested for the states,

10 -
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