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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE OFFICE OF EDUCA-
TIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT ACT

THURSDAY, MARCH 7, 1991

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES, OF THE

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:04 a.m., in room
SD-430, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Claiborne Pell
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Pell, Bingaman, Wellstone, Kassebaum, and
Hatch.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PELL

Senator PELL. The Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Hu-
manities will come to order. This hearing marks the first hearing
on the reauthorization of the Office of Education Research and Im-
provement, the so-called OERI. There are many issues with which
this office is concerned and will be concerned in the future, but
none more interesting, more crucial and, perhaps, more controver-
sial than the question of a national test. I know I have been work-
ing on this for a good many years.

Because discussion and debate on a national test is so prevalent
in education circles today, we thought it would be a good idea to
put the issue front and center in our deliberations on OERI.

My own interest in this goes back, as I mentioned earlier, more
than 24 years when, in 1967, Senator John Sherman Cooper and I
joined forces to introduce the Quality in Education Act. That legis-
lation was to devise a method by which we might be able to com-
pare secondary school education on a district-by-district basis
throughout our Nation.

In the aftermath of the proposals set forth in "The Nation's
Report Ca .d," in 1987. I resurrected that idea, modified it, and in-
troduced legislation that authorized the Secretary of Education to
formulate the Optional Test of Academic Excellence. That legisla-
tion became law in 1988. My understanding, though, is that little
work, alas, has been done in the department %kith respect to the
Optional Test.

In light of the current national debate and because of the depart-
ment's inactivity in this area, I will soon introduce legislation that
would mand e, i.e., require the Secretary of Education to approve
a test or series of tests that would serve as the national test of aca-
demic excellence.

(1)
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Unlike my previous legislation, there is no stipulation that this
test would be a voluntary one. We may reach the conclusion that it
should be voluntary during the debate on this legislation. But I
thought it best from the outset not to set such a limited boundary
in legislative language.

My idea is that we should have a national test, not too different
from the New York Regents Test. Its purpose would be three-fold:
It would measure an individual's educational achievement; it would
give the local educational agency an indication of how its students
compared with others; and it would point out both strengths and
weaknesses in the educational attainment of students on a district-
by-district basis.

It would also award a certificate to each student who passed the
exam and in that way would help identify talented students would
not otherwise be recognized. They could take this certificate to a
college or to the workplace as an indication of their educational
achievement.

If enacted, the test would inevitably raise questions regarding a
national curriculum. Those are questions that must be addressed as
part of the debate on a national test. In some ways, we already
have the elements of a national curriculum because of the domi-
nance of a few Ste.tes in selection of textbooks. The roquirements
set forth by those States tend to establish a floor that all States
adhere to because other options are not available.

The question therefore may not be should we have a national
curriculum, for indeed the basic elements may already be there.
The real question may ..)e what elements do we want to be part of
the national curriculum.

I look forward to the te3timony we have today, and would sug-
gest the ranking Republican on the full committee may have a
statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR HATCH

Senator HATCH. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The topic we are addressing today is a significant one. Testing is

an issue that we must understand clearly if we are to make proper
decisions in the future about educational programs and about as-
sessment of our progress. All realize the need to know how effec-
tively our children are taught and how effectively our tax dollars
are spent.

I hope we approach this issue with the necessary caution. Since
testing is clearly one of the methods being relied upon more fre-
quently 9s a measure of these outcomes, it behooves each member
of this committee to understand just what information testing can
and cannot give us. Tests alone cannot adequately assess our edu-
cational systent There are other desirable results that need to be
taken into consideration, such as the ability of students to accept
responsibility: to work well with others regardless of race, religion,
physical and mental limitations, and the ability to make good deci-
sions which are morally r!ght.

Many of these outcomes cannot be tested with current testing in-
struments. We also need to understand the implications of having
comparative data that can be used for a variety of purposes both

7
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good and bad. For example, test results can be used to evaluate
teachers, principals, and superintendents; or they can affect prop-
erty values when realtors share data about schools with high test
scores and businesses make decisions about where to relocate based
on test scores.

It is also imperative that we understand the strengths and weak-
nesses of the various types of tests and testing programs. In our
fervor to measure outcomes and assess progress, we want to make
sure that we do not test without first deciding the purpose of test-
ing and then choosing or developing a test that meets that particu-
lar purpose.

Utah has embarked on a plan to measure progress by adminis-
tering the Stanford Achievement Test to every student in the 5th,
8th, and llth grades. The Utah legislature passed and funded this
requirement a year ago and implemented it last fall. At the
present time, the test results have been published, but there has
not been enough time to see whether or not tests will influence ad-
ministrative practices, teaching methods, or citizen reactions.

Now, I intend to follow this closely to determine the impact of
such mandated State testing programs. Similar testing programs
have been implemented in other States, and their experience with
such programs can help us determine the efficacy of testing as an
assessment tool.

I look forward to reviewing the testimony today and want. to
thank all of the witnesses being here this morning. I will also par-
ticularly welcome the views of Lamar Alexander, who I hope will
be our next Secretary of Education without too much further un-
necessary delay. And I think any delay beyond a day is unneces-
sary.

His judgment and expertise will be valuable on the key question
of education policy. I am very disappointed that this committee has
taken so long to resolve the problems with regard to the confirma-
tion of Lamar Alexander.

I don't know how we could have had a better nominee for educa-
tion at this time, yet we keep playing around with that norn'nation
as though it is just some inconsequential nmnination. We have now
had a rudderless Education Department for almost 3 months.
Frankly, we can resolve these problems if we will just move as a
committee and get them resolved.

I think that you are always going to have the politicians down
there in Tennessee resurrecting little problems the rest of our lives
if we keep paying attention to them. Frankly, every major question
has been answered, answered well, answered with honesty and de-
corum, and with good logic and analysis. I think it is time to stop
the syncopated smear shuffle. Frankly, I am getting kind of sick of
it.

I have been promised now by this committee for 3 weeks that
they would put this man out. They basically, told us he would be
out by Tuesday. And Tuesday has come and gone.

I am not criticizing, this subcommittee, because I know that Sen-
ator Pell admires and respects Lamar Alexander and has been very
supportive of him. I want to pay tribute to my chairman on this
committee and the ranking member. They have worked very hard
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to see that education is pushed forward. I just don't know anybody
that has given more time to it than Senator Pell.

I am talking about the committee 8B a whole, and I am using
this forum to just vent my spleen because I think it's time for us to
get this job done. I hope we can get Lamar Alexander out before
the end business today. If we don't, it's another week that educa-
tion has gone rudderless at a time when we have the No. 1 person
in the governorship of the 50 States who pushed education pro-
grams like nobody else did, who could help this education president
became the education president that he wants to be. And I think
it's time to do it. It's time to put away our differences, time to put
away politics and time to put that man out of the committee and
onto the floor and into office so that we can move ahead. And I
think you will have a person who is innovative, creative, and hard-
working with good judgment in that job if we will make that deci-
sion.

I would like again to thank Senator Pell for his help thus far in
trying to push this nomination forward.

So, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it.
Senator PELL. Did you have an opening statement as ranking

member?
Senator KASSEBAUM. No. I will make any comments later. I look

forward to hearing the panel.
Senator PELL. Mr. Kolberg, welcome.

STATEMENTS OF WILLIAM H. KOLBERG, PRESIDENT AND CEO,
NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS, WASHINGTON, DC; LAUREN
RESNICK, DIRECTOR, LEARNING RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT CENTER, UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH, PITTSBURGH, PA;
GORDON AMBACH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COUNCIL OF CHIEF
STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS, WASHINGTON. DC; AND JACK AN-
DERSON, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, EAST RAMAPO CEN-
TRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT, SPRING VALLEY, NY, ON BEHALF OF
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
Mr. KOLBERG. Mr. Chairman, I am William Kolberg, president of

the National Alliance of Business. I appreciate your invitation to
appear before this subcommittee today.

The President spoke to all of us last week of the valuable lessons
to be learned from the war in the Gulf. That experience shows
what this country can do when we prepare to meet a challenge, de-
velop new technology, experiment and refine tactics and strategies,
and, in effect, modernize every aspect of knowledge, training, and
institutional structures. The results were unparalleled.

We also proved with the moon landing in the 1960's and with
this recent Gulf war that when there is consensus in America, we
get things done. Currently, we have neither consensus nor stand-
ards nor assessment systems on what our students need to know.

We in business recognize that our Nation's failure to educate our
young people to world-class standards is a major national economic
problem which will be solved only if we have the national will, the
new strategies, the superior technology, and the new institutional
structures which can lead us to achieving victory in our fight
against today's educational mediocrity.

9
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The National Alliance of Business endorses the concept of estab-
lishing a framework for a national examination system. I need to
emphasize that we support a national system of student assess-
ment, and not a single national test. We see this national system as
a varied and cumulative system of assessments over time. It should
be a system based on a set of national commonly held standards of
performance and competence. Cumulative assessments based on
performance will provide multiple opportunities for students to
achieve success rather than a single high-stakes moment of possi-
ble failure.

U.S. employers today have no reliable gauge of what a new
worker knows or doesn't know. The high school diploma is no
longer a reliable gauge of competency. Likewise, schools do not
know what workforce skill demands are. Fortunately, it seems to
me, Mr. Chairman, that we are finally moving and we are seeing
some national efforts such as the National Goals Panel and similar
local efforts which are beginning to bridge the knowledge gap be-
tween curricula learning and the workplace.

The establishment of national goals by the President and the
governors was a laudable first step toward defining national expec-
tations for the education enterprise. Now we have to find ways to
build the national will to achieve these goals, and we need to be
able to measure our progress along the way. Reaching the national
goals must be a key national priority. National standards need to
be established that set guideposts for what students should know in
order to participate as citizens, go to work, receive additional skill
training, or attend college.

We in this Nation should have the ability to aggregate the infor-
mation on individual student performance against these standards.
That information should be gathered by school, by school district,
by State, and, yes, nationally. Parents should be fully informed
about how their children are doing against these national stand-
ards. The United States can learn from the experience of other
countries. Great Britain, for example, has recently established a
national curriculum that all students follow. The teachers in that
country have national criteria and assessments to measure student
progress.

The U.S. should be willing to challenge a few of the traditions in
education, by having a greater national approach to setting stand-
ards while still leaving most implementing decisions to State and
local levels. It seems to me that we have matured politically
enough now to talk about a nationally developed syllabi with crite-
ria and standards against which States and local curricula can be
developed.

It is my worry that we are not serious enough yet about making
critical changes in education and not committed yet to achieving
our national education goals. As an example, the fourth national
goal is to be first in the world in math and science education by
the year 2000. Today, Mr. Chairman, our students test dead last in
the world in math and science.

For us to get from last to first in 9 years will, I think, require a
national commitment similar to the one that we made to get a man
on the moon in the 1960's. I sense that we are still unwilling as a

1 0
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Nation to make the changes that would be necessary to achieve
these policies.

If we are to succeed, the Federal Government must be much
more proactive in its leadership. The Federal Government should
be providing moon landing-type leadership in support of developing
a system of student assessment. The Federal Government has a
traditional role in supporting research upon which new knowledge
and innovation in education are based.

This role becomes critical in the 1990's, to explore new methods,
develop standards, and devise new assessment mechanisms. The
Federal Government must lead in the development of knowledge
and basic data from which the entire educational system can draw
as it strives to achieve our goals.

Mr. Chairman, business has an important role to play as a part-
ner in this endeavor, and all of the major national business organi-
zations in this city are now involved in very significant education
reform activities.

I would be happy to answer any questions later on. Thank you
again, Mr. Chairman.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed, Mr. Kolberg.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Kolberg follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. KOLBERG

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your invitation to appear before the subcommittee
today to provide a business perspective on education reform and, in particular,
about the need to assess our progress toward education excellence in this country.

am William H. Kolberg, president, of the National Alliance of Business.
While education remains largely a State and local responsibility in this country,

we are now viewing education issues in a national context and as a national prob-
lem. This concern has led the National Alliance of Business to join in partnership
with other national business organizations in the Business Coalition for Education
Reform to work over the long haul with education and community leaders to help
reverse declines in education quality and economic opportunity. (The Business Coali-
tion for Education Reform includes: American Business Conference, Black Business
Council, The Business Roundtable, Business-Higher Education Forum, Chamber of
Commerce of the United States, Committee for Economic D. relopment, The Confer-
ence Board, National Alliance of Business, National Association of Manufacturers.
and the U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce). American education quality is more
widely, and more often, talked about among business leaders today than I would
have imagined possible just 5 years ago.

The American education enterprise, which worked well for most of this century,
has not kept pace with the increasing demands of modern society and our interna-
tionally competitive economy.

By way of illustration, the futurist Marvin Cetron has said that when the Class of
the Year 2000 graduates from high school, the body of knowledge will have doubled
four times since 1988. And these future graduates will have been exposed to more
information during the year 2000 than their grandparents consumed in a life time.

We are a society whose futt.re relies heavily on the quality of our workforce. We
must dramatically improve both how and what we teach for all our youth and equip
them with the knowledge and skills for the ,uorld they will enter. It is equally clear,
given future projections of fewer labor market entrants, that we can no longer
afford to lose 30 percent of our youth who at some point drop out of school before
high school completion.

Business has experienced, first hand, the results of lower American educational
excellence. U.S. education performance has declined, when compared to other indus-
trialized nations. This shows up in the workplace through lower productivity, lower
wage growth, and a diminished competitive posture in the world market. This ex-
plains, in part, the compelling interest of business in education, although our inter-
est as citizens in the quality of our society goes beyond the bottom line.

1 1
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THE NATIONAL COMMITMENT TO EDUCATION

All of us just witnessed the dramatic events of war in the Persian Gulf. There are
some valuable lessons from that experience about what this country can do when
we anticipate and prepare for a potential crisis in a fast changing environment. We
spent years on the development of new technology, on experimenting and refining
new tactics, new strategies, and, in effect, modernizing every aspect of knowledge,
training, and institutional structures for our national defense to meet new chal-
lenges in the changing worldand the results were demonstrated. It shows that if
we really put our minds and resources to something, we can be successful. The same
level of urgency, commitment, and "national will' must be applied to education to
protect the most fundamental strengths of our democratic society.

We in business now see our failure to educate our young people to world class
standards as a major national economic problem which will be solved only if we
apply the national will, new strategies, superior technology, and new institutional
structures which can lead us to a comparable victory by the year 2000.

The industrialized nations who have become our key competitors around the
world are those who long ago recognized the importance of education for their eco-
nomic wellbeing. They each have adopted a national policy and practice for a sys-
tematic transition from school to work for all youth, and, with a high level of educa-
tion skills in their workers, each has been al3le to organize work more efficiently
with greater productivity by cultivating higher skills in front line workers. Their
approaches to developing work opportunities through high skills and high expecta-
tions draws a sharp contrast to America's current approach.

NATIONAL STANDARDS AND THE ASSESSMENT OF PROCESS

The National Alliance of Business and other organizations endorse the notion of
establishing a framework for national student assessments. I need to emphasize the
plural assessmentsnot one test. We see this as a varied and cumulative system of
assessments over time. And, it is a system based on a set of national standards. Our
objective is for every student to leave school with a demonstrated ability to read,
write, compute and perform at world class levels in general school subjects, and also
to be able to learn, think, and work effectively both in groups and alone.

The concept of assessment which the Alliance supports would facilitate develop-
ment of assessment systems that provide a variety of ways for students to demon
strate knowledge and skills. We do not want a single national test, but, rather, com-
monly held standards of performance and competence, demonstrated through a
broadly understood system of diverse assessment techniques. Students would be as .
sessed over a period of years. Cumulative assessment provides multiple opportuni-
ties for success rather than a single high-stakes moment of possible failure. It will
enhance opportunities for the undereducated and under motivated to achieve high
educationM standards at their own pace, because the criteria for the t!ssessinents
would not vary, regardless of the student's age. Although we advocate national
standards of performance and a common assessment system, we also believe that
the system should be administered locally, not nationally.

U.S. employers have no reliable gatige of what a new worker knows or doesn''
know. Likewise, schools do not know what workforce skill demands are. Fortunate-
ly, we are finally seeing national and local efforts to bridge the knowledge gap be-
tween curricula learning and the workplace.

The National Education Goals Panel is developing recommendations on standards
and assessment systems. The work of the Secretary (of Labor's) Commission on
Achieving Necessary Skiiis (SCANS) will provide an important starting point by
identifying the types and levels of skills needed for success in the competitive work.
force. The National Center on Education and the Economy is developing a national
assessment system which we think has real potential.

Once new assessment instruments are developed, based upon new goals and stand.
ards, they will take time to be widely disseminated, used effectively, arid accepted.
Even when implemented, substantial changes in student performance will not be
quickly forthcoming. In fact, some of the new efforts may fail. Restructuring, by its
very nature, rests on a willingness to experiment. Like busines.ses that restructure,
efforts will not always succeed, but can point to more effective future practices.

Business leaders and educators are already combining efforts to define the stand-
ards of competence for entry into the workforce. Connecticut, New York, California,
and Vermont, are developing new assessment tools and systems, ones that are so
comprehensive in the information they capture that they can enhance student
learning and can even form the basis for teacher and administrator assessment sys-
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tems. They clarify learning goals, and more thoroughly measure the higher level
skiLs that business and society rNuire.

An assessment system should be viewed as something developmental that you
learn from and refme as you do it. in fact, such systems should continually evolve,
because the knowledge needed to succeed in life and work will change.

Changing the accouritabili0 system in education through assessment will also
affect the management and administration of education, curriculum and instruc-
tion, and educational professionalism. The development of assesuments cannot be
separate from the praessional development of educators, because it will have an
impact on the nature of instructior. and curricula content

Related to the professional development of teachers to manage and implement an
assessment system against standards, I know Mr. Chairman, that you have intro-
duced legislation for the professional development and training of teachersthe
"National Teachers Act"and we would welcome the opportunity to testify when
you schedule hearings on that subject.

NATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND ME FEDLEAL ROLE IN EDUCATION REFORM

We still lack many of the tools necessary to achieve broad-based and lasting suc-
cess in our efforts to reform education. The establishment of national goals by the
President and governors was a laudable first step toward defining national expecta-
tions for the education enterprise. Theae help to articulate where we want to go.
Now we have to find the ways to build the national will to achieve these goals, and
we need to be able to measure our progress along the way. Reaching the national
goals must be a key national priority. I recognize the complexities involved, but we
must articulate and apply a clear national strategy, have more cohesive leadership,
and provide the necessary resources to succeed.

Currently, we have neither a national consensus nor standards, on what students
need to know. We are told by teachers that they do not have a clear idea of what
they should be teaching differently. We are told by parents that they do not know
how their children are doing compared to other students, let alone among other in-
dustrialized societies. (In fact, parents are so confused that 75 percent of them be-
lieve there is a major education crisis, but 75 perceat of them also think that the
school their child attends is very good.) And students understand very little about
what they will need to know to succeed in contemporary society.

First, national standards need to be established that set guideposts, a framework,
and the expectations for what students should know. Standards should define what
they need to knowby agefor being a citizen, for going to work, receiving addi-
tional skill training, or attending college.

We should have the ability to accumulate information about where individual stu-
dents are in meeting these broad standards. That information should be gathered by
school, by school dietrict, by State, and nationally. Parents should be fully informed
about how their children are doing.

The education standards we adopt should, of course, be competitive with other na-
tions, but be designed to meet U.S. needs first. Our workers must be among the
finest, if we expect our businesses to be as efficient as our international competitors,
many of whom have national educational assessments.

The United States, like Great Britain and other nations, need to address this
problem directly. Britain has established a national curriculum that all students
follow. It is standardized. Teachers have national criteria and assessments to meas-
ure student progress. Britain went at the problem directly by specifying curricula at
the beginning, rather than having educational standards and assessments define the
changes to curricula at a State and local level. What the British have done would be
a revolutionary concept in this country. I use Great Britain to illustrate how strong-
ly other nations are committed to the solution of their education problems.

We should be willing to challenge a few of the traditions in education by having a
greater national approach, while still leaving most policy decisions to State and
local levels. We've matured politically. We can talk now about national curriculum
in this country, based on standards we establish. The important distinction is that
this would not be a Federal curriculum. I believe there is a role for federally devel-
oped criteria, standards, or syllabi against which State and local curricula can be
developed.

It is my worry that we are not serious enough yet about making critical changes
in education, and not committed yet to achieving our national education goals. For
example, the fourth goal is to be first in the world in math and science education by
the year 2000. For us to get there, it will require a national commitment compara-
ble to the challenge of putting a man on the moon in the 1960's. I sense that we are
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still unwilling, as a Nation, to think about the kinds of changes that would be neces-
sary in policy, in structure, and in funding to achieve these goals. Without clear iia-
tional and State leadership, educators are not likely to get behind the efforts with
any sense of national mission.

The Federal Governmant, for its part, must be much more pro-active in its leader-
ship to set the tone, set the agenda, and motivate action. There are several Federal
roles which can be played by the administration and the Congress. The Federal Gov-
ernment should be undertaking a "moon landing" leadership role in developing
standards for meeting our educational goals, so that tlysre can be no doubt about
what States need to do and where children rank in terms of what we have to
achieve by the end of this century.

I firmly believe that there is a Federal role in this effort as the lead partner in
developing information, establishing standards, and devising assessments.

We are now at a juncture in our efforts to reform education where we recognize
that we must act as a Nation on a national challenge, and yet the needed actions
must primarily be taken by 50 States and 15,000 local school districts, and, ultimate-
ly, in 83,000 school buildings. The Federal Government has historically been a rela-
tively passive forze in education and provides less than 10 percent of the funds for
education. The challenge is to define a pro-active national leadership role for the
Federal Government without displacing or supplanting the traditional State and
local responsibilities for education.

In addition to our strongly held belief that the Federal Government must play a
critical role in the development and establishment of educational standards and
help to design a system of assessments, there are other specific activities appropri-
ate to Federal responsibilities in meeting our national education goals.

National Leadership through Research and Information Development. The Federal
Government has a traditional, and acc...1pted, role in supporting research upon which
new knowledge and innovation in education are based. This role needs to Ue expand-
ed in the 90's, as we search for new methods, develop standards and new assessment
mechanisms, and to otherwise work toward meeting our ambitious goals. What is
needed is a strategic approach to information development and the use of data in
relation to national goals. We should carefully, but pro-actively, develop the nation-
al capacity to provide the knowledge and basic data from which the entire educa-
tional system can draw.

The single largest pot of research money that could be directed to these efforts is
under the Education Departme-t'E Office of Educational Research and Improvement
(OERI) What we should buy is a new strategy for the future education of our youth.
The department should be an important catalyst for change, and should underwrite
niuch of the developmental work that is necessary.

My sense is that the research agenda of this office has been to fund a broad range
of small, discrete research projects which do not add up to a strategic plan or vision,
does not provide information which the States and local schools need for their ef-
forts to restructure education, and is not widely or systematically disseminated
when completed. We are missing an opportunity for the Federal Government to pro-
vide the leadership in research on education restructuring and national goals.

Early Childhood Development. This is a programmatic area in which Federal lead-
ership has had tremendous impact. It is the best example of filling a gap in the tra-
ditional systems of mandatory education. Early childhood development is an impor-
tant new concept in education, as a strategy of prevention, of which the Head Start
program is a part. The Committee for Economic Development (CED) has provided
leadership on this issue, and has not only educated the business community about
the importance of preschool education and health care, but also has argued convinc-
ingly for pursuing a strategy of prevention in public policy. Just yesterday, five
:.'hief Executive Officers of major U.S. corporations testified before the House
Budget Committee on full-funding of the Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) pro-
gram.

We recognize how critical early childhood education can be. It has a direct impact
on social skills, educational achievement, and self esteem. We at the Alliance see
investments in early childhood programs, like Head 'Start, as an important weapon
in the fight -.gainst the problems of school dropouts, drug abuse, crime, and teenage
pregnancy and for that reason we are on record in support of full funding for Head
Start. It has the potential, over the long term, of allowing us to redirect limited Fed-
eral dollars that otherwise might have to be spent on "second Aance" systems to
repair the damage that could have been prevented. I would also argue that we are
at a point where the costs could be shared with the States. We know that about 30
States have enacted various types of early childhood programs, 9 of which are de-
signed to supplement Head Start.

1 II
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Now, with the governors recognizing a national goal related to early childhood
education, and with the States having primary responsibility for public education,
perhaps we could move to a greater level of shared responsibility in early childhood
development. There is precedent in virtually every other program of Federal assist-
ance to education. The closest comparison is the Federal Chapter 1 program, which
predominately covers poor children in the early years of elementary school, in
which costs are shared with the States.

Build Linkages in the Broad Range of Federal Education Programs. We must take
much more care to rationalize how individual programs are linked in a cohesive
continuum of education development. Individual Federal education programs must
be thought of' in relation to each other. For example, Head Start cannot be separat-
ed from services under Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
or we risk losing the gains of one program during the application of another. Each
program should build logically on the progress of the others. We still need to em-
phasize educational services to disadvantaged groups, but the policy must be to
build on linking education programs. This also can have an effect in reducing the
bureaucracies which have been established over time at the Federal, State, and
local levels.

Integrate Health and Human Service Programs with Education. Educators are
often the first to identify health or other problems that are preventing children
from learning. But, they are often helpless in addressing these problems. Federal
and State legislation must put a premium on assuring that health and human serv-
ice programs are readily available to children. This can be accomplished by insisting
that such programs demonstrate how well they are tied into the schools and re-
sponding to the problems identified by school teachers, counselors, and administra-
tors

Establish a Better School to Work 7'ran8ition. For several years now, various
policy studies have focused on the failure of our society to provide school to work
assistance to the majority of students who do not go on to college. We are not naive
about how complicated this issue is, but it deserves urgent attention by this subcom-
mittee. I understand that several members of the full committee have already ex-
t.', essed interest in working on such a proposal. In my view, it involves not only inte-
grating opportunities for work experience with school to givv relevance to classroom
learning and to motivate students (as the Europeans do), but al..o to assist students
with the skills for finding meaningful employment. America prepares only a tiny
fraction of its non-college bound students for work. Other industrial nations have
multi-year career educational programs that prepare students to operate at a profes-
sional level in the workplace. The enactment of the "Tech-Prep" or "Two-Plus-Two"
program in the vocational education reauthorization last year is an important step
in this direction and may serve as a model for a more extensive system of occupa-
tional certification. The Alliance intends to develop more detailed ideas on the Fed-
eral role in a school to work transition, and we will work closely with the committee
during the this session as our work progresses.

Provide a Safety Net for Those Who Would Otherwise Fail. his is an important
and traditional role of the Federal Government in education to assure equal oppor-
tunity and equity of services in education. We would like to see this role broadened
in the way help is provided to school dropouts. There are a variety of existing pro-
grams in this area that need to be linked more carefully into a cohesive strategy.
All students should be guaranteed the educational attention necessary to gain mas-
tery of a standard set of educational skills by age 16, or as soon as possible thereaf-
ter.

Insist on Accountability. One critical lever that the Federal Government has over
its investment in education is to carefully structure and insist on accountability.
This means not only fiscal accountability, but also accountability for solid results.
The Chapter 1 accountability standards are an example of what is needed. We are
not prepared today to recommend specific methods to achieve accountability, but we
do believe that rewards and consequences should be a part of education program
legislation.

THE BUSINESS ROLE

As for the business role, the business community must be included as a partner in
this endeavor. Business can provide information on competency levels for jobs, so
that learning experiences and curricula meet the needs of a dynamic sociEty. Busi-
ness can provide technical assistance in developing standards, assessment tools, and
strategies. Business can work closely to help in training of teachers to apply these
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new assessment techniques. Business must also be an advocate for a comprehensive
system of assessments and continue to press ':or systemic change.

Business leaders can be instrumental in keeping education high on the public
agenda in their States and communities. The.' can be strong advocates for the trans-
formation of the schools. They can help rai e the sights of educators who, feeling
powerless and frustrated, often lose any ince Itive to press forward. Joint efforts are
necessary to address the spectrum of education issues in a coordinated and focused
approach. Business leaders must work collaboratively and over the long term with
educators as well as community leaders toward common goals.

IN CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, this is a complex agenda for change. Despite what seem like insur-
mountable obstacles, a growing current of public opinion demands change in educa-
tion. All Americans must play a part. We in business are preparing ourselves to
play an important role in achieving significant change and improvement.

Our long term agenda, through the Alliance's Center for Excellence in Education
and with our partners in the Business Coalition for Education Reform, is to find and
implement more effective ways for business involvement.

This education reform effort requires strong national leadership from the Federal
Government in setting the vision and the goals, fostering change, and in ensuring
that all the stakeholders carry -:ut their appropriate roles.

As America struggles to improve its education system, so that our society can be a
strong and informed democracy and can compete in a global market place, it is es-
sential that we are able to assess, in a meaningful way, the educational progress of

our students. We are united in our determination to prepare our children to meet
the challenges of the future. An informed, accurate, and fair assessment system is

an important tool toward that goal.
I will be happy to answer any questions you may have.

Senator PELL. Dr. Resnick, we would be glad to hear from you.
Ms. RESNICK. Thank you. I am Lauren Resnick. I am director of

the Learning Research and Development Center at the University
of Pittsburgh, and I come to you today as both a long-term scholar
of examinations and testing and recently an advocate. I want to ex-
plain how I have come to be an advocate. It comes from studies of

testing and examining practice here and abroad, not so much as a
technical problem of measuring but as a study of how tests func-
tion socially to set standards, to encourage people to work or not to
work, and to really move schools along in an achievement agenda.

The conclusion we reached is that the kind of testing that Amer .

ica has works against what we want. The current tests are aimed
at routine skills, not at thinking, problem-solving, decision-making,
those kinds of abilities that have come to be called the new basics
that are needed for functioning in today's restructured workplaces
and in civic life.

The current tests discourage work in school instead of encourag-
ing and shaping it. They are deliberately decoupled from the cur-
riculum. They are not designed to be studied for. When teachers
teach to the test, they are considered vaguely unethical, and indeLd
we know from research that we have done that when you teach to
the test you raise test scoresthe te. we have nowyou raise
test scores and you actually lower real ac:iievement.

That is partly because these tests don't set clear standards. The
grade-level scores don't say anything about what is in the tests.
And as soon as too many children start to meet whatever the
grade-level standard is, you have to raise the standards so that you
can avoid the "Lake Woebegone" effect.

So there is no way for the kids in the bottom half, so to speak, to

ever succeed. And those tests that we call criterion reference
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barely help because of the secrecy surrounding them. The stand-
ards they set remain fuzzy and hidden. People can't work toward
them. And this is a system that is both unfair and unproductive.

What we think is needed are not more tests, not even a different
test, but examinations. What we mean by the term examinations is
something rather simple that every country in the world but us
uses, something you study for, something you prepare for, some-
thing that your teachers can help you do better on, preferably,
with external gradingthat is, by some other teacher, not your
ownso that the teachers and students can be allies on this same
side of the team instead of adversaries.

Here are some criteria for the kind of examining system we
think is needed for this country:

-A system of high standards, really high ones. We know that you
can use standard-setting to raise achievement. We know that from
the minimum competency movement that started in the mid-
1970's. A number of States put tests into place that were required
for graduation. Lots of kids didn't pass them at first; after a while
they began to pass them. So we know that standard-setting can
work, but now we have to use the strategy for maximum competen-
cy for the new basics that we need now.

We are going to need multiple forms of examination for multiple
goals: Complex performances that can be rated by judges; portfolios
of meaningful work that students collect over time and that juries
can evaluate; projects that allow us to watch what students can do
with others in workplaces and civic projects, and use those, as well,
as part of the assessment system.

We need an examining system that is designed unlike any Euro-
pean system for all and not just for an elite. We can have both
equity and excellence if we allow students to cumulate exam cred-
its over time, if we allow for elasticity in how long it takes to meet
a standard but not for what the standard is, and if we clearly com-
municate what the standard is so that everybody, not just the stu-
dents who come from privileged families, can know now what they
are trying to do.

We need shared high standards nationally set but multiple ex-
aminations administered under State and local control. This can be
done under a system of anchor exams and calibration procedures
that we are now studying and working on with the best technical
help in the country. This is both politically necessarily and educa-
tionally right, because the energy lies in our communities and in
our schools.

We need widespread in,olvement in developing standards and
exams, a consultative process that truly reaches down into every
community and school house, and we need exams embedded in a
systemic school reform program so that they are not just a meas-
ure of continuing failure but, instead, a lever for new success.

The kind of action that could be taken right away is to begin to
work on a national educational standards framework. This needs to
be consultative right down to the communities, as I have said, but
it also needs to be informed by the best national and even interna-
tional work. It doesn't have to wait for formation of a permanent
body or standards board. A commission or a national study group,
perhaps with a mixture of public and private funding could start
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the process. At the same time, I think we need to institute a crash
R&D program to develop and validate new ..itamining forms suita-
ble for being studied for and the methods of calibration that we
will need for this system. And we need to make sure that schools
and teactiers are intimately involved as well as the top technical
people in the country.

I think we need to treat the problem as a national mobilization.
The ideas and talent exist to bring it off, and I think this is the
moment to give it a real try.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Resnick (with an attachment) fol-

lows:]
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Thank you for inviting me to speak with you, Mr. Chairman and members
of the Committee. I am Director of the Learning Research and Development
Center at the University of Pittsburgh, a facility which serves as the U.S.
Department of Education's center for the study of learninf. And I am a past
president of the American Educational Research Association.

Today I come to you as both a scholar and an advocate. For the past 12
years, my colleagues and I have been studying how testa and examinations
work, both here and abroad. Our studies have focused on how testing practices
affect the entire educational process, and society in general. We have
investigated questions such es who uses testa, and for what purposes; how testi
and exams can promote learning; how they can interfere; and the roles that
tests and exams play in public awareness of, and support for, education.

Last summer, prompted by my work with the Commission on the Skills of
the American Workforce, I switched from studying examination systems
around the world ta actively advocating one for this country. With Marc
Tucker, President of the National Center on Education and the Economy, who
also is testifying today, I launched the New Standards Project, an effort
iiindedat startup by private foundations.

The New Standards Project has begun work on an examination system that
is based on many of the findings and ideas I will share with you here. These
findings and ideas suggest a need for dramatic changes in the nation's tasting
practices. Let me start by explaining why.
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The ' New Basics ' :
Moving From Routine Sidlls to the Capacity for Thinking

A new vision of education has emerged in the last meral years, ftieled
partly by the needs of a changing economy and partly b) recent march on
learning. In this %iew, education must now focus on teaching higher-order
abilities such as complex reasoning, decision-making, and tae ability to go
beyond the routine. These skills are demanded by new technologies that require
the usor to understand them, and by dispersed management systems thin call
for more judgment on the part of each employee. Also, conditions of work are
now likely to change several times during a person's work life, requiring a
strong capacity for wiaptive learning.

Thus when employers say that students leaving high school are not
prepared for work, they often mean more than that these people lack the
so-called old basics of simple reading, writing and arithmetic. Like colleges,
today's employers are asking for graduates who have the new basics ofcritical
thinking, problem-solving, and learning how to learn.

The education system we have inherited was not designed, by anU large, to
prepare people for such adaptive functioning. Its goals for most students did
not include higher-order abilities. These goals were reserved for the elite at
first in separate schools, and more recently in certain tracks within
comprehensive schools. The schooling of most Americans still focuses mainly
on routinized learning. Students learn or sometimes do not learn the old
basics, but have little chance to learn the new basics.

While it is not new to include thinking, problem-solving, and reasoning in
some students' schooling, it is a significant new challenge to include it in
everyone's schooling. It is new to make it a regular aspect of the school
program for the entire population even minorities, even
non-English-speakers, even children of the poor. Meeting this challenge will
require a reorientation in which an emphasis on thinking pervades the whole
education environment, from the earliest grades.

Current Testing Practice :
ReinforcemeM for Routine Skills

But when it comes to testing, we have only the tools of the past Our testing
theory and practice are products of a Tayloristic view of learning in which
knowledge and skills can be broken into many little bits, each to be acquired
and practiced separately, without reference to when or how it might be used.
Current standardized tests do not test students' abilities to solve complex
problems, or to figure out something on their own. Reading and math tests
favor superficial answers not based on real understanding. For example:

An analyeis of the reading sections of the tests most often used in state
assessment programs shows that they ask for many bits ofinformation
rather than coherent, organized responses. On the tests fin 8th to 11th
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grade, the average length of the passage to be read is only about 800 1
words, and after reading it, student* have to answer five to eight :.
questions in about six minwes. _

* in math, too, there are . ,res of unrelated questions that students have
to answer at a rate of about one per ininute.

r
_

O Multiple choice items predominate, ao that students elmoet never have to
figure things out for themeelves, only choose from among precoded
answers.

The Old Assumption That ' Native Ability ' Counts Most

In another way, too, today's standardized testa are ill-sinted to play their
part in reforming American schools. They are based on the old assumption
that native ability, rather than organized ef63rt, determines the outcomes of
schooling.

This assumption shows up in the fact that most standardized tests are
intentionally de-coupled from the schooling process. They are not designed to
be studied for, or practiced for. And they are meant te be u "curriculum-
neutrares possible neither strongly depending on, nor influenthig, exactly
what is taught in the clusroom and how it is taught.

The historical roots of this testing philosophy are worth looking at. In the
1920e, Amercan educators become excited about the waye in which a new
technology of standardized achievement testa based on the aptitude tests
given to more than a million and a half men for the first time in World War I

might help the schools. The tests that were introduced then did not connect
directly to the curriculum of the schools. But that was seen as a major asset,
not a problem, fbr the tests were designed to recognize abilities established at
birth. At the time, neychologista believed that nature rather than nurture was
the chief determinant of success in life and that schools would become more
efficient if they recognized end accepted native differences.

Education, in that view, could only nal& the advantages conferred at birth.
And standardized tests (people thought) could help schools to classify and track
students, thus leading to more adaptive programs and lower failure rates. But
critics such as Walter Lippinann predicted that the vogue ofnative-ability
testing would weaken the work ethic in schools, and would actually reduce the
power of schools to improve students' mobility and help them advance in life.

Today various kinds of standardized testa are now labeled as "school ability"
or "achievement" testa, but on the whole they are still very weakly coupled to
what is done in the classroom. These tests are given to school children for
district, state, or federal purposes one or more times a year, end their result*
are considered quite important Meanwhile, eveA though psychologists no
longer give the same the SEW weight to the efflocta of "native ability" on later
success, there is no countervailing system of testing to reward and encourage
real achievement based on hard work within the sc.hool program.
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How Testing Influences Teaching :
The Thermometer Effect

Prom MEP to the SAT to the commercial testa thak are the backbone of
Awe:lean testing prectico, tests are still designed on the theory that they will
neither depend on, nor directly influsnce, curriculum and teachinf

But it doesn't work that way in practice. There is plenty of evidence the
when high attention and 'nigh stakes *re placed on test results, educationai
effort I. directed accordingly, and the test scores in fact will rise.
Unfortunately, there is just as much evidence that real educatonal
achievement is likely to decline as a result. This happens because teaching
effort is usually focused narrowly on the kinds of items (end even the forms of
ruporwe) that are used in the tests. In tura, this drives out attention to the
new butes of critical thinking, problem-solving, and real-world competencies.

Researchers have studied this process in Tuas, for instance, where
teachers were given suggested instructional strategies for each of the ohjectives
on the stet* essessment. The strategies were specific to test item ibrms, and
promised teachers high scores ibr their students. Commercial programs to
help students learn test-taking skills also were found to be item-form-specific,
and made similar promises.

Investigators in Texas and elsewhere find that under these conditions, a
narrower range of skills is taught, and ways of exercising &Ms that might be
equally important are ignored in favor of drilling studente on the forms of
response they'll encounter on the tests.

'This is =fortunate, because today's tests are designed as indirect statistical
indicators of competence not direct observations_of competence in action.
Testing philosophy is similar, in this way, to the philosophy of using simple
indicators rather than more complex direct measures in the phyaical sciences.

For example, a thermometer on a well is an indirect "indicator" of the
amount of ambient heat in a room. We look at the height of mercury in a
confined column, and read a simple score from it: a temperature reading, in
degrees. This indirect measurement works well, largely because it has no
enct on the producers of heat the molecules of air in motion. The molecules
of sir are not "motivated" to produce a certain temperature.

But teachers and school principals are motivated to produce good test
scores. When the indicator in their school system fidls below an acceptable
level, they work to raise it. They work, moreover, on ths indicator itself. It is as
if, when a room had become too cold, the molecules of air converged on the
thermometer and danced around it ... heating up the sir at just that point, but
letting the rest of the room grow even colder.

Some Conclusions for Examination Design

Whether we like it or not, then, what is testa and what is taught are
intimately related at least when high stakes are attached to the test. There
is no serious possibility of creating public accountability systems that will not
influence what is tauAt and how it is taught in the schools.
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This means we need to start thinking of every test or asstesment as an

instrument that will profoundly affect education. Prom findings like those

mentioned above, my colleagues and I have developed the following principles

for culmination &Haw

You get what you assess. Teachers will "teach to the test," if the test
matters in their own or their students' lives.

You don't gd what you don't assess. What does not appear on tests
tends to disappear from the classroom.

It makes sense to build assessments toward which you wad teachers
to teach. They must be designed u such; it doesn't work to use the old
testa for this new purpose.

e Assessments should be as complex as the shills they hope to measure
and reward "Indicators" will no longer do because what is left out
of the testa will be left out of the education process.

Estuninaticei Systems :
The Key to Itigh-Performance Education

What all of this means is that America needs an stamination system, not
more testing. By "examinations" I mean something simple, something the
world knows about and uses, but only America resists: direct observations of
performances on a set of knowledge and skills that has been publicly agreed to.
They must be performances that one can prepare fbr, in organized courses of
personal study. Exams are something you study for, where your effort pays off
in recognized achievement.

The United States is the most overtested and underexamined nation in the
world. In the course of their schooling, American students take many more
standardized testa than students in any other country. But very few Americans
ever prepare for a true external examination one that is graded by someone
other than his or her own teacher; one that has personal consequences.

Teachers generally are not supposed to directly prepare students for tests
such as stanardized achievement and state competency testa, the National
Aaseument of Education Progress, or college entrance tests. When they do,
the public I. skeptical that any real learning has taken place, and questions of
unethical practice are sometimes raised. Students likewise are not suppued to
study for the tests, except in cram courses that no one believes have lasting
value.

As a result of this, the American education system does not clearly reward
academic effbrt on the part of either teachers or studente. Unlike athletic
coaches, who know exactly what kind of contest has their teams, teacher. are
not really in a position to train their students tbr high performance. Indeed,
teachers and students often become adversaries insteul of aIlies in ajoint effort
to nuet a known standard.



19

Page 6

Furthermore, in the current system of testing, students ars not held to a

clear standard of achievement that matters to them. At least for the
non-college- bound, the testa that they take so frequently do not make much

difbrence in their personal lives. Even grades in coursework do not dearly

matter because employers, doubting that school grades reflect a reel
standard of performance, rarely check an applicant's school records. At most,
they ask whether the applicant has a diploma. And even the diploma is rarely
tied to any resi: standard of achievement or mastery; in 23111D$ cases, it's mainly

a mark of the student's willingness to keep cowing to school.
Thus it is not at all clear to many in the education system that organized

effort can contribute to their lives. Small wonder, then, that this effort is so
often absent.

An examination system can ftmdamentally change the situation. At the
heart of such a system must be a series ofexaminadons that students can
explicitly prepare for, which promote end reward higher-order abilities and
hard work, and for which.teachers can serve as students coaches, mentors
and allies. The system of examinations that we propose would have several
features, as described in the following sections.

Eix Criteria E3r a New ExaminationSystem

A new examination system begins with the setting of standards, and
proceeds to considerations of actual exam design and methods of implementing
the system. I believe that we need six elements in the syetem:

1) Examinations to high standards

We know that setting clear standards and expecting students to meet them
can produce results. Some states tried this strategy in the mid-1970e, when
they established minimum competency tests. Fusing the tests was required
for high school graduation. Students were allowed to retake them until they

. Legal cWlenges based on equity concerns delayed the imple-
mentation of the tests, but once they were in place, the rates of tast-paesing
rose as students and teachers came to understand their content. Setting a
standard worked!

Now we have to use this strategy to set standards for maximum
competency. We want to be sure students are learning what it takes to
succeed in the real world not just what it takes to got high scores on
tests. This includes:

Being able to think critically and solve complex problems.
Being able to dent problems out of the "mess" of everyday life

in the workplace or home.
Planning ahead; setting goals and milestones; budgeting time

and effort.

2 ,1
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Learning how to learn and adapt in a changing world.

Working with others.

To measure, reword, and promote all of these competencies, we need:

2) Multiple forms acumination

Ws want an examination system that will serve diverse population and

recognize many kinds of skills. The traditional forms of examining usually

within a written test on a set occasion ars too narrow and limiting. We

envisage three broad classes of examinations that, togother, will do the job.

They are performance examinations, portfolios, and projects.

> Peformance culminations. This is the kind of assessment used in the

Olympics and in the performing arta. The candidate is given a task to carry out

in a limited amount of time, in a special setting. Judges watch the
performance and grade various aspects of it, as well as its overall quality.

Judges' ratings ars then pooled to provide a final grade for the candidate. The

essential features of & poribrmance exam aret

Candidates know the kind of performance that will he called for.

The pert:mance is an integral 01111, 110t a fragmented collection
of separate, routine items,

Students can practice for the performance, with guidance and coaching.

Traditional essay tests are a form of performance exam. But other kinds of
"pertbrmance" that closely match the requirements of real work and real life

can be assessed in this way, too. For instance, practical litaracY could bo
assessed by asking students to put together equipment from written
instructions and diagrams.

> Portfolios. Judges can also rata work that students have done in school

over a period of time, and submitted as part of a portfolio. Portfolio reviews are
often used todsy in the visual arts. They are equally gnod for any kind of

academic skill, zuch as writing, that cant be usessed very accurately On a

single, timed test.
Current experiniants In some states show that portfolio assessments can

have direct educational value, They can help to focus attention on day-to-day
coursowork, because any paper or report that a student works on could go into

his or her portfolio. They also help to buildjudgment and an understanding of

what constitutes "good work," as studente work with their teachers to choose

the best of what they've dons fin the porthlio.

Project& This farm ofexamination is like the process used ibr judging

student projects submitted to science fairs, The judgK evaluate the student's

extended work on a teak that has real meaning and potential conseqisncss.
Projects in nany subject areas canbe assigned and assessed. In history or

civics, for example, a project might be to investigate and report on a local site

r %
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proposed for designation as an historic landmark or on issues surrounding
water allocation in times of drought.

Projects can be done by groups es well as by individuals, giving a chance
mess the student's ability to workwith others. They can be undertaken as
part of community urvice programs or work internship assignments. In any
case, recora would be kept of mAjor steps in the project, and supervisors would
sign off on the work and rate it at various stages.

When project assessment' are combined with performance exams and
portfolio reviews, the result is a very rich evaluation of a student's capabilities.

The third criterion for a good examination system, in my view, is that we
must have:

3) A system designed for all, not for an elite

"Excellence" and "equity" are often talked about as if they were separate
issues, or even mutually exclizaive. Many people believe that we can have
education systems which cultivate high standards, or we can systems which
are fair and egalitarian, but we can't have both at the same time.

To reach our national goals, however, we must have both. To have a "high
standard ofliving," in every sense of the phrue, we need a nation full of people
who are capable of meeting high standards. We can no longer allow a large
underclass to exist. The challenge is to design an examination system that will
help to promote high standards for ars and enable virtually all to reach them.

Cumulative evamination credits are one way of doing this. The system
would &Low students to assemble exam cTedits over a period of years rather
than sitting for a single exam (or battery of exams) at the end of each year. Key
transitions in school say, from elementary to middle school, or from middle
school toe high school would then be based on a student's :laving earned
specific set of exam credits. The idea is similar to Scouting's merit badge
system, where young people work at various paces and various times to gather
credentials and move up in rank.

A cumulative system has several beneSts. First, it helps to organize and
motivate students over a period of years. Instead of preparing for a distant
exam whose fbrm and demands can be only dimly inignined by younger
children, students can begin early and gradually to collect exam credits.

Second, the emulative system givss the student multiple opportunities for
success, rather then single high-stakes momenta of possible failure. Some
students may assemble their exam credits more slowly than others perhaps
trying more than one time while others go fester (and perhaps move on to
more advanced, optional work). But all can assemble the credite, and the
standards for each credit on remain high.

Instead of having all students move through school at roughly the same
pace, but letting *am( students work to loweretandards than others, the
cumulative system would keep the standards high for all, but vary the pace at
which they're met. This, in turn, avoids the problem of minimum standards
becoming ffinctionally the maximum.

2(;
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The combined goals of equity and excellence can also be served by clearly

communicating what is expected of poor and minority students. Again and
again, parents of such student* are told they're doing well, when in fact
teachers are applying a standard to them that is below that ibr other students of
whom more is expected. It is common for poorand minority students to find
out much too late that they haven't taken the right courses to get into
competitive colleges. The system we have in mind would make it clear from
the start what the standards are for everyone, and what it will take to achieve
various outcomes after graduating.

The next criterion for a good examination system is that it should have:

4) Shared high standards, but multiple examinations

If a national examination system is instituted, the states and local school
districte must still retain ultimate charge ofgranting diplomas and certifying
achievement. This is politically necessary, became education is a function
reserved to the states, and local control over education is jealously guarded. It
also makes educational sense, because innovation and renewal must permeate
the education system, and this is not likely to happen when a single central
authority controls exams.

The way to rectify the apparent conflict here is to have a national system of
"anchor" examinations, with a procedure for calibrating state or local exams to
the national standards. Anchor examinations are exams that directly reflect
widely-agreed-upon national standards, so that everyone can see and
understand them. Individual states could give the anchor exams directly
to their students if they wished. Or, they oould develop and use their own
exams, but calibrate them to the national anchor by predetermined methods.

In this way, states can pursue their own preferences in curriculum and
ways of examining, yet be assured their students are meeting national
standards that are benchmarked to the best in the world.

A similar requirement is that we must have:

8) Widespread involvement in developing national standards and exams

A single exam (or battery detains) that is put into place centrally and
imposed from above will not work to change and upgrade teaching practice. It
will become as so many standardised tests are now something to get
around. It will be something to appear to do well on without really digging in to
learn and teach, a standard that promotes test gamesmanship, not
gamesmanship for life.

To really penetrate and change education, exams need to be developed Prom

the bottom up with participation of communities in setting the goals and
objectives, aad with participation of educators in developing and grading the
xam. This would allow widespread "ownership" of the process, a key
element in getting people to buy into any major change in a system. It would

2 7
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also build a permanent self-renewing force into the system, by letting school
districts and other parties conduct onping "R&D" in new methodologies which
could then gradually fmd their into the system, if they have merit.

Finally, for a national examination system to work, it is crucial to:

6) Embed the examinations in broader programs of systemic school reform

Exams are a powerftil lever for improving education. But they can't do the
job alone. The framework that I. used to define the standards for exams mast
be congruent with the professional preparation of teachers ... with curriculum
development at the local and state level ... and with the books, tools, and
techniques used to tuck. No tingle element of this system is likely to give us
the improvement we want in student performance unless the other element.
are also implemented. Thus an effecdve examination system must g0
hand-in-hand with an effort to put other components in place at the same time.

Recommendation.% What Can Be Done Now

In conclusion, I recommend three action steps to be taken promptly.

Create a national educational standards framework

The logic that I hayed laid oat here calls for the process of developing exams
to begin with carefkil definition of detailed goas and objectives for learning.
Students are to be actively preparing for these exams, so it is important that
what they work on be important that it be what ftiture citizens of our nation
need to know and be ahle to do. Although the specifics of curriculum and
teaching methods will be decisions for states and localities to make, a national
educational standards framework is needed to provide the targets at which all
would aim their efibrta.

The Resource Group that I have been chairing for the National Educational
Goals Panel has suggested an approach to creating such a framework. It is a
mixed stratagy of standard-setting, in which discussion moves beck and forth
between a national group on the one bend and local communities and states on
the tAher. The national group would have representation from $11 of the
constituencies with an interest in education.

Broad consultation with all segments of our population is the only way to
build the commitment of all Americans to the hard job of educational change
that lies ahead. Indeed, the standard-settinf process itself could become part of
the educational renewal the nation seeks, if it is carried out in a broad
consultative manner. At the same time, to make sure the standard we set I.
frilly competitive, we will need to benchmark our standards to the best in the
world. A process for meeting both goals might work something like this:

First, the national group would collect and make available to the states the
curriculum standards or guidelines that have been produced by various
national curriculum study groups, along with samples of state curriculum
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frameworks and frameworks from several other countries. States would set up

procedures for review and comment on these frameworks by groups of
educators and citizens, preferably at the level of local schools. The sample
frameworks would be used to stimulate and guide discussion. All segments of

the population interested in education parents, teachers and other
educators, employers, community advocacy groups, and others would be

encouraged to participate.
Based on these discussions, each state would then compile a report on the

preferences of its citizens with respect to educational content and skills. These
would be returned to the national group. On the basis of the state reports, the
national group would prepare a draft proposal for national knowledge and skill

objectives. Representatives from all education constituencies would participate
here as they had in local discussions. This draft would be returned to the
states, which would arrange for review by local committees. Finally, the
national group would revile the draft, thus creating a detailed set ofknowledge

and skill objectives for tha nation. This would be offered to states and
communities for adoption. .

The national educational stanCards would need to b reviewed from time to

time, in a similar consultative process, to ensure that educational goals and
oltectives remain muted to the evolving needs of the country. This means
that eventually, a national educational standards board of some kind will be

needed. But the initial standard-setting process could begin without a board's

being formally established. A commission or national study group, perhaps
with a mixture of private and public funding, could lead this process while

deliberations on the form and function of a permanent board proceeded.

Create a system ot anchor examinationsand pmedures for calibration.

Ancho examinations are needed to make the national educational
standards real and functional. The anchor exams will exemplifY the
standards, giving educators and students a clear sense of the goals they are
working toward. Anchor examinations cannot, strictly speaking, be created
until national standards hey* been developed and edopted.

However, it is advisable to begin right away to design and evaluate exams of
the general forms thst are likely to work well in the anchoring system, and to

experiment with different methods of calibration. A well-funded development

and research program, competitively administered by the Department of
Education, could do much to advance glints towerd a national examining
system. Such a program should include a mixture of technical studies and

exam development. It should include investigations of the role of indivVuel
schools and groups of educators in exam development, as well as more
traditional university-based or research institute projects.

Create programs of systemic school reform around the examining system.

To dramatically improve American education we will need new curricula

and teaching meterials, preservice and inservice training proprems, new
ways of teaching to new standards, and redesigned systems of responsibility
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end accountability for educational practice and outcomes. Without these, new
standards and exams are not likely to become anything more than yet another
measure of the nation's poOr levels of achievement.

These programs are, of course, the responsibilities of staW and local
education authorities, not of the federal government. However, people
developing such new systaros will need tools and knowledge for their work.
The federal government can play a major role here by helping to fund needed
development work and programs of research and evaluation.

The nation is ready tO mobilize for improved achievement in our schools.
On many fronts, the mobilization already has begun. The actions proposed
here will establish the fbundation for a powerfhl examination system that can
revitalize teaching and learning well into the next century.

3 Q
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Learning Research and Development Center
and the

National Center on Education and the Economy

THE NEW STANDARDS PROJECT
An Overview

A National Examination System

Our object is to create a national examination system, not a single exam. Development of the
system would take place in four steps. First, we plan to involve a lot of pe Nile in establishing
consensus on a framework for student achievement standards. Then that fr tmework will be used
to develop an examination and standards for grading it. At the same time we plan to develop a
technique by which examinations developed by others can be calibratec . co the reference exam.
With these tasks completed, the conditions will have been met under which a National
Examination Board could judge whether any given examination meets the national standard,

oversee the process of calibration, and continuously update the exam used as a reference
standard. In this way. the nation could have a unifiedexamination system without requiring
everyone to use the sante exam.

Components of the Examination

The exam would consist of three main components: a performance examination, assessments of
student projects (including group projects). and assessments of the contents of a portfolio of
student work. The peiformance examination would take place over a period of hours or days.
The work on portfolios and projects would be similar in scope to the tasks set by the Scout mcrit
badge system, permitting the student to accumulate the 'badges' over a period of years. They
could work at their own pace and choose for themselves the tasks and projects that they would

use to demonstrate their competence against a set of published criteria, just as the scouts do.

Topics and Skills

The examination would focus on the skills of thinking, problem solving and the capacity to apply

what one knows to the messy, complex problems found in real life. It would call for real mastery
of bodies of knowledge. It would assess not only what one could accomplish working alone, but
one's capacity to function effectively as a member of a group. The subject matter would

encompass reading, writing, listening and speaking, as well as mathematics, the sciences, history

and the social scienccs, and work skills. The examinations would put a premium on the capacity
to integrate knowledge from many of these disciplines in solving problems.

The Idea of a Mastery Standard

The typical American approach is to use tests as sorting devices. An exam is given once and the

scores of those who take it are distributed along a curve. In order to have 'winners,' there must
be losers. Our proposal is fundamentally different. We call for an examination which sets a high
standard of mastery for all students, and permits them to take the exam as often as they like until

they pass it. Some components of the exams might be optional, but those that are not must be

passed at least at the criterion level and the criterion level would bc the same for everyone.

31
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The Idea of a System that Promotes Student Effort

Today's schooling and testing practices promote the idea that it is native talent or family
background that matter, not one's own effort to learn and achieve. Only a few students -- those
who know early on that they will compete for selective colleges -- have any reason to study hard
in school. With only a few exceptions there is no chance for students to work against a known
standard with teachers as their coaches, allies and mentors. We plan to build an examination
system in which effort clearly pays off. Students passing a final examination in high school and
completing all of their required merit badges will receive a certificate that will signify true
accomplishment, not just time in the seat. Intermediate versions of the performance examination
will be developed for roughly the end of elementary school and the end of middle school so that
younger students, as well, could work towards a clear achievement goal. In such a system,
students will be able to see that their own efforts can make a real difference and that school is a
place to learn and become competent, not just ta be labeled as smarter or slower than others.

Examinations that Students Can Study for and Teachers Can Teach To

For an effort-oriented system to work, it is critical that everyone -- teachers, principals, parents
and students -- know just what is expected of them. So we propose an 'open' examination
system, one in which the questions, as well as many responses judged acceptable, are released as
soon as the exams are over. The secrecy normally associated with exams would be gone.
Students would be working toward a clear objective with clear criteria for success.

Clear objectives for students does not mean a 'national curriculum.' Properly used, the exam
would be part of a reform strategy, embraced by a growing number of states, that pushes
decisions about what to teach and how to teach it down to the professionals in the schools. With
the objectives for students clear, those professionals would be free to decide for themselves how
to help students reach them, producing much mole variation in the curriculum and in teaching
methods than we have now.

Embedding the Examination System in a S.% qemic Strategy for Re.structuring the Schools

The governors, through the NGA, have called for the restructuring of American education. In
essence, this means a system in which agi cement is reached on a detailed set of goals for
students, instruments are devised to accuratei assess student progress toward those objectives,
decisions about how best to assist students to reach those objectives are pushed down to the
professionals and parents in the school. and the professionals are held accountable for the results
of their efforts. The framework that is used :o define the objectives for the students must also
guide the professional preparation of teachers. the development of curriculum at the school level
and the techniques used to teach. No single ciement of this system -- including examinations --
is likely to produce the desired improvement .1 student performance unless the others are also
implemented. Our approach to tNe examin.o.on sy%telll embeds development in a larger effort to
put these other exam components in place at the same time.

Setting a High Standard: Starting with a l',,hinu.cr Association of States and Districts

It is crucial, in our view, that, whatever national examination system is establishel, it reflect
international standards of performance. h cry unlikely that that will happen if all fifty states
and the territories have to agree on the standard We arc also sensitive to the resistance that the
idea is likely to encounter if the effort is percp.ed as led by the federal government. But it is
equally important that the developrnent program be perceived to have the kind of legitimacy that
comes from strong participation on the part ot ke t)fficials from gcneral government and
education. For all these reasons. our plan. on v.litch we arc now embarked. calls for assembling

'3 2
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a volunteer group of states and school districts to pide the initial development effort. All the
members will be required, as a condition of participation, to commit themselves to the general
principles just outlined, and, in particular, to set the standard for the examination at a world class
level. Senior representatives of these jurisdictions -- governors, chief state school officers and
superintendents, for example -- will provide the policy guidance for the entire project, along with
others. Our two Centers art now well along in the process of assembling the participants in this
'New Standards' consortium.

How the Standards Get Established

Our project is now assemblin_g standards frameworks and assessment materials from all over the
world, as well as the United States. These items are the work of national government agencies,
states, disciplinary associations, school districts and others. We are sharing those materials and
our evaluations of them with a group of teachers, central office personnel,superintendents, chief
state school officers, governors' aides, state and local school board members and ethers who
constitute our temporary working party for the project. Using these frameworks for guidance,
and in consultation with a wide variety of organizations and constituencies with interest in
education goals and standards, the working party will recommend an initial framework for
assessment development to the governing board for the project. The governing board will decide
what the assessment standards will be. Thus we have in mind a model that is neither bottom up
nor top down, but rather both at once.

Tinteline and Funding

The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation and the Pew Charitable Trusts have
provided $2.5 million to fund the first eighteen months of the project. We expect to have initial
pilot tests completed within a year and a half, and to have examinations for the core subjects --
reading, writing, speaking, listening and mathematics -- within 3 years. Within seven years a full
examination system car be in place. We estimate that it will take three years beyond that before
students can be examinul and their performance used as the basis of entry to jobs or further
education, because it would be both unfair and illegal to use the exams for such purposes unless
the students had been adequately prepared for them.

Project Leadership

Michael Cohen and Lauren Resnick are co-directing the project. Daniel Resnick serves as
coordinator of examination development. Marc Tucker serves with Cohen and both Resnicks as
a member of the project's management team.
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Some Questions -- and Answers

The current tests operate as a formidable barrier to minority and low income students. You are
proposing to create a high standard that virtually everyone would have to meet to gain access to
college, postsecondary training and good jobs. Won't that be an even higher and more effective
barrier for minority and poor snidents?

Minority and low income students have been very badly served by a system in which they are
rarely expected to do well, and frequently rewarded for what is in fact mediocre performance.
An examination that simply sons students by measured achievement will reinforce the inequities
that already exist.

Our objective is to make it clear what students need to know and be able to do in order to
succeed in school and life and then organize the whole system so that almost all students can
achieve that standard. It may take some students longer than others, but the standard will be just
as high for them. This is the only kind of system that makes sense if we really believe that all
children can learn. For that reason, in our view, it is the only kind of system that offers any real
hope to minority and low income students.

In the system we have in mind, the students, their parents and their advocates will be armed for
the first time with clear information about what their childrui have to do to succeed, clear
information about how well they are doing against that standard as they progress through school
and a clear criterion by which to judge the adequacy of the school curriculum. Students, for the
first time, would not bear the whole burden of meeting that standard, because the pmfessionals
would be held accountable for student progress. The measures themselves would not be limited
to timed performance tests, but would include opportunities for students of many different
cultural backgrounds to select their own projects and tasks to demonstrate mastery, making it
possible for them to choose performances that play to their strengths. Students who need more
time to reach the standard would have the time they need.

You've proposed a ten.year development prewrarn. The nation' s needs are urgent. We need
something in three years or less. Can' t this he done faster? And, if it can't, why should we wait?

The ten yea; implementation plan includes seven years to develop and field test the full
assessment system -- all subjects for three different age levels -- and an additional three years for
teachers to develop and teach a curriculum that will prepare students for the examinations. Thus
we envision a process in which it will take seven years -- not ten -- to develop the assessments
themselves; any other plan that entails consequences for individual students that depend on their
exam performance will have to allow a period of years, just as ours does, for appropriate
curricula to be developed and taught an over the country. A plan that does not do that will be
defeated in the courts.

It is also the case that key parts of the proposed examination system -- for example, the
performance examination in reading, writing and mathematics can Ix made a high priority for
development, and be ready within as little as three years. The rest of the system can be built out
from there. We know of no responsible group that has proposed a shorter development time for
an exam than three years.

Apart from the development costs, it looks as thouvh the costs to administer the system you
propose on an on.going basis will be enomumv The nation can't afford it and shouldn' t have
to. Can anything be done to get the costs dente
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We have not yet done a detailed assessment of the probable costs of operating the system once it
is in place, simply because it is impossible to do so until more design work is done on the system
itself. The reason, however, that most people assume that the costs will be very high is because
we propose to have human beings -- teachers -- do the grading of student work rather than
machines. In most countries, this grading of examinations is done routinely by teachers as a part
of their regular duties. We believe that the same thing could happen in the United States. The
national examining authority would have to work closely with the teachers' unions to produce
that outcome, but we have every reason to believe that this approach could work.

What is to prevent parents and teachers from helping students on their porVOlios ane projects, in
which case you will not be evaluating stwknt performance but the petfonnance of tie adults in
their lives. Your proposal invites cheating. lsn' t that a fatal flaw?

It is quite possible to build checks into the system that amild be used to detect cheating. Grades
on the performance exam, on which no one could assist the students, could, for example bc
correlated with grades on portfolios and pmjects and significant discrepancies could be used as
the basis for on-site investigation.

Your system relies on the judgment of the graders. The current system relies on scoring by
machines, which is reliable and objective. How can you be sure that your system will be fair and
how will you convince the public to have any cottlidence in it?

Many states now require students to talc, written and composition tests. These are typically
graded by two or more readers. If their grades differ significantly, which happens infrequently,
the essay is sent to additional readers. The public appears to accept ti. validity of this system,
which is very similar to the one we propose and to the one used in most .mher countries.

# # #

For more information, contact:

Learning Research and Development Center
University of Pittsburgh
3939 O'Hara Street. Room 824
Pittsburgh, PA 15260
412/624-7485

National Center on Education and the Economy
Main Office:
39 State Street, Suite 500
Rochester, NY 14614
716/546-7620
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Washington, DC Office:
1341 G Street, NW, Suite 1020
Washington, DC 20005
202/783-3668
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Senator PELL. Now we look forward to hearing from Gordon
Ambach, executive director of the Council of Chief State School Of-
ficers.

Mr. Ambach.
Mr. AMBACH. Thank you very kindly, Mr. Chairman. Senator

Pell, Senator Kassebaum, Senator Wellstone, it is a privilege to be
with you.

And may I say at the outset, Mr. Chairman, of our commenda-
tion to you for your leadership in the area of dealing with national
examinations. As you pointed out, it was some 24 years ago that
you began way ahead of most folks in this country to be thinking
about this topic, and you referred specifically to the act taken in
1988. I would like to come back to that in just a moment.

I have a prepared statement which I would like to have in the
record. I will summarize the key points and I will make certain
that I don't repeat the points of my predecessors with which I
agree.

This is an extraordinarily important subject. Our answer to the
question of a national test is that the solution is in a nationwide
testing system. It is a very comprehensive approach that. must be
followed. And I speak on behalf of both our councilow. board has
formally approved what I am about to presentand also speak
from the perspective of 20 years as commissioner and executive
deputy commissioner of education in the State of New York, which
has this Nation's largest single State testing system, including the
only large-scale individual examination system; that is, the Regents
Examinations, which you referred to.

I believe there is a lot of experience that we need to look back
upon with that system and with what has happened in this coun-
try, in order to inform the question that is before you.

The system that should be in place for nationwide testing calls
for the creation of a national board, and I have specified what I
think ought to be the provisions. This should be jointly appointed
by the President and the Congress. This is of such order of magni-
tude that it needs to be at the very highest levels. There should be
a formal nomination process which moves toward appointment.

And the principal function of that board is in establishing the
standards, the frameworks from which one develops sets of exami-
nations, both program assessments, which are a sampling of stu-
dents, in order to determine program effectiveness, such as NAEP
does now; and a system of individual student examinations.

The solution that has to be crafted for the United States has to
be a unique one, where we are trying to put the right mix together
of common standards and a variation of the tests toward which we
measure progress of students and systems on those standards.

The program assessment aspect of this national system ought to
be based primarily on an expansion of NAEP, and we make an
urgent plea that what now is the limitation in NAEP, namely that
after 1992 there will be no longer an authority for state-by-state
NAEPand remember it has only been in mathematic. and in
reading in 1990 and in 1992 that we have had NAEPthat you
must move immediately to authorize state-by-state NAEP testing
after 1992 so th.tt the planning and the funding can go forward in
order to make certain that it is an effective testing system.

P
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We would make one other plea, and that is that you expand this
authority, you make it possible on a voluntary basis for those local
school districts which wish to participate in NAEP and have a suf-
ficient student population to do so might have that opportunity to
do so. One takes a look at the New York City system, for example,
which is larger than 30 States' systems in this country, and one
wonders why they couldn't participate in NAEP if they wished to
do and get that information.

As to the individual examination part, my colleagues have
spoken to that. We need a system which has a common standard to
be established by the board with a variety of different individual
examination approaches.

Let me give you an example, Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee, of providing this kind of equivalency. Back in the 1970's
in New York, tny predecessors established the minimum competen-
cy test. Everybody has to take it. And what happened is the rqof
fell in because, in fact, you had students in private and public
schools who were taking SAT's and ACT's and Regents Examina-
tions and other tests which were clearly demonstrating that these
students were performing well above a minimum competence.
There was no reason to test theni.

And so we created equivalencies among things like ACT's and
SAT's and Regents Examinations and competency tests so that a
student could demonstrate that they met the standard without
having to take the single test. That is a concept which is here. I am
not arguing using the same mix of tests, but the concept is here,
and it's an important one.

Let me provide one other kind of example from the Regents
Exam that I think argues for a variety of individual exams and not
a single test. It is extremely important, as Lauren has pointed out,
that the testing be associated with the curriculum, that it be pro-
vided on the basis of the appropriate time for sequences and for
mastery so that you don't have everyone sitting on the same day to
take the same test across the country. You want to be certain that
you are testing when it is that the subject has been mastered ard
accumulate that record so that we know toward a nation& stand-
ard whether a student has in fact realized that. It can be done. It
has been demonstrated in systems like the Regents Examination.

My plea is, then, first, create the national board; second, provide
the necessary resources and authorization with respect to NAEP;
and third, I believe that it's extremely important for the Congress
to begin supporting, perhaps through OERI, the necessary research
and development work that will enable us to put together the sys-
tems for individual examination that we need. That is a very large
task when one is trying to work back and forth between various
program or performance assessments and various kinds of short-
answer or open-ended questions. How to make some kind of an an-
choring of that is critical, and it requires the resources that I be-
lieve the Federal Government must put in.

Thank you very kindly.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Ambach follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. AMBACH

Chairman Pell, members of the Senate subcommittee, and staff of the subcommit-
tee, thank you for this opportunity to respond to your invitation to testify on "Ques-
tion of a National Test." A.t the outset, Mr. Chairman, I recognize and commend you
and your colleagues who have been advocates for national examinations long before
serious consideration was being given to these issues for most of the Nation I note
especially your responsibility for authoring the provision for national examinations
in the Hawkins-Stafford Act of 1988 and commend you and members of the subcom-
mittee now for bringing the issues before the Senate in the manner of this hearing.

Testing is at the center of learning. The characteristics and manner of question-
ing or inquiry guides the form of education. How tests are constructed shapes what
is thought and learned and, therefore, decisions about testing must be carefully
made. That is especially true now because of the relation of testing to reform and
improvement in American education and the location of education deeision-making
in the United States. Our American pattern of decentralization of authority for edu-
cation in States and localities is being weighed off against important national goals
and purposes for education. Who establishes standards and develops tests is, in
many ways, as significant a question as the content of the test. The right combina-
tion of common standards with variations of tests which measure progress toward
those standards is central to a national solution.

At the very time we search for successful reforms and improvements in education
and debate the relative levels of decision-making at different points in the educa-
tional structure, we must also adjust to rapidly changing techniques of assessment.
While we have a strong need to do things nationallyto improve opportunities for
students nationally and take steps to increase our national competence through edu-
cationwe must be certain to enable and encourage variation, experimentation and
innovation that enables us to create and recreate ever better systems of testing and
learning in the future while we are putting new standards and tests in place now.

Our response to a "Question of a National Test" is to recommend "A Nationwide
Testing System" which has the following three key elements:

(1) A procedure and national entity for setting national standards for student per-
formance, subject by subject.

(2) A system of both program assessments (through sampling of student perform.
ance) at national, State and local levels to determine program effectiveness and a
system of individual examinations which might be nationwide, multi-state, State or
local in administration which measure individual student progress on the national
standards.

(3) A reporting system which enables students, parents and responsible education
officials anywhere in the United States to be able to relate any one student's
achievement to the national standards and the performance of other students in the
community, State, Nation, and even the world.

The first element is to establish a procedure and an entity for setting national
standards for the nationwide testing system. The United States currently has no na-
tional entity to establish national student performance standards. Such an entity, or
board, must be carefully designed and established through an act of the U.S. Con-
gress and the President. The board should be comprised of distinguished persons ap-
pointed in equal numbers by the Congress and the President. Appointments to the
board should be based on a thorough nomination process which assures board mem.
bers will be well-qualified for their responsibility. The board's responsibility should
be to establish "frameworks" of student performance goals and objectives, or stand-
ards, upon which both program assessments and individual student examinations
are based. The process of setting such frameworks must involve key education au-
thorities at State nd local levels.

Although it might seem establishment of such national frameworks is foreign to
American education practice, the fact is that such a process is in place for the Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 'The process has already been
used for the subjects of mathematics, reading and the sciences under the direction
of the Council of Chief State School Officers as a part of the development of NAEP
examinations. A similar process could be used by the new board.

A second important responsibility of the board should be review of various pro-
posed program assessments and individual examinations in order to determine
whether they effectively measure the standards established by the board with reli.
ability and validity. The board would maintain quality control of various tests to
assure rigorous measurement of both what students know and can do. The board
would exercise judgment on effectiveness of a proposed test for its intended purpose
and the design for reporting results on the test.
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At this time, Mr. Chairman, we are not presenting a specific bill for the creation
of the board, but we would be pleased to assist ri!)u and members of the subcommit-
tee and the staff in the development of such a bill.

Program assessment components of the nationwide testing system might be at the
national, State and/or local levels. NAEP provides the basis for the major program
assessment component. For nearly a quarter century, NAEP has been providing
periodic testing of samples of students across the Nation. It provides overall trend-
lines for student achievement.

In 1988 Congress authorized the use of NAEP on a state-by-state basis. In 1990 the
first use of NAEP on a state-by-state basismathematics at the eighth grade level
was implemented. You have authorized state-by-state NAEP in mathematics at two
grade levels and reading at one grade level in 1992. Authority for state-by-state
NAEP, however, stops at that point.

We urge you take action as rapidly as possible to authorize the continuation of
NAEP on both a national and state-by-state basis in five major subject areas mathe-
matics, science, reading, writing and history/geographyeach to be tested every 2
years. We urge, furthermore, that you authorize voluntary participation in NAEP
at a school district-wide level for those districts of sufficient see for appropriate
NAEP sampling. We have a marked up bill which would accomplish the amend-
ments recommended above.

Within the overall nationwide testing system, NAEP tests would be constructed to
measure the subject objectives and standards established through the new board
frameworks described under point (3) above.

A nationwide individual examination system should be established within the na-
tionwide testing system. This system could have several different forms of examina-
tions. These might be used on a nationwide basis or by clusters of States or districts,
or individual states or school districts. The determination of their use would be
made by state or WM education authorities. The examinations would be based on
standards established by the board under item (3) above. The types and forms of
various examinations would differ, but, as noted above, to be part o:' the nationwide
system they would have to be judged appropriate to measurc the national standards
by the board. This system would enable creation of innovative forms of testing, in-
cluding performance assessment, and enable a variety of approaches by states and
localities in establishing individual examinations in an ethcient and cost-effeetive
manner. These examinations must be closely associated with the curriculum; used
in a variety of patterns at different grade levels according to those points study at
which subject mastery is completed; and be used as "high stakes" tests related to
credit or credentials for individual students.

States and localities have a variety of existing individual examination systems,
the most comprehensive now being the New York State Regents examinations. Dif-
ferent systems, such as that in New York, could be incorporated into the nationwide
individual examination systems.

Of special note, Mr. Chairman, is the potential incorporation of the voluntary na-
tional examination authorized in the Hawkins-Stafford Act of 1988 into this system.
This examination has never been implemented. It could be one part of the nation-
wide individual examination system, its content guided by the standards of a new
national board.

We recommend you take action to support the research and development needed
to establish a nationwide individual examination system.

Common and consistent reporting of results from the different program assess-
ments and individual examinations is of central impurtance in the nationwide test-
ing system. There is now extensive testing at all grade levels for American students.
The information from the tests, however, generally cannot be related so that results
from one school or school district may be compared with another district within the
State, or outside of the State, or outside of the Nation. One purpose of the nation-
wide testing system is to create the means for relating results throughout the
system without the necessity of requiring all students at 'all grade levels Li all sub-
jects to be tested on the same 'tests. Reporting systems must be established nation-
wide with information on student results related to other education indicators. This
enables better understanding of the causes of student success or failure and helps
results of testing lead to program and student improvement.

Testing systems carry significant costs in student instructional time, teacher time,
and in the cost of creation, administration scoring and reporting of test results.
Careful estimates must be made on the trade offs between program assessment sam-
pling versus individual examinations and "every student testing." Careful estimates
of cost must be made over this decade so that an efficient mix of program assess-
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ments and individual examinations is created and coordinated so as to limit costs
locally, state-by-state, and Federal.

A nationwide testing system is essential. Information about the Nation's educa-
tion status is certainly as important as information about the Nation's health, its
agricultural condition, and the condition of labor and employment. In each of these
other areas, the Federal Government is now spending approximately six times as
much for the collection of information about performance and system indicators as
is true in education. The commitment to a nationwide testing system must be ac-
companied by a commitment to a Federal budget which makes certain the testing
system is of as high quality as we expect studelit performance to be.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to testify. I will be pleased to respond to any questions.

Senator PELL. Mr. Jack Anderson, superintendent of schools,
East Ramapo Central School District, Spring Valley, NY.

Mr. ANDERSON. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the
committee. On behalf of the American Association of School Ad-
ministrators, I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify
today on what is certainly a most important issue for education.

I am superintendent of the East Ramapo Central School District
in Spring Valley, NY, and my district has an enrollment of 18,000
public and nonpublic school students, with a professional staff of
some 1,000 teachers and administrators.

My remarks will reflect both the position of AASA and my own,
which has been formed over some 30 years in education. The Amer-
ican Association of School Administrators is a professional organi-
zation comprised of over 19,000 local superintendents, local admin-
istrators, and professors of higher education in the education field.

While we have presented written testimony, I would like to
speak to a couple of issues this morning.

First, can a national test be a major force in improving educa-
tion? The short answer is: No, testing cannot be a major force in
producing quality education. The tests themselves are often sus-
pect. Tests may not test what is being taught in a particular school
district, as our some 15,000 school districts across this country do
not necessarily introduce the same concepts or follow the same cur-
riculum scope and sequence through the various grade levels.

It is well founded that no single test can respond to the various
learning styles found in any large populatior of students. Since
there is no national consensus about what students should know
and when they should know it, it follows that wide-scale tests do
not measure a definitive body of kr.owledge that defines the nation-
al intei est in education.

Tests are all too often discriminatory in that they hold students
responsible for conditions that they neither created nor have the
ability to control. In general, youth who live in poverty, Afro-Amer-
icans, and Hispanics score at lower levels than economically advan-
taged white students. At the same time, Asian students score
higher than whites, Afro-Americans, and Hispanics. It would be all
to simplistic to suggest that test scores based on school experiences
explain these diverse findings.

Testing, for the most part, occurs outside the daily learning envi-
ronment. Frequently, results are not important to students, and
quite often the presentation of results is often separated in time
and format from the actur 1 test and classroom activities.
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But more importantly, the notion that quality can somehow be
achieved through inspection does not and will not wor'i in educa-
tion any more than it has worked in industry.

Second, can test scores be used as a prod to force educators to do
a better job? Again, the answer is no. There is in some sectors of
our society today a belief that performance criticism is a powerful
tool in behavioral modification. Exnerience, however, shows that
this is simply not the case.

A national test used to compare educational programs at the
local, State, and regional levels will generate the same lack of re-
sults and, in fact, respect as the Department of Education's so-
called wall charts.

Third, can information about what students know and be able to
do be useful in both the classroom and in the political arena? The
answer is yes. Though there are a few models in place, a number of
States are now developing information systems about student
learning that can F3rve both the need for information on what has
been learned and the need for political leaders to understand the
impact of educational policies.

Finally, an AASA proposal to improve both the information im-
portant to local educators and information desired by national pol-
icymakers. Rather than thinking about testing or a test as a cure
for the Nation's educational problems, real or imagined, we need a
national consensus on what children are expected to know and be
able to do when they graduate from high school. We do not need an
exhaustive list of outcomes, but rather, broad standards. These
standards should most definitely not be a curriculum and most em-
phatically should not be a test. Rather, they should describe what
students should know and be able to do. Standards, not standardi-
zation, guarantees, in my opinion, student achievement.

AASA strongly suggests that Congress form a commission to de-
velop three major tasks:

a) Develop criteria to consider and judge testing, assessment,
and accountability models;

(2) Develop a national consensus regarding the kvel of student
achievement for high school graduates; and

(3) Identify indicators of child development that will provide a
barometer of the status of children and youth.

On a final note, certainly significant to the overall improvement
of eduzation, it is urged that Congress establish a Marshall Plan
for children, directed toward identifying and attacking the at-risk
issues facing hundreds of thousands of children in this Nation.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed, Mr. Anderson.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Anderson follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JACK R. ANDERSON

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the American Association of

SChOol Administrators, I would like to thank you for the opportu-

nity to testify today on what is certainly a moat important issue

for education. I am Superintendent of the East Ramapo Central

School District in Spring Volley, New York. My district hap an

enrollment of 16,000 public and nonpublic school students, with a

profeesional staff of 950 teachers and administrators.

My remarks will reflect both the position of AASA and my

own, which has been formed over some 30 years in education. The

American Association of School Administrators is a professional

organization comprised of over 19,000 local superintendents,

other local administrators and profeasors of education adminis-

tration.

Currently, there are a number of organizations and prominent

individuals who support the position that either more tests or,

in this case, a national test is necessary to the improvement of

education and in order to hold local educators accountable for

the education of students. AASA would like to addres8 three

major issues related to theee positions and, particularly, to the

importart matter of testing, assessment and accountability in our

public schools.

The first iseue that arises is whether or not a national

test can improve education. Secondly, an important question

related to accountability is, simply stated, can education be

improved by publishing comparative test scores that (as we know

from experience) causes public discomfort for students, teachers,

administrators and parents in those schools and districts that
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produce lower test score*. And thirdly, can information regarding

what students know about the same thing, at the same time, and in

the same way be useful to improving their education and the

political process.

These questions are not all inclusive regarding assessment,

teating and accountability, but they seem to be extremely centrel

and most relevant to the matter of a national test.
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The short answer is no/ testing cannot be a major force in

producing quality education, for at least three reasons. Eixat,

the tests themaelves are often suSpect. Tests may not test what

is being taught in a particular chool district, as all districts

do not introduce the Same concepts or follow the same curriculum

scope and sequence through the various grade levels. Sacondly,

we know from a significant body of educational research that

multiple intelligences show clearly that how questions are asked

has a great deal to do with how well students perform. It is

well founded that no single test can respond to the various

learning styles found in any large population of students. Since

there is no national consensus about what students should know

and when they should know it, it follows that wide-scale tests do

not measure a definitive body of knowledge that defines the

national interest in education. While educators recognize that

different learning stylee exist and are important in teat taking,

the tests uo not recognize these differences. Yet, the measure-

ment of educational program success or failure is all too Often
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based on narrow testing procedures and test items. We must recog-

nize that a major responsibility of our schoola is to meet the

many and varied learning styles of our student population, and in

doing so apply appropriate assessment techniques to thos styles

in order to measrre success.

We should not and, in fact, cannot fail to answer important

questions as to the most appropriate way to assesa and motivate

gifted students, the hapdicapped, minorities and multicultural

student populations that have special assessment needs. National

testing would, in all probability, be another layer of *test and

compare" activities that make no contribution to the improvement

of education.

Tests are all too often discriminatory in that they hold

students responsible for conditions that they neither created nor

have the ability to control. In general, youth who live in

poverty, Afro-hmericans and Hispanics score at lower levels than

economically advantaged White students. At the same time, Asian

students Score h'.'Ther than Whites, Afro-Americans and Hispanics.

:t would be simplistic to suggest that test scores based on

school experience explain Such diverse findings. Cultural ef-

fecta and socioeconomic ccnditions are very controversial, yet

critical in the consideration of teaching/learning and the meas-

urement of academic accomplishments.

Suffice it to say that students who live in poverty, dimin-

ished family environment, and those who experience limited per-

sonal accomplishments in their total environment will not attain

the same level of educational accomplishments. We know that
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children represent the largest at-risk population cohort in Our

nation, and these children living in poverty come from poverty-

ridden homee. Unfortunately, schools do not have the neCeseary

human and fiscal resources to do what most educators know would

lead to greater success for this student population. Therefore,

WO knowingly allow students at risk to fall by the wayside of

education. Simply stated, we know that all children can learn,

bUt we also know that all children are not being given the oppor-

tunity to learn. A major myth of education is that the schools

can corrct deficiencies in education by simply testing in order

to point out what deficiencies xist. Such an approach ie clear-

ly doomed to failure. We must recognize that those societal

shortcomings that impact negatively on student chievement and

for whiCh schools are not responsible cannot be corrected by

changing and assessing the educational process.

We muet further underetend that agencies concerned with

social servicea, health services, the homeless, child day care

and parent training, among others, mUst be brought together in a

concerted and united coalition with education if we are to make a

significant and positive impact on the improvement of education

for all children in this nation. We should not be testing until

we know what we really want for our children and have in place

strategies to accomplish those goals.

Third, testing, for the most part, occurs outside of the

daily learning environment. Frequently, results are not impor-

tant to students and, quite often, the presentation of results 13

often separated in time and format from the actual teat and
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will be used to compare educational programs at the local, state

and regional levels and, I must say, generate the same lack of

results.

This new layer of national testing will overlay on a host o2

tests already being given at the state and local levels. Many

states, such as New York, publish a Comprehensive Assessment

Report on academic achievement, district-by-distrint and school-

by-sChOol each year. This report has turned into a media event

with no positive implications for the improvement of education.

A general public that is not sophisticated (understandably so) in

testing draws false and damaging conclusions regarding these

results and their schools. Knowing that this is the game that

will be played with national tests, educators, through their

experience at the state and local levels, will either Choose to

teach to the test or ignore it as a meaningless waste of time and

effort. Both attitudes tend to develop and perpetuate mediocrity

of curriculum and teaching with a significant loss of creativity.

It should be noted that currently there are school districts

in the State of New York already utilizing four weeks of an

already too short school year in order to administer a vast array

of national, state and local tests!

Finally, thinking that embarrassment through publishing

individual test results can produce improved education assumes

that teachers and administrators are sitting with their motors

id:ing when it comes to professional practices, and that a na-

tional test will cause them to get their act in gear. To the

contrary -- there is overwhelming evidence that the vast majority

6
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will be used to compare educational programs at the local, state

and regional levels and, I must say, generate the same lack of

results.

This new layer of national testing will overlay on host of

teats already being glven at the state and local levels. Many

states, such as New York, publish a Comprehensive Asseamment

Report on academic achievement, district-by-district and school-

by-school each year. This report has turned into a media every,:

with no positive implications for the improvement of education.

A general public that is not sophisticated (understandably so) in

testing draws false and damaging conclusions regarding these

results and their schools. Knowing that this is the game that

will be played with nation...* tests, educators, through their

experience at the state and local levels, will either choose to

teach to the test or ignore it as a meaningless waste of time and

effort. Both attitudes tend to develop and perpetuate mediocrity

of curriculum and teaching with a significant loss of creativity.

It should be noted that currently there are school districts

in the State of New York already utilizing four weeks of an

already tOo Short school year in order to administer a vast array

of national, state and local tests!

Finally, thinking that embarrassment through publishing

individual test results can produce improved education assumes

that teachers and administrators are sitting with their motors

id:ing when it comes to professional practices, and that a na-

tional test will cause them to get their act in gear. To the

contrary -- there is overwhelming evidence that the vast majority
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Classroom activities. But more importantly, the notion that

quality can somehow be achieved through inspection does not, and

will not, wOrk in education any more than it has worked in indus-

try.

Quality cannot be inspected into a products rather, quality

can only be infused through an improved process recognizing the

vast array of factors related to learning. Industries that have

tried to produce quality through tough inspections, while ignor-

ing the human and social components of the assembly line, are not

successful. Education has, and will continue to have, the same

results if we use the same approach of measuring outcomes, while

ignoring process needs and components.

II. CAS =AZ ScoRRS. AL oraaa A 2141= ID "FORCE" EDULATDRS 22
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Again, the short answer is no. There are in some sectors of

our society today a belief that performance criticism is a power-

ful tool in behavior modification. Teachers and administrators

whose students do nOt Score well can be professionally embar-

rassed, however, in the absence of clear definitions regarding

the causes of failure, improvements cannot, and will not, occur.

Understanding student needs and how to address them is better

done by teachers who work with students daily than by panels of

experts operating in isolation from thn grass-roots process ir

our state capitols and in Washington, D.C.

Despite predictable protests to the cOntrary, a national

test (like the so-called Department of Education "wall charts")
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of teachers and principals perform to a very high level day in

and day Out detpite, in some cases, overwhelming odds against

their success and the success of their students. Standardized

tests simply do not mem:re teacher or adminiatrative competency.

It is important to note that at a time when many states and

the Congress of the United States is looking to implement initia-

tives that would assess the Success or failures of education, we

have disastrous reductions in monetary support for education at

the state and local levels.

The State of New York is an excellent example. While the

State Education Department is developing new educational initia-

tives, the Governor has proposed an 5891 million reduction in aid

to public schools in the 1991-92 fiecal budget. This, coupled

with a $191 million reduction during the 90/91 school year'

equates to a two-year loss of support for education in xcess of

one billion dollars. Many districts in New York are eliminating

al but tne most core educational programs, and literally thou-

sands of staff reductions are occurring as clams sizes drastical-

ly Increase and programs for at-risk students are eliminated.

The Same condition exists today in many of our states.
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The short &newer is probably yes. Though there are few such

models In place, a number of states are now developing informa-

tion systems about student learning that can serve both the need

for daily Information on what has been learned and the need of
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gains can be described in terms of locally developed outcoms

utilizing statewide or commercially available tests that relate

directly to the scope and sequence of local curriculum and goals

of the district. Disaggregated data relating to the student

population data base is also critical in the assessment of stu-

dent achievement.
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Rather than thinking about testing or a teat as a cure for

the nation's educational problem, real or imagined, we need a

national consensus on what students are expected to know and be

able to do when they graduate from high school. The National

Council of Teachers of Mathematics has developed a splendid set

of "standards" for mathematics that can serve as an excellent

model. The science, English, social studies and reading teachers

have done, or presently have underway, similar work. Ne should

capitalize on these outstanding efforts, as well as the work of

NAEP and.various academic commissions to develop a national

consensus on standards for education.

We do not need an exhaustive list of desired outcomes, but

rather the type of broad standards identified as a "National

Standards Framework" by Lauren Resnick, recently in testimony to

the Romer Panel on Implementation of the National Educational

Goals. These standards are most definitely not a curriculum and,
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most emphatically, not a test. Rather, they describe what stu-

dents should know and be able to do. States and school districts

can then determine how beat to achieve these standards.

If omplOyers could save accurate descriptions of what stu-

dents know and can do, and if all stodents hove achieved these

standards, there would be little use to compare student teats

that rate and rank students. AASA sees little reason to sort and

separate students, because such practices are inconsistent with

the notiOn that all students car. learn. Testing tO Bort and

separate students is also inconristent with the philosophy of not

holding students responsible for factors they did not create and

do not control.

Therefore, AASA strongly suggests that Congress form a

commission to accomplish three major tasks:

(1) Develop Criteria to consider and judge testing, assess-

ment and accountability proposals. These criteria would provide

a consistent model for state and federal policymakera and local

school boards as they develop new methods of accountability.

(2) Develop a national consensus regarding the level of

student achievement for high school graduates. We suggest using

tne standards of the various curriculum associations mentioned

previously as the -jumping-off point in developing the consensus

on a standards framework. Again, the standards are emphatically

not a curriculum or a test. We should emphasize that reform

starts wish knowing where you want to go, and success depends on

focusing on teaching strategies that enable students to reach

these standards.
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(3) Identify indicators of child development that will

provide a barometer of the status of children and youth. A

regular report on the status of Children And youth must accom-

plish any public review of learning, otherwise we can never begin

to understand the impact of social, economic and cultural forces

on children's lives as it relates to their educational develop-

ment.

On a f!nal note, certainly significant to the overall im-

provement of education, it is urged that Congress take the lead

in providing the impetus for an aggreosive coalition effort of

all those agencies and organizations impacting on the education

and social fabric of our nation's children -- an effort directed

toward improving on the chances of success for all our children.

A National Child Recovery Act directed toward recognizing and

attacking the at-risk issues facing hundreds of thousands of

children in this nation is of the highest priority.

On behalf of AASA, I thank you for the opportunity to ex-

press these views regarding the important area of educational

assessment and accountability.
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Senator PELL. I have just one question. That is, should the tests
be mandatory? I think we all agree it would be helpful to have a
test. Should it be mandatory, or should it be optional? I would just
ask first, Mr. Kolberg.

Mr. KOLBERG. Well, I would repeat, Mr. Chairman, what I said
earlier. I think we need a set of national standards, and I think the
standards need to be, as I think my colleagues have said, not stand-
ardized in the usual sense of terribly prescriptive, but as Mr. An-
derson has just said, we need to know what high school students
are expected to do and perform and the knowledge that they need
to have; the competencies, in other words. And that comes about by
setting standards.

Business needs to become much more involved in competency
standard-setting. Certainly the schools need to do that, and we
need to have that kind of a system across the United States. And, I
think, in one way or another, all four of us have been saying that.

Senator PELL. But, in brief, it should be mandatory?
Mr. KOLBERG. I think they should be mandatory.
Senator PELL. All right.
Mr. KOLBERG. I think this society should expectand a commis-

sion that Lauren and I happen to serve on, the Commission on
Skills of the American Workforce, calls a certificate of initial mas-
terywe ought to, by the age of 16, specify what the performance
standards, competency standards are and expect and work with
and do whatever needs to be done to help all Americans reach
those standards.

Senator PELL. Thank you.
Dr. Resnick.
Ms. RESNICK. Well, I agree that students ought to be required at

some key points, two or at most three, in their careers to pass a
real mastery criterion examination. I think that a single national
test for that purpose would be counterproductive. I think it will
become the kind of standardization that Mr. Anderson referred to
and will not be a vehicle for energizing and recruiting the atten-
tion of not only teachers but parents, communities, to this problem
that we need.

The notion of multiple examinations calibrated to a single stand-
ard is a system that will work for this country. I strongly urge that
we go that route rather than the route of a single national exam or
test.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
Mr. Ambach.
Mr. AMBACH. Mr. Chairman, the requirement should be that

there is a system for reporting on each child or student with re-
spect to that student's progress toward the national standard. That
is a very different requirement than requiring a single test of ev-
eryone. But it is a requirement that there would be a report in
knowledge of how each student is performing on that standard.
The way in which one determines that report or that information
would be from a variety of different exams.

So the requirement would be on the reporting, the demonstration
of progress, rather than on a single test that would have to be

taken.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
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Mr. Anderson.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, as a local superintendent, I am

very concerned that whatever the Congress decides to do, that we
are able to do in a productive way, in a meaningful way to help
children to better be prepared.

My concern at this time is that we really need to identify those
standards. We then need to spend a lot of time determining how
we are going to test not only in the cognitive skill area but also in
the affective domain in terms of the thinking process which is
going to be critical to education in the 21st Century, in my opinion.

So, we feel the test at this time is premature to a lot of impor-
tant work.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed.
Senator Kassebaum.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR KASSEBAUM

Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First, let me say I do have an opening statement which I would

like to make part of the record.
Second, I guess I am glad I grew up in an age where we didn't

have to worry so much about all these tests. I am not sure I would
have made it through.

I think that, in general terms, part of this growing interest in
national testing, along with many other things that we are debat-
ing regarding education, stems from our loss of confidence in our
education system. So we are sort of reaching out trying to figure
out what might work, and I think sometimes we miss the forest for
the trees.

But it's very interesting to hear these observations. I couldn't
agree more that we need toand I have spoken to this strongly at
homeexpect more from out students today. I think each school
district can establish higher standards for graduation from high
school. This doesn't need to come from Congress. It doesn't neces-
sarily, I would suggestMr. Anderson, you know this far better
than I as a superintendentmean more hours in the classroom or
more courses. It's just expectations being raised.

[The prepared statement of Senator Kassebaum follows:]

PREPAIZED STATEMENT OF SENATOR KASSEBAUM

It is a pleasure to welcome today's witnesses as the education
subcommittee examines the question of national testing.

This hearing is a timely one. Certainly, the recent momentum on
oehalf of some form of national testing could scarcely have been
imagined even a few years ago.

The growing interest in this subject reflects a recognition that
we have a stake as a Nation in producing well-educated citizens
and workers. Unfortunately, it reflects as well a loss of confidence
in our education systema sense that the high school diploma,
once a demonstration of a basic level of proficiency, no longer ade-
quately serves that purpose.

Believing, as I do, that we need to increase our standards and ex-
pectations for students, I have some sympathy for the concerns ex-
pressed by national test proponents. At the same time, I am one
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who has felt that one of the real strengths of our education system
is the fact that its roots are firmly planted in local soil.

Our public elementary and secondary school system stands as
one of the most truly democratic institutions in our society. Key
decision makers are readily accessible to the local community and
to parentswhose role in promoting a respect for education and an
insistence on achievement is irreplaceable.

Consequently, I approach the question of national testing with a
certain amount of misgivingparticularly in terms of reconciling
the concept of some type of national standard with that of the tra-
ditional (and important) local focus of education.

It is important, I believe, to address several key questions:
Would, in fact, a national test lead to a national curriculum?
Would the results of a national test be meaningful to the class-

room teacher, the individual student, or his/her parents? Or would
it, rather, be one more distraction from regular classroom work?

Would a national test actually result in raising our standards
and, if so, how?

Given the expense of national testing, is this the best use of
resources spent for school improvement efforts?

Who decides what will be testedor, more to the point, who
decides what is important for our children to know?

The witnesses appearing today hold diverse viewpoints not only
about the desirability of national testing but also about how any
such test should be structured.

I look forward to a lively exchange as well as an opportunity to
lear n.

I would like to ask some questions of each member of the panel
because I do think that it is a fascinating subject.

Mr. Kolberg, I will start with you. How do you believe we should
go about establishing the consensus you mentioned?

And, Dr. Resnick, I think you spoke to this in many ways, too, in
terms of the technicalities of getting this all put together. That in
and of itself could take a lot of time and money and effort. Is it
going to drain a certain amount of vitality from where I wish our
focus might be on this?

And then second, let me ask you, do you think a national test
would lr.nd to a national curriculum?

Mr. KOZBERG. I am afraid too often we emphasize the pessimistic
rather than the optimistic. This panel, I think, shows the optimism
that all of us in our various ways have come a great deal of way
over the last three or 4 years in understanding the issues in educa-
tional reform, and you find us coming from very different places in
this whole society but saying a lot of the very same things. So I
think we have made a lot of progress.

But I would repeat what I said in my statement. I hope that the
new Secretary of Education, when he is confirmed by this body,
will be the kind of proactive leader that I think you need. I think a
Nation needs a proactive leader and you need a cabinet officer who
can speak on behalf to the education president every day and lead
us through a variety of experiences together, whether we set up
boards as some of us suggested, whether we strengthen pieces of
the Education Department. I think it's that kind of leadership that
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is needed to build the national consensus around what we have
been talking about here today.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Well, let me ask all of the panelists, do you
think a national testing would lead to a national curriculum?

Ms. RESNICK. I have, and I think my colleaguee also, are not talk-
ing about a national test. We are talking about national standards,
and we are talking about, or I am anyway,.a process of standard-
setting that wouldn't be draining energy, it would be part of the
process of mobilizing the country for really improved educational
activity.

I have been chairing a resource group for the National Educa-
tional Goals Panel, made up of people from very different entering
points of view, whom I did not get to a point even though I was
chairing it, and we have suggested to the panel an approach to this
standard-setting process that perhaps I can share with you.

It is designed to be a mixture of top-down and bottom-up activity
with broad consultation with people. We imagine a national group
of some kind, perhaps a board but it could just be a commission or
an appropriately vested study group, that would collect and make
available to each State the curriculum standards and guidelines
that have been produced by a number of national curriculum study
groups akrig with samples of State curricula and frameworks from
other countries, because this is, after all, partly an international
competitive engagement that we are in.

States would then set up procedures for review and comment on
these frameworks by groups of educators and citizens, preferably at
the level of local schools.

The sample frameworks will be used to stimulate and guide that
discussion, but it would not be imposed on anyone.

As a result of this, the States would be able to compile reports of
what their citizens want for their students, and that could come
back to a national commission that could draft a proposal for
knowledge and skill objectives that would be much more detailed
and usable than the current national goals that we have.

That draft can then go back down through the process and back
up. The details of this need to be caf ;fully designed. What our
group did was try to outline an approach that we believe could mo-
bilize attention and commitment to the educational problem that
we have.

'this is not a process of setting a national curriculum. It is a
process of getting the whole country involved in seriously thinking
about what the educational objectives ought to be.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Perhaps this is a little simplistic, but
wouldn't we all recognize a really top-flight student, without
having any exam results before us? Mr. Anderson.

Mr. ANDERSON. You are absolutely correct. There is no question
that I can predict for the Congress or anyone else the student
cohort population in my school district that will succeed at the
high level, that will be at the middle level, and those that will fail.
And we will tell those who fail, once again, you are not succeeding
in our society. And we do too much of that today.

In our school district, Senator, we have over 4 weeks of testing
already per year in an already too-short 180-day school year. Now,
when you add the teacher time that is spent preparing students for
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those 4 weeks of testing, look at the amount of time that we are
taking Gut of the instructional day in order to assess.

So we have to be careful about overlaying these tests. We have to
have some coordination if we come from the national level with the
different States. We have to have an understanding in terms of
how much time should be spent on testing.

To your question in terms of a national curriculum, I think it fol-
lows that if we have national standardsand I support national
standardsthose standards will equate then to a taxonomy of
skills, if you will, to be taught in the classroom and de facto almost
you will be impinging in a positive way on a curriculum on a na-
tional scale.

But to develop a national syllabus, I would be opposed to that.
Mr. AMBACH. Senator, excuse me, if I may?
Senator KASSEBAUM. You may.
Mr. AMBACH. Could I respond to the coupling of questions that

you first asked to Mr. Kolberg. One was about the consensus proc-
ess and the other is about a national curriculum.

One might think that the matter of developing a framework or
standards for national testing in this country was completely anti-
thetical to our system. The fact of the matter is that we have been
doing it for the last 25 years, in the NAEP program. And within
the last three or 4 years that process has become much more so-
phisticated by way of the development of what are called frame-
works, which means the set of objectives and goals or standards
from which the test is drawn.

Now, under NAEP, and that is program assessment, not individ-
ual exam, that process has been carried out by our council. It is a
consensus process which has involved representatives of all differ-
ent levels of the educational community, of representatives of the
public, and we have through that process developed the objectives
for the testing in NAEP.

So we have already examples of where it is possible to develop a
kind of consensus, if you will, for the country as to what the stand-
ard.s should be. That process needs to be made more sophisticated.
It needs to be, in my judgment, coupled in with what I proposed for
a national board. But I think you would find that we are lot closer
to having the capacity and the acceptability of developing this kind
of set of standards than many might have thought.

Now, that is not, in my judgment, the creation of a national cur-
riculum, nor is it the creation of a syllabus, nor should it be. And I
believe that that is the pivotal issue before you by way of how you
would exercise Federal responsibility in establishing any kind of a
board or mechanism and how you design it, so that we are certain
it is a standard-setting process but it is not a process which in fact
sets the curriculum or a single test to try to test it.

Senator KASSEBAUM. I have used up my time, but let me just ask
because all four of you are saying the same thing regarding that, I
believe. Don't you believe, looking at past tests, that eventually a
teacher starts to teach those things that are going to be? So we are
beginning, then, I would think, to focus on some kind of national
consensus.

Now, maybe it's something that is important to focus on, and
that does become the curriculum, to a certain extent. For example,

r
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there are certain facets of history that everybody should know, and
maybe that isn't all that bad. I do think the evolution of it could
become a national curriculum.

Mr. KOLBERG. Well, Senator, it seems to me as a noneducator, it
seems to me that you could start with a national curriculum and
more then to some kind of national assessments as well as start, as
we are talking about today, move to develop a set of assessments
and then ultimately build a curriculum around it.

The British have recently chosen to go at it, by my layman's
view, more directly and say we want a national curriculum. And
ultimately and inexorably, out of that national curriculum will de-
velop the kinds of national assessments that we need.

I use that as an illustration because it seems to me that they
have taken a terribly bold step, for that society, and we should not
stand back from thinking bold thoughts if we are serious about
meeting our national goals.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
Senator Bingaman.
Senator BINGAMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I

apologize for not being here for all the testimony this morning, but
let me just ask one question.

Mr. Ambach, let me ask you, you and I have talked about this
issue many times and I have always appreciated your point of view
and expertise. I notice on page 3 of your testimony that you talk
about the first element being the need to establish an entity for
setting national standards. That would be a national entity to es-
tablish national student performance standards.

Are you clear, is this an entity eimilar to what we are contem-
plating with the goal-setting mechanism that I have proposed in
Senate bill 2 or that is included as part of that legislation? Or is
this something different?

Mr. AMBACH. Senator, this is something different. Again, you and
I have had a number of exchanges. It may seem as though I have
been a bit inconsistent, because, as you well know, I have argued
very strongly that with respect to the panel which has been estab-
lished by the President and the governors on monitoring the goals
and with respect to anything like that, that there should be limita-
tions in that panel and that its limitation should be strictly a limit
of monitoring progress on the goals.

In my judgment, we are talking about something different here.
In my judgment, we are talking here about the establishment of
sets of standards subject by subject of what we would expect Amer-
ican children to know and to be able to do. And I think that is a
function which is beyond that more limited function of actually
tracing progress on the goals. In fact, it is closer, sir, to where you
were originally with the panel recommendation, which had that
broader scope and was not limited to monitoring.

Senator BINGAMAN. But you are recommending essentially that
somebody takes the basic core subjects that we expect our students
to learn about and identify very detailed, specific standards of per-
formance we expect them to achieve in each of those subjects.

58
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Mr. AMBACH. Sufficiently detailed so that you can then use them
to design either program assessment instruments or individual ex-
aminations.

Senator BINGAMAN. And let me just be clear in my own mind.
How do you propose this would best be organized? Would it be
under the Department of Education? Would it be independent of
that? Would it be a combination? How do you see that?

Mr. AMBACH. My recommendation, Senator, is that this be an in-
dependent of the department, this in fact be a body which would be
appointed in even parts by the President and the Congress, some
by the House and some by the Senate; and that, in effect, it would
be different, for example, from the NAGB board, which is currently
now appointed by the Secretary of Education. That is not a criti-
cism of the NAGB board or a criticism of the Secretary. There is a
different function.

I believe we are nOW dealing with much higher stakes than we
ever have before with respect to establishing the appropriate gov-
ernmental board or entity that needs to deal with this. And it
needs to be that it can have the kind of independence which I be-
lieve could be held if there is that jointly appointed arrangement.

I am considering here, although I haven't given you all the de-
tails, of terms which would be 5 to 7 years. You would want them
to bridge over. I think there would be a necessity Of having very
careful provisions with respect to assuring that this is not a parti-
san body. I think there needs to be a very careful process with re-
spect to the manner of reviews or nominations for appointments.

We are talking here about, in Bill Kolberg's words, moon shots
or major efforts of serious development for education in this coun-
try, about something that we have never had before.

Senator BINGAMAN. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you very much.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
Senator Wellstone.
Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you very much.
I have, one more or less statement. It kind of follows on the heels

of Senator Kassebaum's questioning, and then one question which I
am very interested in your response to.

The statement, question, or whatever you want to call it, is that I

at first I thought we were talking about a single mandatory nation-
al test. I have heard something a little different. I am glad to hear
something a little different. I have heard language about a system
of reporting, and then I think it was Dr. Resnick who talked about
a process whereby we begin to formulate national educational ob-
jectives.

For my own part, I guess I, at some point in time before making
a final decision, want to be clear exactly what we are talking
about, because having devoted my whole adult life to education, I

am very interested in rigor and standards and good expectations
for students to live up to. But I also don't want teachingand we
have heard some testimony about this, and I think Senator Kasse-
baum was raising this questionI also don't want this to drive the
teaching. I mean there is enough worksheets in the classrooms.

I don't want the teaching to be driven by the tests, because for

my own part, whiie I see education key to the economy, I also,

5
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much like John Dewey, think that we have to have men and
women who can think on their own two feet, who can ask critical
questions. And I don't want that to be lost sight of. I guess I just
want to express that as a concern here.

My question is as follows, and I could be way off base, but this is
the one question that haunts me more than any other as I listened
to you all today. All of your testimony I appreciate. We heard, I
think it was Mr. Anderson, talk about a Marshall Plan. I don't see
any Marshall Plan for children in this country. I don't see it in the
current budget. I don't see any commitment to anything close to
full funding for Head Start. I don't see any commitment to full
funding for the WIC program. I don't see any commitment to the
idea that every woman expecting a child is going to have a diet
rich in vitamin, mineral, and protein.

And I think the medical e vidence is unambiguous,
Mr. Chairman, that that has to happen for that boy or girl to

have a chance.
I don't see the commitment to early childhood education. I don't

see the commitment at the elementary school level, which as a col-
lege teacher I would insist is far more important than college
teaching in terms of a really less of a ratio of teacher to student.

This is my concern, that in the absence of that commitment, I
am worried about some kind of standard testing or moving in that
direction becoming kind of punitive. I mean, if we don't really
change the life circumstances, you know what I am saying, we
don't change the life circumstances of the kids, we don't really
make commitments in certain areas where we know darned well it
would make a difference, but then we've got these tests along the
way or whatever we're talking about, and it becomes kind of track-
ing. It becomes punitive. It adds, it exasperates the inequalities.
That is my concern. I mean I think everybody on this panel wants
to see all the rest of that happen. I am not in any way, shape, or
form suggesting otherwise. But that is my concern: Where does this
fit in, and am I wrong in worrying about this? That is my biggest
concern.

Ms. RESNICK. I think you are quite right to worry about it. It is
why, in the program that my colleagues and I are working on,
which we call the New Standards Project, and you will hear more
about from Mr. Tucker later, we insist on the embedding of an ex-
amination system in a systemic school reform program. Simply set-
ting examinations will not do anything more than continue to
record that we are not doing well.

Senator WELLSTONE. Well, could I quickly interrupt you, Dr. Res-
nick? I am not asking you to make the decision for me, but I think
that would be my position. Do you think that's a credible position:
I would support this, but I will not support this unless it is in the
context of an overall reform and commitment? What would you do
in my place?

Ms. RESNICK. I would take that position and do all the work that
is necessary to build the support for it and the funding for it. It
will need funds, but it will also need an enormous amount of hard
work. It cannot be just the pouring of money into the process.

Senator WELLSTONE. Sure.

G 0
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MS. RESNICK. But there will be a need for either new funds or
dramatic reallocation of the way funds are now spent in our educa-
tion and human services system.

Mr. KOLBERG, Senator, I would responel by saying that you are
absolutely right, there is no panacea to basic restructuring of
American education all the way across the board, and to just do
this one little bit and pretend it's a panacea or CHOICE is a pana-
cea just won't get us there.

I think you heard in my testimony I kept talking about national
will. I agree we've got to develop a national will. It is not there yet.
These kinds of hearings build national will.

But what disturbs me is when you take a poll, 75 percent of the
American people say, "Yes, we have a basic education problem." If
you go ask parents, "Is the school your child goes to good," the
same 75 percent say, "Yes, my child is in a good school."

Parents are confused. We are confused as a society. We talk
about the problems, but they don't really reach us. Are American
parents really concerned enough about their school? Because if we
have a serious national problem, it exists, by and large, in their
school as well as everybody else's school. That is why we need
these kinds of standards we are talking about, because I don't
think parents know that in many schools today their kids aren't
getting a world-class education and they don't test that way.

Mr. ANDERSON. Sena Or, I think you have just simply thrown the
cover off of what many of us are really not looking at in a produc-
tive way in relationship to educating children down at the local
level in the classroom.

Recent statistics tell us that 40 percent of the children of this
country are already at risk academically when they enter kinder-
garten-40 percent. And we are trying to do the best we can, with
at-risk programs and a host of other factors.

But let me just give you one example. Tonight I will have a mas-
sive meeting in my district in New York in order to listen to the
people give me their input on how $13 million, 36 percent of the
State aid, based on the governor's $891 million reduction in aid to
public schools, can be implemented in my school districts. And
what is going to happen, we are going to be back to the very basic
core programs and those gifted prime programs, those student sup-
port teachers, those off-site schools, and on and on, that we have
been implementing to try to lift these kids up by the bootstraps
will be eliminated. And we know what will happen to those chil-
dren.

Yet, at the same time, we try to move forward in terms of setting
standards in terms of testing. But you are absolutely correct, there
is a greater issue in this country in relationship to education, and
if we do not address that issue, we are doomed to generations of
kids that are not going to make a meaningful contribution to our
society.

Senator WELISTONE. Mr. Ambach.
Mr. AMBACH. Senator, you asked what we would advise if we

were in your shoes. And I state this after hearing your very per-
suasive statement of commitment to what must be done in this
country by way of improving the condition of children and, there-
fore, the condition for education. If I were in your shoes, I would
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insist that any development of a testing system is a testing system
that works for each and every individual youngster, not a testing
system which screens out but a testing system which in fact meas-
ures progress for each and every youngster, to help them progress
toward the standards and the objectives that we set.

That is a very bold objective, but I think that the way that you
can do that particularly from the perspective of your service here
in the Congress is by way of working toward the kind of research
and development necessary for an individual examination system,
working on the improvements in the NAEP system, so that in fact
we are constantly improving the very testing that we are doing.

Right now we are in a very rapidly changing circumstance in
this country by way of tests themselves. And that needs a tremen-
dous boost by way of resources so that we are certain we are not
doing multiple choice, we are not doing simple identifications, what
we are doing in the testing is what is at the core of the very learn-
ing itself, and that is, generating new levels of inquiry and ques-
tioning by our students so that they are themselves learning, that
they are in fact setting their own educational agenda. That is what
I would insist on from your perspective.

Senator WELISTONE. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I think I have taken up my time. I would like to

apologize.
I would like to thank the panelists from my own point of view,

and I would like to apologize to others who are going to testify. I
am rather frustrated because I see some of the people that are
going to be testifyir.g, and I want to hear them. At least it seems
like a kind of appropriate excuse. I made a commitment to go
speak to students right now. So I am going to have to do that.

Thank you.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
We now come to our second panel. I would add that we have

three panels with us today, so we will have to move along as quick-
ly as we can.

Dr. Richard DiPatri, vice president of Educate America, Inc.; Dr.
Monty Neill, associate director of Fair Test, National Center for
Fair and Open Testing; Dr. C.L. Hutchins, executive director, Mid-
Continent Regional Educational Laboratory; and Albert Shanker,
president, American Federation of Teachers.

We welcome all of you, and as I say, I apologize for the briefness
of time that we have, but I am very glad that you are here, and we
will start ote hearing Dr. DiPatri.

STATEMENTS OF RICHARD A. DIPATRI, VICE PRESIDENT, EDU-
CATE AMERICA, INC., MORRISTOWN, NJ; MONTY NEILL, ASSOCI-
ATE DIRECT3R, FAIRTEST (NATIONAL CENTER FOR FAIR AND
OPEN TESTING), CAMBRIDGE, MA; ALBERT SHANKER, PRESI-
DENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, WASHINGTON,
DC; AND C.L. HUTCHINS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MID-CONTI-
NENT REGIONAL EDUCATIONAL LABORATORY, AURORA, CO
Mr. DIPATRI. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am

truly honored to be here this morning. On behalf of former New
Jersey Governor Thomas Kean, who is chairman of Educate Amer-
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ica, I thank yo... for the opportunity to present Educate America's
proposal for a national achievement examination.

Educate America's proposal calls for a national achievement
exam for all students, which would measure outcomes in six areas:
Reading, writing, mathematics, science, American and world histo-
ry, and geography. The examination would be a requirement for all
students in pulDlic and nonpublic schools. It would be administered
in November of the senior year and would not be a requirement for
graduation.

The individual student results would be reported on a numerical
scale of zero to 200 in each area assessed. Group results for States
and individual schools would be made public, allowing educators
and policymakers to focus attention on clear, unambiguous, easy-to-
understand results. By so doing, Educate America's proposal would
provide a strong measure of accountability for States and schools
and specifically for individual students.

Three of the six national goals focus on student achievement and
set very ambitious targets for our Nation's schools and States. Un-
fortunately, and unquestionably, there is no accurate w;ty today for
individual schools and States to measure progress toward the na-
tional goals. An examination for all seniors would directly link the
goals to every high school student in the country.

If it is appropriate to establish national goals, it is even more ap-
propriate to ensure that the goals are met and imperative that
these goals affect every student in this country.

In addition to assessing national goals, a national achie vement
exam would encourage students to work harder in school because
the results would provide a common, reliable indicator of their per-
formance, which would have an effect on future job opportunities.
By reporting results in an easily understood format which can be
shared with employers and postsecondary institutions, the exam
would add meaning to the work of students.

More importantly, it would create an effort-oriented system
which would send a message to all students that hard work pays
dividends and that tough courses are the path to success.

Students would not be alone in being held accountable. By
making results public for schools and States, the $230 billion educa-
tion enterprise finally would be accountable for results, because
the results would be comparable across States and schools, and de-
cision-makers at all levels would have sound information to deter-
mine where changes are necessary. For the first time in our coun-
try's history, a reliable, commonly acceptable indicator of account-
ability would be available fc,r every high school in the country, and
depending upon the results of this objective indicator we can either
celebrate success or focus resources where they are needed the
most.

When bold proposals such as Educate America's are presented,
more often than not they are misrepresented and misunderstood. I
would like to take the opportunity to descrioe to you the highlights
of our proposal.

The proposed exam would utilize quality assessment practices.
Most of the tests used today result in poor teaching practices and
irrelevant curriculum by focusing on minimums or by relying on
simple multiple-choice tests. Educate America's proposal would uti-
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lize state-of-the-art assessment, including performance measures as
often as possible, including essays or a series of essays, techniques
to measure ability to solve multistep problems and open-ended
questions to measure the ability to think critically and write effec-
tively.

The technology is available today to construct and administer
tests which can effectively measure higher-order skills which all
educators agree are sound outcomes of schooling. Although more
expensive than common testing methods, it is possible and practi-
cal to develop high-quality assessment instruments which can be
administered on a large scale to produce accurate and reliable in-
formation.

In addition to linking curriculum with assessment and motivat-
ing particularly noncollege-bound students, Educate America's pro-
posal would raise academic rigor and expectations for all students
by administering an exam in grade 12 at the culmination of school-
ing. While the exam would not be a graduation requirement, it
would assess what Andrew Porter of the Wisconsin Center for Edu-
cation Research calls "hard content" for all students, which con-
trasts significantly with most State graduation tests which assess
"easy content" for all students. This dramatic shift to greater aca-
demic rigor and higher expectations for all students is essential if
we expect our students to function effectively in the 21st Century.

In conclusion, we believe that this proposal would have the
power of fixing the ends and clearly displaying the results for all to
see. The results would be fair, clear, direct, and easily understood
by all, thereby providing a much-needed focus on results.

On behalf of Educate America and its supporters, I encourage
you to give serious consideration to a required national examina-
tion for all students. Ar.ything less than an exam which holds ev-
eryone accountablestudents, schools, and Stateswill leave you
asking the same question in the year 2000 that you are asking
today: How can we end this educational crisis in our midst?

Thank you for your attention.
[The prepared statement of Mr. DiPatri follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR..DIPATRI

Mr. Chairman members of the committee, my name is Rich Di Petri, vice presi-
dent of Educate America, and I am honored to be here this morning. On behalf of
former New Jersey Governor Thomas Kean, Cuairman of Educate America, and
Saul Cooperman, president, I thank you for the opportunity to present our proposal
for a National Achievement Examination.

Educate America's proposal calls for a national achievement examination for all
students which would measure outcomes in six specific areas: Reading, writing.
mathematics, science, American and world history, and geography. The examination
would be a requirement for all students in public and nonpublic schools; would be
administered in November of the senior year; and would not be a requirement for
graduation.

The individual student results would be reported on a numerical scale of 0-200 in
each area assessed. Group results for states and individual schools would be made
public, allowing educators and policymakers to focus attention on clear, inambi-
guous, easy to understand results. By so doing, educate America's proposal would
provide a strong measure of accountability for states and schools and specifically for
individual students.
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NATIONAL GOALS WOULD AFFECT EVERY STUDENT

Three of the s'Ax national goals focus on student achievement and set very ambi-
tious targets for our Nation's schools and states. Unfortunately, and unquestionably,
there is no accurate way today for individual schools and states to measure progress
toward the national goals. An examination for all seniors would directly link the
goals to every high school student in the country. If it is appropriate to establish
national goals, it is even more appropriate to ensure that the goals are met and im-
perative that those goals affect every student in this country.

WOULD CREATE AN EFFORT-ORIENTED SYSTEM

In addition to assessing our national goals, a national achievement examination
would encourage students to work harder in school because the results would pro-
vide a common, reliable indicator of their school performance which would have an
effect on future job opportunities. By reporting results in an easily understood
format, which can be shared with employers and postsecondary institutions, the
exam would add meaning to the work of students. More importantly, it would create
an effort oriented system which would send a message to all students that hard
work pays dividends and that tough courses are the path to success.

ACCOUNTABILITY FOR SCHOOLS AND STATES

Students would not be alone in being held accountable. By making results public
for schools and states, the 230 billion dollar education enterprise finally would be
accountable for results. Because the results would be comparable across schools and
states, decisionmakers at all levels would have sound information to determine
where changes are necessary. For the first time in our country's history, a reliable,
commonly acceptable indicator of accountability would be available for every high
school in the country. Depending upon the results of this objective indicator, we can
either celebrate success or focus resources where they are needed the most.

When bold proposals such as educate America's are presented, more often than
not, they are misrepresented and misunderstood. I would like to take the opportuni-
ty to describe to you the highlights of our proposal

QUALITY ASSESSMENT PRACFICES

The proposed examination would utilize quality assessment practices. Most of the
tests used today result in poor teaching practices and irrelevant curriculum by fo-
cusing on minimums or by relying on simple multiple choice tests. Educate Ameri-
ca's proposal would utilize state of the art assessment practices including perform-
ance memures LIB often as possible, including a series of essays to determine writing
performance, techniques to measure ability to solve multi-step problems, and open
ended questions to measure the ability to think critically and write effectively. The
technology is available today to construct and administer testa which can effectively
measure knowledge and higher order skills which all educators agree are sound out-
comes of schooling. Although more expensive than common testing methods, it is
possible and practical to develop high quality assessment instruments which can be
administered on a large scale to produce accurate and reliable information about
students.

LINK CURRICULUM WITH ASSESSMENT

The proposed examination would provide an essential link, which does not cur-
rently exist, between what students are expected to learn, and the tests used to
assess students. Educate America's proposal calls for committees of outstanding edu-
cators, business and labor representatives, military officials, and postsecondary edu-
cators to identify the common core of knowledge and skills which all students
should possess upon completion of secondary school. These committees would define
the precise outcomes in each of the six subject areas which would reflect what every
citizen, regardless of ethnic background, family income or school of attendance
should know in order to participate actively in a democratic society. We live in a
highly mobile society which demands that all students acquire essential knowledge
and skills to function effectively in that society. The result will be improved curricu-
la with extensive local flexibility, because local educators will choose the best meth-
ods, textbooks and instructional materials to achieve the desired outcomes.
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WOULD MOTIVATE NONCOLLEGE BOUND STUDENTS

At the present time, there is no reliable standardized assessment utilized by em-
ployers for noncollege bound students seeking employment. The result is the reli-
ance on the diploma by employers for job entry decisions. Educate America's propos-
al would motivate noncollege bound students because it would supplement students'
transcripts and add meaning to the high school diploma. Individual student results
would provide to potential employers and other recipients chosen by the student, an
easy to understand description of performance in key areas of study. In effect, it
would produce a much needed relationship between school performance and employ-
ment.

ACADEMIC RIGOR AND "HARD CONTENT FOR ALL STUDENTS"

Educate America's proposal would raise academic rigor and expectations for all
students by administering an exam in grade twelve, at the culmination of schooling.
While the exam would not be a graduation requirement, it would assess what
Andrew Porter of the Wisconsin Center for Education Research calls, "hard content
for all students", which contrasts significantly with most state graduation tests,
which assess "easy content for all students". This dramatic shift to greater academ-
ic rigor and higher expectations for all students is essential if we expect our stu-
dents to function effectively in the 21st Century. It is not realistic to suggest that
simultaneously we can raise the level of expectations for our students, pegged at the
highest international levels, while at the same time testing them when they are in
ninth or tenth grade.

RESULTS EASILY UNDERSTOOD BY EVERY AMERICAN

The results for this test would be meaningful and would be understood by every
American. This will be an extremely positive turn of events, since we could stop ar-
gu: ig about the extent of the problem and focus on meaningful change. We would
then Itnow which programs are working and which are not, and we would no longer
rely on the often reported, but least meaningful measure of our school's progress,
the sat scores. Despite the fact that the sat is a "prospective test", which is used to
assess ability to perform college work, and which is specifically designed to be unre-
lated directly to curricula in our high schools, the general public annually deter-
mines the success or failure of education based on these results. Doesn't it make
more sense to use a "retrospective exam" focusing on achievement an performance,
which will clearly indicate what students know and how they perform in relation to
their school experience?

In conclusion, we believe that this proposal would have the power of fixing the
ends, and clearly displaying the results for all to see. The results will be fair, clear,
direct and easily understood by all, thereby providing a much needed focus on re-
sults.

A REQUIREMENT FOR ALL STUDENTS

On behalf of Educate America and its supporters, I encourage you to give serious
consideration to a required national examination for all students. Anything less
than an exam which holds everyone accountablestudents, schools and stateswill
leave you asking the same question in the year 2000 that you are asking today. How
can we end this educational crisis in our midst? Thank you for your attention.

Senator BINGAMAN [presiding]. Thank you very much.
Dr. Neill.
Mr. NEILL. Senator Bingaman, Senator Kassebaum, thank you

very much. FairTest is very pleased to be here today at this impor-
tant hearing.

FairTest is the Nation's only advocacy and public information or-
ganization whose sole purpose is to try to make assessment in the
United States air, open, and relevant. It is our conclusion, based on
looking at the published proposals, that the Senate at this time
should support education reform by not implementing the national
examination. The Senate should, however, support efforts to intro-
duce new assessment methods across the country as part of imple-
menting school reform.

6 f;
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National testing proposals assume that more measurement will
produce positive change. Recent history shows this is not true.
During the 1980's the U.S. school children became the most over-
tested school children in the world, but the desired improvements
did not occur. Adding more testing is clearly not the way to im-
prove education any more than taking the temperature of a patient
more often will bring down the fever.

Successful educational reform must begin by defining the kind of
education we want our children to have. On that basis, we car de-
termine how to make the changes in curlicuhm, instruction,
school governance, and assessment required to reacn our education-
al goals, and then we can decide whether we should have a nation-
al exam.

Current proposals for a national test, however, seek to test before
the necessary decisions about the goals and methods of school
reform have been made. This could lead to the imposition, without
adequate public discussion, of a national curriculum and a national
school board that would have the effects of eroding democratic con-
trol of education and local accountability and will end up short-cir-
cuiting the developing processes of school reform.

The national examination systems of many other countries are
based in school systems that rigidly sort their students and perpet-
uate social class divisions. No one test should become a national
gatekeeper that continues our Nation's unfortunate history of un .
fairly sorting children by race and class.

Some current proposals, such as that of Educate America, call
for the creation of a low-cost test that would be administered to all
students in the near future. Because of cost and time factors, it is
our conclusion that such a test inevitably will be almost entirely
multiple-choice. Multiple-choice tests have already been criticized. I
would just like to repeat they do not provide much useful informa-
tion for instruction or for policymakers, they cannot assess higher-
order thinking capabilities, and, therefore, they won't give us any
information about that. They will reinforce incorrect ideas about
how people learn and will, therefore, reinforce poor educational
practice. Teachers will teach to it if it is a national test, and in-
struction will be reduced to drilling for multiple-choice exams.

In short, no proposal that will rely on or lead to national multi-
ple-choice testing should be given any serious consideration by the
Senate.

Implementing a national performance-based examination on the
other hand does have advantages over multiple-choice testing of
using methods that can assess higher-order abilities and that sup-
port good educational practice. However, it is FairTest's conclusion
that we can move toward the use of such assessments without con-
structing a national examination system. We then gain the advan-
tages of good assessment and avoid the disadvantages of imposing a
national testing program.

Assessment should be one part of reform, not the controlling
force. If we focus on assessment as the solution to our educational
problems, we may well fail to address such critical issues as equity,
rigid and bureaucratic school governance and structure, low-quality
textbooks, inadequate schools of education, and a lsrk of informa-
tion about school inputs, processes, programs, and miler outcomes.
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We would also be imposing new exams and tests on teachers who
won't be able to use them without adequate education themselves.

In short, implementing a national performance-based exam at
this time puts the cart of testing before the horse of systemic edu-
cational reform.

We also do not know yet whether it's really feasible to construct
such a national system of exams. The whole process, particularly
the calibration, could prove too complex, expensive, and unwieldy
to work.

Britain was mentioned by Mr. Kolberg. They have Cropped the
moderation part of their national examination system. Moderation
is the means by which you constantly recalibrate what students
are able to do, what good work is, how teachers can grade these
papers. They dropped it, my understanding is, because it was too
expensive. Moderation would be essential to any good national ex-
amination system. It is our fear that when the complexities become
clear, that the complex performance-based exam will be dropped
and we will end back toward multiple-choice testing.

Our recommendation to the Senate is that instead of implement-
ing a national examination at this time, that you work to assist the
States and the districts, acting in consortia, to develop and imple-
ment performance-based methods of assessment, that you assist
State and district teacher education and staff development pro-
grams, that you assist the subject-area groups to develop and dis-
seminate model curricular standards and assessments, that you
ensure that the national assessment of educational progress re-
mains simply and only a national monitoring system. And only
after these education reform processes have been implemented and
evaluated should the Federal Government consider whether it is
desirable or feasible to link the newly developed State and local
performance-based assessments to each other and to national
standards or curricular frameworks.

Thank you very much.
Senator PELL [presiding]. Thank you very much, Dr. Neill.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Neill follows:]
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March 7, 1991

Ladies and Gentlemen,
Thank you very much for inviting FairTest to appear at this important hearing.
Based on an examination of existing proposals, Fahlest concludes that most current

efforts to establish a national test to measure progress toward the nation's educational goals
will hurt, not help, our nation's efforts to improve school quality. We therefore urge the
Senate to support education mform by sot implementing a national exam at this time. The
Senate should, however, support efforts to introduce new assessment methods as part of
implementing school reform.

National testing proposals largely are based on the false premise that measurement by
itself will produce positive change. Recent history shows this is not true: During the 1980s,
U.S. school children became pmbably the most over-tested studems in the world -- but the
desired educational improvements did not occur. FairTest research indicates that our schools
now give more than 2CA.1 million standardized exams each year and the typical student must
take several dozen before graduating.' Adding more testing will no more improve education
than taking the temperature of a patient more often will reduce his or her fever.

In contrast, successful educational reform must include restructuring curriculum,
instruction, textbooks and other materials, school governance, and teacher education, as well
as assessment. What we ibeed to mate are schools as communities of and for learning.

To move toward that goal, teachers, administrators, other school personnel, parents,
students, community members, and government must all be involved in an open and
democratic process of defining our educational goals at the local, state and national levels -
- so that we can agree, for example, on what it means for all students to be competent in
different - srs. On that basis, we can then determine how to make the changes required to
reach the goals, including a decision on whether to institute a national test. Most current
proposals for a national test, however, seek to test before necessary decisions about the goals
of school reform have been made. This likely will lead to the backdoor imposition of a
national curriculum, without public discussion.

Indeed, having a single national test raises the issue of the control of education. If the
test becomes important, as all testing proponents want, those who control the test could
control curriculum and instruction, particularly if decisions about curriculum and instruction

342 Broadway, Cambridge, Masa. 02139 (017) 864-4810 FAX (017) 487-2224
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have not been arrived at before the test is constnicted, and maybe even if those decisions
have been reached.

A national exam should not be allowed to undermine such needed and emerging
reforms as school-based management and shared decision-making. By centralizing decision-
making, centralized national testing most likely will make education less, not more,
accountable to parents, students, teachers and the community. If the test is centrally
controlled, to whom could parents, teachers and communities appeal if they disapprove of the
curricular decisions and instructional methods imposed through the test?

Any national test or examination system could produce additional major problems.
For example, the examination systems of many other nations are based in school systems that
rigidly sort their students and perpetuate social class divisions, precluding the social mobility
our nation believes in. No one test should become a national gatekeeper that perpetuates our
nation's unfortunatc history of unfairly sorting students by race and class.

A national test could end up being used to determine high school graduation,
employment and entrance into higher education. Due to unavoidable measurement error and
bias, many students who fail a test will, in reality, be as capable as many who pass. Research
indicates that those who fail but should have passed will be disproportionately from low-
income and minority-group backgrounds. Fair Test agrees with the National Commission on
Testing and Public Policy that, because of the bias and error, no one test should ever be the
sole or primary basis for making an important educational decision.'

Dangers of Multiple-Choice Testing
FairTcst recognizes that there are two diffetent types of proposals for national testing.

One type will rely essentially on multiple-choice testing; the other calls for performance-based
assessment. These two approaches are quite different. They are the difference between
testing what students should know and what students know how to do 3

The first approach quickly leads to multiple-choice testing of arbitrary facts and
isolated skills, unconnected to the way knowledge is used in the world. Multiple-choice and
short answer tests cannot adequately assess problem-solving or the ability to create and use
knowledge.' Higher order thinking requires the student to defini the problem, to consider
and attempt various solutions to problems which are ill-structured and may have Mort than
one correct solution, and to produce knowledge, not merely recognize answers.

Because multiple-choice/short answer testing cannot directly assess higher order
capabilities, a test comprised of such items will not inform us as to the problem-solving and
knowledge-creating capabilities of our students. We know from research, however, that
student abilities in tlmse areas are very limited. This has been caused largely because schools
of schools' failure to teach them in any subject area to more than a few students. Even the
best high school students typically do not know how to problem-solve using the approaches
and methods a professional uses.5 Yet research also shows that problem-solving, knowledge .
creating approaches can be used even with very young children!'

If a test is important -- as a national test is sure to be -- then teachers will teach to it.'
Because multiple-choice tests cannot directly measure higher-order skills, teaching to the test
reduces or eliminates instructional time spent on the higher skills. Instruction is reduced to
drilling for multiple-choice exams and the curriculum is reduced to tne test. Multiple-choice
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testing precludes a curriculum based on thinking, investigating, problem-solving and using
creativity, because the test cannot measure those things.

Additionally, these tests perpetuate the false idea that first students learn basic skills,
then they learn higher skills. Cognitive psychological research has demonstrated that learning
involves active thinking and to enhance learning the student must be actively engaged.'
Test-driven schools produce higher test scores, i'nt not students who are able to think.

A predominantly multiple-choice test may include a writing sample. A typical short
writing sample requires a student to write several hundred words on a topic he or she may or
may not know anything about and may or may not care about, in a short period of time, with
no chance for research, discussion (that is called cheating), or serious revision, for no purpose
except the test. If the purpose of writing is to communicate, then a typical test writing
sample cannot legitimately be called writing at all. As with multiple-choice testing, it sends
the wrong message about the goals of education.

These tests are not very useful to teachers or policymakers. The reason, in both cases,
is that the test results do not help the teacher or policymaker dee& what to do next. If
Johnny cannot multiply, the test cannot explain why. If Maria's whole class cannot multiply,
the test does not provide information on what should be done.

What standardized multiple-choice tests do best is help sort students: the good, the bad
and the ugly. It is what they were invented to do. But if we an serious about reforming
education so that all students can learn the things we deem important, then we must stop
relying on tests that have as their only real use the soiling of students.

In sum, implementing a national multiple-choice exam will mislead the public about
the nature of the problem and the requirements of real change, block positive school reform
(including the use of new methods of assessment), hinder students' ability to develop the
kinds of intellectual competencies they need to develop, and ultimately undermine public
education.

No proposal that suggests usi ig more than a small proportion of multiple-choice items
in a national examination should be given any serious consideration by the Senate. At most,
multiple-choice could be used as pi n of a sampling program to gather limited information
about student acquisition of a narrow range of knowledge. There is no reason to test every
student for this purpose and such a purpose should never be allowed to dominate education,
as it too-often now does.

Because of current technical limitations, any proposal to assess our nation's students
inexpensively and in the near future wilt, of necessity, be a multiple choice test. An example
is the proposal by Educate America to test all high school seniors in six subjects for $30 -
$50 each. Such proposals must be rejected.

Performance-Based Assessment
By contrast, students should be assessed on what they know how to do. To know how

to do something includes knowing factual content. This method of assessment corresponds to
how people learn. They learn by integrating new infotmation or experiences into thc
intellectual frameworks they already possess, which in turn erables them to refine and
improve the frameworks.
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Assessing what students know how to do is based on students' doing real work. There

are many ways for students to demonstrate intellectual competence in and across the subject

areas. Performance-based assessments can be based on regular student classroom work -
projects, research, writings, products, self-reflection, teacher evaluation, exhibitions, and

performances - that can be organized and summarized in portfolios. In turn, the portfolios

can f,e examined by outside people -- teachers, other parents, trained examiners -- to
determine the quality of the portfolios and the kinds of work students ars doing. Vermont for

example, is working on this method.
Performance-based assessments can also be examinations administered from outsiee

the classroom. These can include open-ended, complex problems requiring the student to

figure out what to do, solve the problems, and explain what he or she did. Or they can be
exhibitions, performances and products, such as now done in science fairs, Scout Merit
Badges, Advanced Placement Art, and many performing and applied arts. These often can be

exams that are worth teaching to, unlike multiple-choice tests. Arizona, California,
Connecticut and Maryland are among the states implementing these types of exams.

Taken together, in-class and externally-developed performance-based exams can
encourage real work, model high standards, spur improvements in teaching and curriculum,
produce instructionally useful information for teachers and students, and provide information
based on real activities about student progress. Assessment can play an important part in

developing communities of and for learning.

Cautions on a National Performance-Based Examination System
However, support for performance-based assessments does not mean such assessment

should immediately be =stormed into a national examination system, such as that proposed

by the Learning Research Development Center and the National Center for Education and thc

Economy (LRDC/NCEE).' There are many reasons why this is the case. Among them are:

-- We have not yet completed the process of discussing and debating what we want
our educational systems to be. Many complex issues of educational reform, involving
curricular goals and standards, instructional methods, assessment methods, school structure
and governance, and collection of information, largely must be resolved before the question of
whether a national examination system is desirable can be answered. To do otherwise is to
put the cart before the horse.

-- Imposing a national examination will not address the issues of rigid and
bureaucratic school governance and structure, low-quality textbooks, and inadequate schools

of education. Improving assessment needs to be considered as one part of integrated systemic

change
The proposal calls fot national boards to set standards. It could create a national

school board that, by setting curriculum standards, will lead to a centralized, national

education system. Because the consequences of such actions cannot now be known, but may
include undermining democratic control of education, we should not rush into that pro( ess.

-- Staff development is central to school reform, but is not adequately addressed in the
LRDCINCEE proposal. If teachers am to teach to performance-based assessments, to teach
the "thinking curriculum," they have to know how to do so. This involves developing the
ability of our nation's 2-112 million teachers to teach and assess in new ways. To be
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effective, school reform must include the active participation of those who will implement the
changes. We cannot impose new assessments on teachers, change nothing else, and say "Do
it."

-- In general, the proposal does not adequately address equity issues that must be
solved for the system to be fair. Changing assessment will not by itself reduce inequities.
All students must be assured a fair opportunity to learn how to work within a thinking
curriculum that uses performance-based assessments. Additionally, the goal of "Initial
mastery" could encourage sorting and tracking students according to who can best or most
quickly reach the goal. This danger needs to be seriously addressed to try to ensure
stnictures and processes, including in the realm of assessment, that are inclusive and reduce
tracking and other kinds of sorting.

-- We simply do not know whether it is feasible to construct a national examination
system. The whole pn-:css, particularly the calibration, could prove to be too complex,
expensive and unwieldy to work. For example, England recently dropped a moderation
process from its national exam process because it was too expensive. Modetation is the
process by which teachers help shape standards and learn to grade papers, products and
performances uniformly so as to produce consistent and reliable results. Moderation is
valuable and necessary and must be included in any performance-based system, but doing it
on a national level on top of state and local levels may be too much as well as unnecessary
for educational improvement.

-- When the complexities and expense of the proposal become clear, the portfolios and
projects could end up being reduced to very limited exams. There even could be a return to
multiple-choice and short-answer exams. Such a retreat would have destructive curricular
effects and undermine all aspects of educational improvement.

-- The proposal is not conceived of as one part of an overall educational information
system. Having assessment outcome information on education is not useful unless we also
have idequate information on inputs (money, teaching staff, building quality, etc.), processes
and programs (curriculum, instructional methods, textbooks and materials, class size, role of
tracking, governance and school organizational structure, etc.), and additional outcome data
(employment and further education of graduates, dropout rates, etc.). This information should
be obtained without harming education -- unlike what has happened with multiple-choice
tests. Schools and programs should be evaluated on a comprehensive range of indicators of
their quality as communities that svppon learning for all students.

Recommendations
There is no one, simple method of putting a national education reform process into

motion in the right direction. It is a process that can and is happening at all levels: the
classroom, the school. the district, the state, consortia that include all of these, and at the
national level. It is not and will not be a smooth and easy process. But as good practice
becomes available to replicate, as improved curriculum and assessments become more widely
known. as our nation's desire to improve education for all continues to grow, then we can
expxt to see real progress.
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The federal government can proceed in one of two ways. It can impose a national test

that runs the risk of short-circuiting the process of school reform. Or it can find ways to
support school reform activities without imposing a national test.

Fair Test concludes that the Senate should not propose a national exam either

immediately or to be in place within any fixed timetable, such as five or ten years. Rather,

Fair Test urges the federal govenunent to take the following steps to improve education and

assessment:
-- Assist states and districts, acting in consonia, to develop and implement

performance-based methods of assessment.
-- Assist state and district teacher education and staff development programs.
-- Assist the subject arta groups, such as those in math, English, social studies and

science, to develop and disseminate model curricula, standards and assessments.
-- Re-examine the instances in which the federal government requires standardized

multiple-choice testing, particularly for the Chapter I program. The testing requirements
virtually force programs into being test-coaching programs, though that, as explained above,

is a poor educational method.
-- Leave the National Assessment of Educational Progress as a national indicatot\*/

To turn it into some kind of a national test will end up destroying its current usefulness and

may produce all the drawbacks discussed above. In particular, NAEP should not be used

below the level of state-level comparisons. Faifrest doubts that state-level comparisons will
be of real use to educators and urges that state comparisons not be approved beyond trial
measures unless experience and research demonstrate how the comparisons will be used to
improve education. NAEP should, however, include far more perfonnance-based assessments
and provide technical assistance to districts, states and consonia who are implementing
performancebased assessment.

-- Consider how assessment information can best be included as one element of school
reform activities and one pan of an indicator system, and not view assessment in isolation.

Only after these educational reform processes have been implememed and evaluated
over a period of time should the federal government consider whether it is desirable or
feasible to link the newly developed local and state performance-based assessments to each
other and to national standards or cunicular frameworks.

Let us be clear. Fair Test is art not arguing against accountability or for slowing down
school reform. Nor is the issue one of the need for "standards." Rather, the central issue is
how we define education. We are saying that we need school reform, not more testing. We
need genuine accountability, not test scores from multiple-choice or short-answer exams, and
we don't need to jump aboard an examination train heading into trackless terrain.

Our nation must not be misled into thinking more testing will solve our educational
problems. Instead, we must construct plans for reform that include assessments which can be
used to help student learning, guide educational improvement, provide information for
accountability, and assist the goal of equity, but not block progress or harm students. Our
nation will be far better served to take the time to do the job well, than to act hastily and
poorly with destructive results.
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Senator PELL. Mr. Shanker, an old friend of ti committee. Wel-
come back.

Mr. SHANKER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee. I have a written statement, which I won't
read.

I would like to place this discussion in context.
Senator PELL. Your full statement will be in the record.
Mr. SHANKER. Yes. Thank you.
I think we have to face the fact that we are in a State of crisis

with respect to public education in America. There is a very great,
rapid loss of confidence, and in terms of performances, ability of
our students to perform, we are far, far below what other major
industrial countries are able to do. If we just look at the NAEP re-
sults, we see that, at age 17, those of our youngsters who are still
in school after 25 to 35 percent have dropped out, only between 3 to
6 percent are able to write a good letter or essay or are able to do
some problems in elementary algebra or two-step arithmetic prob-
lems or are able to read anything that has any complexity, things
that are worthwhile.

If you compare that with the percentage of youngsters who pass
college entrance examinations like the Arbiture in Germany or
comparable examinations in France or Great Britain, other coun-
tries are producing between 16 and 28 percent of the graduates
who are able to function at a level equal to or higher than that of
our top 3 percent.

Now, it used to be the story that ihose are elitist systems and
that they only educate their top kids and somehow they education-
ally throw the others away. That is not true. The bottom track in
Germany provides a very good education, one which we would be
happy to have most of our kids get and to achieve at that level.
The same is true, with the exception of Great Britain, which does
have a very serious problem with its bottom kids. All the other in-
dustrial countries do not sacrifice the others for the sake of those
at the top.

Now, I think we need to ask ourselves, many of the arguments
that we hear, there is no question that there are all sorts of diffi-
culties with this issue and there are all sorts of things that can go
wrong with it, and if we weren't facing great difficulties, we could
say, well, these problems are so great, maybe we should just wait
and think about it a little longer. I think, given our current crisis,
that to think about it a little bit longer without thinking about
what such a system of examinations could do to strengthen our
educational system is dead wrong. It's being over-cautious.

As the chairman has said for many yearsand there are more
people coming to think your waythat with all the problems that
are there, and we've got to watch them as we move ahead, the
price that we pay for not having a system of examinations, nation-
al examinations, is a tremendous price. We have 15,000 separate
school districts all defining what it is that kids ought to know and
be able to do. That is absolute idiocy and disaster.

And we also have a teacher training program which is unique in
the world because if you haven't defined what kids ought to know
and be able to do, you have no way of deciding what should teach-
ers learn, becauze in every other country what teachers are trained
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to do is to teach the curriculum. And if you don't have a curricu-lum, you have no basis, really, of intelligently selecting and train-
ing teachers.

So, we've got a system in which we've got these standardized
multiple-choice tests, which you don't study for. Now, if there is
anything worse than a test that you do study for it's one that youdon't study for.

There is nothing wrong with teaching to the test if it's a goodtest. There is nothing wrong with having your teachers talk about
how do you organize an essay and how do you present a persuasive
argument ana how do.you amass evidence and how do you question
counter-argumenth. There is nothing wrong with studying for a testlike that and with teachers teaching to a test. So it's not a questionof that. We should have tests that teachers can and will teach to
because they're good testa.

And I don't think we should avoid our responsibilities by saying
we shouldn't have a system of tests because maybe they will bebad. Well, what if they're good? Even if we start with some thataren't so good, if you've got them, you can improve them. You
could have some of the very critics who are here come back each
year and tell you how to make them better. That's a lot better thantalking about whether you should have them at all.

Now, I want to deal with the issue of whether tests in and of
themselves will do anything. In and of themselves they won't. I
think it's important that we face the issue that tests and doing well
on them will only do something if there are consequences, and Ithink the fact that so many kids do so well in these other countries
is largely because if you don't pass the test you don't go to college.
Or if you do get a high results on a test, you get a better job or you
get a faster job or you're eligible for certain things.

Youngsters are just like all other human beings: We do somethings because we are intrinsically interested and motivated, and
we do other things because we want to get somewhere and that's
why we sometimes do some unpleasant and painful things. And wehave largely become a society where what you do in school doesn't
make any difference. You can get into college whether or not
you've learned anything, and you can get out of college and gc a
degree whether or not you've learned anything.

We have got a lot of outstanding employers who won't hire any
18-year-olds; they wait till they're 24 or 25, which means that every
18-year-old gets a lousy job no matter how well he's done in school.

So I am here not only to argue that we need to move forwardtoward a system of national examinations but we should not shy
away from the notion that how well one does on these examina-
tions, assuming that they are good and adequate measures of what
we're doing and we're doing things that are sensible, that there
ought to be consequences attached. And it's the attachment of con-
sequences that moves both the adults and the youngsters in thesystem to do better.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Shanker follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. SHANKER

On behalf of the 750,000 members of the American Federation of Teachers, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to appear before this distinguished committee to address
the issue of national standards and testing in American education.

As recently as a few years ago, anyone who even dared to talk about national
standards and a national examination system for U.S. schools would have been con-
sidered a radical or risk-loving person. Sure, that's the way they do it in most other
industrialized countries, he would have heard, and, sure, their students achieve
much higher level than ours. But the education systems in those countries are
under the control of their central governments, and the idea of our Federal Govern-
ment dictating what children learn in local schools is out of the question.

Now, however, we are beginning to understand something that Senator Pell un-
derstood some time ago when he first proposed national exams: We pay a heavy
price for our fragmented systemor non-systemof education standards and test-
ing. And now, too, we also are beginning to understand that there aie ways of build-
ing a national system of standards and examinations in a typically American way
that does not involve Federal control over our schools.

Why should we be so eager for national standards and examinations? Exactly
what difference do they make in an education systemand, ultimately, in what
children learn?

National standar& in education mean that there is agreement about what stu-
dents ought to know and be able to do and, often, about the age ..r grade at which
they should be able to accomplish these goals. Exams based on these standards
mean that at any given time, an educator can tell a parent and the public, "Here is
what we expect of youngsters in mathematics or biology or composition, and here is
how you'll know if our students achieved these goals and how our schools are
doing."

National education standards and examinations therefore go hand in hand. They
allow students and schools to know what's expected of them, and they give parents
and the public a clear means of understanding what our students and schools are
supposed to be doing and whether or not they are succeeding. Those are the hall-
marks of a comprehensible and fair accountability system, which is something we
very much need and have never managed to produce to anyone's satisfaction.

Moreover, most countries that link together national education standards and ex-
aminations for students reap the additional benefit of ensuring a better-prepared
teaching force because, once you achieve consensus on standards and examinations
for students, you have an answer to the question of how to train and assess teach-
ers: Teachers have to be able to teach curricula that reflect the national education
standards, and they have to know the various ideas and strategies for teaching such
curricula to the diverse youngsters who make up our schools.

In the United States, where we have no such agreement about what students are
supposed to learn, we have no linkage between curriculum, the tests used to assess
students' knowledge and skills, and what we expect our prospective teachers to
know and be able to do. Each of our 15,000 school districts and 50 states has some
rights in these areas, and, arguably, so does the Federal Government and the tens of
thousands of individual schools in this Nation.

One result are now-you-see-them, now-you-don't education standards that tend to
be set to t.:.e owest common denominator. Another result is a bewildering, frag-
mented. fractious non-system of education where some children might not be ex-
posed v, science until secondary school, and where a child moving to another
distrir tile State, let alone another State, could easily feel as if he's just enrolled
in a school in a foreign country. And this in a Nation that values equal educational
opportunity, whose people move more often than in any other country in the world
and whose future depends on being able to meet or exceed world-class education
standards! Put another way, while our lack of clear and high standards, and the
examinations to suppoe them, may not be wholly responsible for the fact that the
performance of our education system is among the lowest in the advanced industri-
alized world, it is a significant part of the story.

Let's take the example of how other countries test students and how we do it. In
most countries with national standards, tests usually consist of writing essays or
solving problems based on what the students are supposed to be learning. And when
youngsters, with the help of their teachers, prepare for these exams and review
questions that were on previous exams, it's a worthwhile educational experience.
Writing an essay on the causes of World War I or presenting the arguments for and
against imperialism is a good exercise in learning substance and in learning how to
organize your thoughts And the quality of the essay really shows how well the stu-
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dent has mastered the material. Countries that also use performance assessments
have even more to go on.

But in the United States, we primarily use standardized, multiple-choice tests and
use them to test little bits of knowledge that are not directly related to the curricu-
lum. In fact, because curricula vary by state and by school districts within states
and even by schools, companies that design standardized, multiple-choice tests are
encouraged to and pride themselves on divorcing their tests from curriculum. More-
over, since curriculum-free tests are supposed to be kept in the dark, going over
questions from previous tests is considered cheating. It's also a waste of time. 'What-
ever little bits of information the kids do learn have no context, so they'll be forgot-
ten in a hurry. Furthermore, parents looking at their children's teat results or
someone reading averages scoree in the newspaper will have no idea what they rep-
resent in terms of what students know or can do. And we have no way of knowing
or at least no one much seems to careif a school got high scores because it put
kids through low-level, multiple-choice-type teaching all year long or because it ig-
nored the pressure to prepare for the tests this way and really educated them. Nor
can we tell if low scores mean a lousy school or one that was covering concepts and
skills that weren't captured in the test.

Or consider the effect of our lack of education standards on teacher education.
When there are no standards for what we want students to know and be able to do,
it's certainly hard to agree on what teachers need to know and be able to do. And
because their students will end up teaching in many different school districts and
many different states, each of which have different curricula, colleges and universi-
ties can't train teachers on the basis of the curriculum they are going to teach or
assess them on how well they know it. It's little wonder, then, that teacher educa-
tion is floundering and that most teachers say their training was not helpful in pre-
paring them to teach.

The question is, is it possible to develop a national system of education standards
and examinations without the Federal Government actually doing it? Can we reap
the benefits of such a system without incurring the risk of Federal control of our
schools? I believe the answer to both questions is yes. In fact, there is already evi-
dence that this can be done.

The National Council of Teachers of Mathematics and the Mathematical sciences
Education Board have already put together national standards for mathematics that
have won widespread support. It also looks like this accomplishment will lead to ef-
forts to develop exams based on these standards. The American Association for the
Advancement of Science is far along on its Project 2061, which promises to do the
same for science. Teachers and scholars in each field need to follow the lead of these
groups and get together to define, with input from the public, what American stu-
dents ought to know and be able to do. This does not mean devising a single curricu-
lum that prescribes precisely what everybody will learn and how. Nor does it mean
developing a single make-or-break test. It means devising curriculum frameworks
that reflect the standards we wish students to meet but whose precise content can
be set by states, districts, schools and teachers. And it means developing model
exams that embody those standards and that students and teachers prepare for nat-
urally as part of the process of teaching and learning.

This process is just beginning, but it looks promising. If it succeeds, we'll have the
rength of a national system of standards and examinations without surrendering

the freedom to make important choices on the state and local and school levels. And
we'll have a revolutionary development in American education carried out in a
uniquely American way, a way that is consistent with the values underlying our
non-federal school governance systemthrough the voluntary effort of professional
groups and states and, I hope, with Federal support.

The time could not be better to encourage this effor,. For the first time since the
question has been asked on surveys, a majority of the American public favors the
idea of national education standards and examinations. For the first time in the his-
tory of our Nationa Nation whose public education system is central to the
strength of its democracy and economywe have a set of national education goals.
These goals were tlw product of an Education Summit between the President and
the Nation's governors, and they have been widely endorsed.

We must now take the next logical and necessary steps. What do these goals actu-
ally mean? How can we mobilize our students and schools to achieve them? lIw
will we know if we are making progress toward achieving them? Surely a large part
of the answer is to develop a national system of education standards and examina-
tions.

The AFT is prepared to discuss this issue with you further and to p-ovide any
supporting materials that could help you in your deliberations. Let me also corn-
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mend to you a recent article on this set of issues by Marshall S. Smith, David K.
Cohen and Jennifer O'Day, "National Curriculum, American Style: What Might It
Look Like?," which appears in the Winter 1990 issue of the American Educator, the
journal of the AFT.

Thank you.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed, Mr. Shanker.
Dr. Hutchins.
Mr. HUTCHINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the com-

mittee. I am Larry Hutchins, executive director of the Mid-Conti-
nent Regional Educational Laboratory, headquartered in Aurora,
Colorado. Today I appear before you on behalf of the Council for
Educational Research and Development. I have a statement which
I wish to enter in the record, and I will just cc nment on a few
highlights.

What I want to do is to express my reservations and the council's
reservations about the rush toward the development of a single na-
tional achievement test or even, as some people argue, a national
curriculum.

Let me start by making my grounds clear. My grounds are the
limitations such a test puts on the purposes of education. Today the
call for a national test and indeed a national curriculum is justified
by a policy that views education as an instrumental function of so-
ciety; that is, such a test is dependent on the ground that the
Nation is falling behind in some international race and we must
have higher achievement in order to be No. 1.

While such views may be laudatory, it begs the second education-
al function, the development of the individual. Throughout our his-
tory, education has been the principal tool of freedom, freedom of
the individual to think what he or she chooses to and to set goals,
whatever they are, that are best foi that individual.

I believe that the establishment of a single test or a single na-
tional goal for students would ultimately deprive us not only of the
diversity on which the Nation was founded, but which sets us apart
from all other developed nations.

Don't misunderstand my point. I am not against high standards
or setting standards in literacy, numeracy, or scientific knowledge.
Public policymakers such as the governors have the right to know
how their investment in education is paying off in terms of the fun-
damentals of human capital. But I believe they should gain that in-
formation without unduly constraining the rights of the individual
to set his or her own educational goals.

We have the technology to develop assessment procedures that
can help us track our progress toward national goals without at the
same time setting goals for individuals. That technology is already
in place in the form of the sampling procedures used by the Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Progress, which I might add are
being expanded to make the data meaningful at the State level.

The point is simply that we must avoid turning our need for
better data about educational progress into goal-setting activities
for individuals, which is exactly what will happen if the test be-
comes an every-student test. Such a test will quickly produce a na-
tional curriculum. We must avoid confusing the need for !asur-
ing national progress against the desirable standard and u, .,g the
standard to set individual goals.
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The problem is that today's schools are rooted in the 19th Centu-
ry, and the issue we must face is one of design. Instruction is based
on models of lecture, drill, and practice. The model is passive and
assumes the child is an empty vessel into which to pump informa-
tion.

Today's curriculum was developed in the 1890's. It models the re-
ductionist views of Newtonian science, a science being :adically
changed by physicists and other scientists into a more relativistic,
systemic-oriented curriculum.

To develop a national test on the current curriculum would
freeze in place a system that is already out of date, and it would
have a chilling effect on badly needed innovation.

Consider, for example, the changes we need to bring instruction-
al practice into line with current views of psychology. We know
that individuals are not motivated by externally determined goals.
Humans are goal-driven, but those goals must be internally set and
congruent with our own vision of ourselves.

We won't get more math and science pumped into kids' heads by
willing it on them. It will only come abelt when, first, our schools
see their primary function as the empowerment of the individual
to set high standards for him or her self; second, when we have de-
signed instruction that is responsive to individual differences and
inspires each student to strive for excellence; and third, when we
have a new curriculum redesigned around more cognitively com-
plex, systemic, contextually situated issues that are relevant to the
21st Century. These issues include such things as the environment,
energy, technology, productivity, space, social justice, communica-
tion, issues that are not now central to the existing curriculum. A
national test at this time runs the risk of freezing out the very
kind of reform that we need in curriculum.

If the design and maintenance of a national test is left to a bu-
reaucratic process, as it inevitably would be, the items on the test
would not reflect what we should teach, but what we do teach,
thereby freezing the past in place.

Let me put it another way: In the field of physics, knowledge has
changed so rapidly in the past decade that any effort we made to
drive curricula through a test would he out of date before we could
institutionalize the test and report the results.

Let me give you a specific illustration from a State I am working
in here there are a large number of Indian children. They are
using such concepts as the entrepreneur as warrior, and they have
defined one kind of bravery as what a young Native American does
when he chooses or she chooses to work outside of the reservation.
In this school, the science program is very holistic, focusing on the
environment in which these students live, to understand the ecolo-
gy and nature needed to protect that environment.

I am skeptical of how well these students might do on a national
science test, and yet I think they are learning better science that
students in many of the suburban schools in my region.

Let me just close with several recommendations. You have al-
ready heard that we oppose a single graduation test. We want, in-
stead, to have the Senate spark a redesign of curriculum and in-
struction, and we have concern that if such a test is established.
that there be some way to hold those who instigate it accountable
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for its abuses. If the policymakers that establish the test can't
guarantee that there won't be abuses, then the test must be accom-
panied by a process for ensuring that students who take it, or their
parents, are given the right for informed consent.

Thank you, Senator.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Dr. Hutchins.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hutchins follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. HUTCHINS

Good morning. I am Larry Hutchins, Executive Director of the Mid-continent Re-
gional Educational Laboratory, headquartered in Aurora, Colorado, just outside of
Denver. Today I appear before you on behalf of the Council for Educational Develop-
ment and Research.

The Council's mission is to support the Congressionally created educational re-
search and development institutions as they find wayseither through their own
investigations or their evaluation and use of other researchto enable every Amer,-
can school child to be successful

Mr. Chairman, improving the performance of our elementary and secondary
school students requires many strategies. Some of these strategies involve the Fed-
eral Government. We hope that this hearing today will create more public aware-
ness of the need for school improvement and sustained commitment and support for
public education. Our comments today are directed toward this goal.

In this testimony, I will express reservations about the rush toward development
of a national achievement test or assessment process and, even, as some quarters
argue, a national curriculum.

Let me start by making my grounds clear. I don't believe we should object to a
national test because it violates the principle of local controlthat's like arguing
for mediocrity for the sake of representativeness. If, in fact, we are a Nation at risk
because of the low level of our educational achievement, local control ought not be
used as a rationale for taking dramatic steps to correct the situation. Now, there
might be some good constitutional reasons why such a test should not be a Federal
test, but one should not argue against a national test if it is, in faa, needed.

Nor do I believe we should object to a national test because such a test might
lower expectations and reduce our goals to a minimum scandard. As long as parents
have some options about where they send their dtudents to schooleither by choos .
ing a private school or by deciding where they liveas !ong as we have academic
freedom that lets teachers challenge students in their own way, and as long as we
have freedom of thought, one should not be overly concerned that a national test
would somehow lead to a leveling of achievement.

But I believe there are other grounds on which to express reservations about the
desirability of a national test or assessment procedure.

Those grounds are the limitation such a test puts on the purposes of education.
Today, the call for a national test and, indeed, a national curriculum, is justified by
a policy that views education as an instrumental function of society. Thai is, such a
test is defended on the grounds that the Nation is falling behind in some interna-
tional race and we must have higher achievement in order to be number one. Or,
alternatively, as some argue, our standard of living is at risk and we need a more
scientifically literate society to address that problem.

While such views may be laudable in many eyes, it begs a second educational
function: The development of the individual. Throughout our history, education has
been the principle tool of freedomfreedom of the individual to think what he or
she chooses and to set whatever goals he or she aspires to, so long as those goals are
not dysfunctional to the common good.

I believe the establishment of a single test or set of national goats for students
would, ultimately, deprive us not only of the diversity on which tne Nation was
founded, and which sets us apart from a!1 other developed nations, but also decreal:e
the probability of greatness, especially among those individuals in our society who
have the least opportunities.

Don't misunderstand my point. I'm not against high standards in literacy, numer-
acy or scientific knowledge. Public policy makers, such as governors, have a right to
know how their investment in education is paying off in terms of the fundamentals
of human capital But I believe they should gain that information without unduly
constraining the rights of the individual to set his or her own goals.
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We have the technology to develop assessment procedures that can help us track
our progress toward national goals without, at the same time, setting educational
goals for individuals. That technology is already in place in the form of sampling
procedures used by the National Assessment of Educational Progress, which, I

might add, are being mpanded to make the data meaningful at the state level.
Whether an expandedeven criterion referencedform of NAEP is the best vehicle
for such a purpose is beyond the scope 3f my testimony.

The point is simply that we must avoid turning our need for better data about
educational progress into a goal setting activity for individuals-which is exactly
what will happen if the test becomes an every-student test. Such a test will quickly
produce a national curriculum.

We must avoid confusing the need for measuring national progress against a de-

sirable standard and using the standard to set individual goals.
Let me personalize my point. I have a dauelter who is currently a Rotary Ex-

change student in Austria. Her life goal is to serve the Nation in an elected office
and to teach political science. My wife and I have encouraged her and our other two
daughtersone of whom is living in Argentina to perfect a foreign language and
experience another culture to strive to become the best they can be and to do what
truly inspires them. I would not have wanted their high school experiences dominat-
ed by a curriculum driven by a national goal of creating more scientists or mathe-
:naticians. Certainly I would want all students, including my daughters, to have
skills and knowledge in these areas. But I also want them t.) have the freedom to

pursue a course in the arta, in history. and even auto mechanics, if those were their
personal goals.

I will not argue the point that we need more scientists and mathematicians. But
the question is, is the best policy tool we have for achieving that goal a national
test? Not from my experienze.

Nor is a national test the best way to drive school reform and instruction. Re-
member that the challenge we face is less one of defining outcomes and more one of
figuring out how to reach more students with a more powerful form of instruction
and a better curriculum. We recognize the need for higher levels of learning, yet we
must figure out how to get there.

The design of today's schools is rooted in the 19th Century. Today's instruction :s

based on models of lecture, drill and practice. The model is passive and assumes the
child is an empty vessel in which to pump information.

Such a model served the emt:ging industrial society of the 1830's when it was
important to teach immigrant children the importance of doing what they were
told; it works less well in a society that requires creativity and problem solving. The
passive character of the 1830's instructional model was reinforced by the textbook,
which was invented to insure that students were thoroughly indoctrinated with
values of the Protestant ethichardly the appropriate tool of an information socie-
ty.

Today's curriculum was developed in the 1890's. It models the reductionisi views
of Newtonian sciencea science being radically changed by physicists and other sci-

entists into a more relativistic, systemic orientation to knowledge. To develop a na-
tional test on the current curriculum would freeze in place a system that is already
out of date. And it would have a chilling effect on badly needed innovation.

Consider, for example, the chane.es we need to bring instructional practice into
line with current views of psychology. From a psychological perspective, we know
that individuals are not motivated by externally determined goals. Humans are goal

driven, but those goals ust be internally set and congruent with our own vision of
ourselves.

We won't get more math or ...cience pumped into kids' heads by willing it on them.
It wiil only come about when our schools see their primary function as the
empowement of the individual to set high standards for him or herself, when we
have redesigmd instrection that is responsive to individual differences and inspires
each student to bolve for excellen.:e, and when we have a new curriculum rede-

signed aroune more cof_iitively compkx, systemic, contextually situated issues that
are relevant to the 21bt Centuryissues such as the environment, energy, technolo-

gy, productivity, space, social justice, or communicationsissues that are not now
central to the existing curriculum. A national test at this time would almost cer-
tainly freeze out the very kind of reform we need the most.

Some will argue the opposite: That we can use a national test to drive curriculum
reform. While that might be possible in the abstract, I doubt that marketplace
forr..es would permit it.

For example, even today, it is likely that a politically controlled, bureaucratic
process would ask students about Gleick's theories of Chaos, fractal geometry or so-
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ciobiolocs. The latter concept of sociobiology has been around for 20 years and it
still isn't in any high school biology textbook I can find. Nonetheless, it is an accept-
ed theory on the campuses of most major research universities.

These are the ideas we must challenge students with if we are really to be first in
science and mathematics. But if the design and maintenance of a national test is
left to a bureaucratic process, as it inevitably would be, the items on the test would
not reflect what we should teach, but what we do teach, thereby freezing the past in
place.

Let me put it another way. In the field of physics alone knowledge has changed so
rapidly in the past decade that any effort we made to drive curricula through a test
would be out of date before we could institutionalize the test and report the results.

If I were to put this in the context of systems science, I would say that the genius
of America is that we have had the requisite variety to insure a vital, healthy
Nation based on the ingenuity and creativity inherent in our diversity. To set a na-
tional standard for excellence, no matter what it was, would be to reduce that requi-
site variety and, ultimately to reduce the ingenuity and creativity that is our Na-
tion's real strength.

As the director of a regional laboratory I have personally been working with the
governors of two states that are seeking to restructure their state systems of educa-
tion. They are as concerned as anyone could be that their states are competitive and
their educational systems serve the larger social and economic goals of the State.
Bet they are also sensitive to the needs of individuals and see their primary policy
too, as inspiring and supporting dramatic change in education. Although I cannot
and would not speak for them, I would be skeptical if they thought that a primary
means for achieving that goal would be a national, every-pupil test.

Let me illustrate my point from the perspective of another stax in which my lab-
oratory works. We have a number of Indian Reservations in our region and students
in schools on these reservations are as needy as any in the entire Nation. They are
torn by conflicts between loyalty to their culture and the realities of making a
living in a white-man's world.

In one situation in which we have worked, educators are trying to use the Indian
culture to reconceptualize their challenge. For example, they are using concepts
such as "the entrepreneur as warrior." And, they have defined as one kind of "brav-
ery" what a young Native American does when he chooses to work outside of the
reservation. In this school the science program is very holistic, focusing on the envi-
ronment in which these students live, understanding the ecelagy and balance of
nature needed to protect that environment.

I am skeptical of how well these students might. do on a national science test and
yet I think they are learning better science than stude-ts in many of the suburban
schools in my region that teach science using classic laboratory methods. It would
be very sad, indeed, if the spirit of change and vision that the educators in that
school have were compromised by the necessity of scoring well on a test developed
in Washington or even in the capital of the State.

In short, I am not testifying against the need to improve our Nation's perform-
ance in science and mathematics or any other content area. I am not testifying
against the desirability of setting national goals. Nor am I testifying against the de-
velopment of a single lational mechanism for assessing our progress toward those
goals. But I am testifying against the stultifying and counter-productive effect that
a national every-pupil test would have.

Instead, I hope the Nation's attention can be refocused on the development of new
curriculum and instructional procedures that will not only respect, but capitalize on
the individual differences that have made this country unique in the history of civi-
lization.

My specific recommendations are these.
1. Avoid a single high school graduation test applied to everyone. Use a sampling

process to gather the data governors and others need to mark progress toward na-
tional goals.

2. If a national "very-pupil test must be developed for political reasons, then gear
it toward students leaving the elementary grades, perhaps sixth or seventh grade.
There is a lot more consensus about what needs to be taught in the elementary
grades. Moreover, a national curriculum based around such a test would not be
nearly so destructive to differing individual needs.

3. Spark a revolution in the redesign of curriculum and instruction. The current
restructuring movement has focused its energy on management changeschoice,
site-based management, collaborative decision-making, etc. Research suggests these
changes have almost no probability of affecting teacher/student interactions or the
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curriculumthe places where change must occur if we are, in fact, to mcet the na-
tional goals.

You might do that by considering such things as:
a. Creating a national trust fund such as the one Senator Kerry recently pro-

posed. It would be important for such a fund to focus on innovation in curriculum
and instruction. You might be interested in knowing that the state of Wyoming, one
of the states in my region, created a $50 mi!lion trust fund for that purpose last
week.

b. Fund some large-scale demonstrationsat least one in every statethat give
schools the chance to really start all over and build, in effect, an alternative system.
Again, in my region, with the help of my laboratory, that is exactly what the legis-
Lature in the state of South Dakota has just done. They will be creating eight pilot

sites starting as early as this summer; these sites will have almost total freedom
from state regulation to redesign their curriculum and instructional systems.

c. At the same time, consider the request of states like Missouri, another one of

our states, to be free of Federal regulations in the way they use Federal education
dollars so they can redeploy them holistically for the purposes of reform.

d. And, finally, consider asking the Office of Educational Research and Improve-
ment to free the laboratories from the restriction that they cannot develop curricu-
lum. OERI needs to be the national source of energy for innovation and change.
They can do that by revitalizing their existing institutional contractors and funding
more unsolicited field-initiated work that is not designed in response to tightly writ-
ten Request For Proposals or grants announcements.

4. One final recommendation. Testing has a status in this country chat makes it
somewhat invulnerable to lay criticism. It is viewed as an objective, neutral, scien-
tific process for arriving at truths that all of us are supposed to accept on faith. And
yet we know that testing has many weaknesses: It can and has been used to sort
people, it is notoriously susceptible to cultural biases, and it is very value laden.
And in that context, remember that in arguing for a national test you are running
counter to all of the other values that the reform movement has thus far espoused:
Choice, site-based management, and authenticity in curriculum.

If we are to have a national test, whoever instigates it must be accountable for its
abuses. We strongly advise you to explore how the Federal Government might help
build standards of accountability for the testing and assessment industryboth
public and privatethat would create more public understanding of how the assess-
ment industry affects education both negatively and positively. For example, if the
policymakers instituting high stakes testing that can profoundly affect the future
prospects of our children can't guarantee there won't be abuses, then the test must
be accompanied by a process for insuring that students who take it, or their parents,
are giv,m the right of informed consent.

in summary, I would prefer that you put an enlightened set of national perform-
ance goals out there as a challenge to the Nation, and stimulate the creativity and
imagination of teachers, administrators, parents and students to create new designs
for education.

I close with an emphasis on students. My lab has been working with a network of
schools who are laerally rewriting the curriculum and using students to do it. You'd
be surprised at what they can do. Challenge today's students and you will set real
energy and real skill in figuring out how to make the system work better. Students
know the problems their generation faces. We need to give them a chance to learn
how to deal with them. I m not sure we're wise enough to devise a test that they
will find useful in the 21st Century.

Senator PELL. A question was raised earlier about the whether
students could achieve more. I have done a simple t.est of my own,
in talking with different high school groups in my State, and I ask
them, "How many of you youngsters feel that you could learn more
if you were more challenged? How many of you feel that you're
working up to your capacity at this time?" Usually the ratio is
about 9-to-1, the kids feel if they are more challenged they could
learn more. And I don't how best to make them more challenged,
whether it's through better teaching, whether it's through elimi-
nating the 180 days per year of vacation, whether it's longer hours.
That remains to be seen. but the kids themselves really feel that, if
challenged, they could learn for more. It's an interesting experl-
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ment I commend to my colleagues and others, when you're with a
high school class, try it out.

I would like to ask one question to Mr. Shanker.
That is that the President's education policy advisory committee

on which you serve, recommended to the President that he initiate
the development of a national test. How did you reach this remark-
able consensus, and how did you get there?

Mr. SHANKER. Well, with great difficulty. Well, it was raised
some months ago, actually it was first raised last summer. And it
was raised around the issue of if we have national goals, which we
now do, how are we ever going to know around the year 2000
whether we've reached them or not; what do you mean by being
first in the world in science and math; what do mean by being able
to function well in these other areas?

So it became quite clear that the goals would by meaningless
unless the goals were attached to some definition of standards and
to some system of assessment.

We also discussed the question that was raised here about so
many Americans thinking that education in general is in trouble
but that 'heir schools are okay, that we don't have a really good
system oi reporting to parents, to kids, and to individuals schools.
Standardi7' -r1 ests which just tell you if you're above or below aver-
age or a certain percentile don't tell you what you're able to do,
they merely tell you where you are in comparison.

At any rate, this was a very controversial subject. There were
special meetings. There were experts. There were documents.
There were papers traded back and fbrth. And eventually this
becameI believe you have ita statement of that group, which
calls for support of the establishment of more than one, the notion
that one would raise the question of a single curriculum.

There was a statement that was developed after a good deal of
controversy and negotiation, and it does have the support of the
overwhelming majority of the group.

I think, by the way, that that represents the same kind of change
of opinion. If you had taken that vote when it was first proposed, I
think there would have been an overwhelming rejection by that
group. That came about as a result of a process of wrestling with,
"Well, what are the alternatives?"

And, you know, we have had c long period of time without any
national tests or system of tests or curriculum, and how well are
we doing. And all these things, all these dangers that we talk
about are German kids not able to think well? Do they not read?
Or the Scandinavians? All these things we're talking about, all
these terrible effects should occur in these other countries. Well,
they don't.

Senator PELL. Well, thank you. I agree with you that historically
we have 16,000 separate school committees each setting its oNn
curriculum does boggle the mind, and in view of this system it is
remarkable that we have done as well as we have.

Because of the exigencies of tone, I will not ask any more ques-
tions at this time.

I turn to the ranking member.
Senator KASSEHAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Shanker, I am interested in your comment on the conse-
quences of not 9assing the test. If we take, say, for instance, Ger-
many or Japan or Great Britain, it seems that what has driven
educational quality there is more a respect for learning that is
passed through the generations there that I think to a certain
extent we have lost here. It has to come from students and parents,
and there is a lot of concern.

Is it really rooted in a respect for learning that has driven, one
could argue, Germany and Japan into sort of an elitist situation
where, if you don't pass those tests, there are severe consequences?

In this country, basically, it seems to me we have wanted to be
more all-inclusive. I think we should bebut, if we are going to
have our standards raised and if we are going to do it by means of
encouraging these kinds of tests, what troubles me are the students
that don't make it. We are going to have to be prepared to provide
the resources to have one-on-one teaching and to give greater em-
phasis to teaching parents how to be parents, how to work with
their children in an educational forum.

I think thatand to a certain extent this was touched on in the
other panelif we don't provide the tools to help those who can't
benefit from this test and those who benefit are ones who are going
to anyway whether the tests are there or notthen it seems to me
we have missed what we are trying to achieve here and it will only
drive some students further down.

This goes back to why test? Educate America, I think, advocates
just testing the 12th grade. Isn't that too late?

Mr. DIPATRI. Senator Kassebaum, our proposal calls for testing
in 12th grade first. I think the President's panel suggested in
grades 4, 8, and 12. Dr. Resnick earlier said at critical points,
whether they're at grades 4, 8, and 12.

We are not suggesting that not, be done, but the first step, the
first priority should be to establish the outcomes that we want
every high school student, regardless of where they live, regardless
of ethnic background, what is it we want them to know when they
graduate from high school, when they leave the 12th grade.

And so our proposal then says test in 13th grade, focus the out-
comes at that level. What has happened in this country over the
last 10 years in the minimum competency movement, 20 States
have established graduation tests. What has happened is those
tests are minimum skills, and the result has been a negative affect
upon education.

And I would agree with my colleagues when they talk about
simple multiple-choice tests, and it's because we have pegged the
level at the 9th grade. Most States that administer graduation tests
today test in either 9th or 10th grade, and, in effect, those skills
are at the 7th or 8th grade level, so that students have multiple
opportunities to pass. That is not what Educate America's proposal

is talking about.
Senator KASSEBAUM. Mr. Shanker.
Mr. SHANKER. Well, I would like to respond this way, that I

think it's wrong to describe the systems in these other cour tries as
just an elitist systPm. The fact is that they have got, in many ways,
a much more democratic system than we have. They don't give up
on a kid if he doesn't learn something when he's 17, 18, or 19;
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they've got educational institutions that continue to follow those
people through the rest of their lives. And they attach various
social consequences to not learning at various times, so that they
don't end up with a huge underclass of people who constantly have
to be supported, because they don't get them.

Before World War II, both Germany and the United States had
about the same percentage of high school graduates and about the
same percentage of youngsters going to college. After the war, both
countries decided they wanted elmost all kids or they wanted all
kids to graduate high school and they wanted many more to go col-
lege, but each country had a different philosophy:

The Germans essentially said we want more kids in college;
therefore, educate more kids to be able to do college work. And
they lifted the level of millions of kids.

In the United States, we said we want more kids to go to college;
these kids won't be able to learn enough to go to college, so let's
lower our standards.

Now, I think what has been shown in these other countries is
that many more kids can achieve, and our kids can too.

Now, I think that this business of attaching consequences, there
is a lead piece in Commentary magazine this month by Barbara
Lerner, which deals with the minimum competency tests that were
introduced in the 1970's. A lot of people said that if you introduce
mn. mu competency test, lots of kids are going to drop out be-
cause they're going to look at them and they're going to say, "I am
never going to be able to pass that, I won't be able to get my high
school certificate, I might as well leave now."

Well, the fact is that the dropout rate has not increased and the
fact is that black and Hispanic youngsters, about 80 to 90 percent
of them. on NAEP used to be down in the illiterate or semiliterate
category. There is almost nobody in that category now. In other
words, by adopting standards, by telling youngsters there is a con-
sequence attached, by giving teachers the flexibility to figure out
new ways of reaching those standards, we have brought huge num-
bers of kids up from those bottom levels.

And at the same time that we brought them up from the bottom
levels'. it's not surprising that the SAT scores of black students
have gone up. Why? Because if you've got more people who can
read at decent levels, who are moved up from illiteracy, you're
going to have a greater pool of youngsters who then start reading
things that are worthwhile. So that are concentrating on mini-
mums doesn't mean that that is where you have to stop. I think
that we need a closer look at this.

Now, we do have a problem in some areas, like what do we
teach, do we have agreement on history or on literature? But I
think there is agreement in the field of mathematics. The math
teachers and professionals move ahead on that. I think that we do
have the ability to test reading and writing, and we ought to do
that. Those are areas of agreement.

Yes, it's going to cost money. No, it should not be done through
multiple-choice. Yes, we shouldn't wait, till the kids are 11' or 18.
But let's move ahead in areas where there is agreement and then
let's put the pressure on the other groups to come up with agree-
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merit in curriculum areas so that we can move ahead in the other
areas as well.

Senator KASSEBAUM. I certainly agree with much of what you're
saying, Mr. Shanker, I would only say when I spoke about elitism,
it was more going back to a respect for learning, which has abso-
lutely propelled the Gennaas to make sure that those standards
were high, an .7 to the dedication of the families and the teaching
society to make sure that this was going to be accomplished. It was
a focus and a respect that, on the whole, has not had a priority
here in this country recently. It's hard to get our best and our
brightest into teaching today.

Mr. SHANKER. Well, but part of thie has to do with the fact that.
don't you lose respect for learning when basically 80 to 90 percent
of the youngsters who are in colleges and universities in this coun-
try are getting their junior high school and high school education
and calling it a college education?

Senator KASSEBAUM. I couldn't agree with you more.
Mr. SHANKER. I mean, I think that. when you have no standards

and when you're engaged in a sort of great inflation, essentially
that lowers the ealue of education.

Senator KASSEBAUM. I certainly agree.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman
SenaLor PELL. Thank you, Senr tor.
Senator Bingaman.
Senator BINGAMAN. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. DiPatri, let me as you what your group, Educate America,

estimated the cost of the test as being; what you recommended?
Mr. DIPATRI. $30 per student, and roughly $90 million for Feder-

al appropriation. But that is based on what we believe to be a
NAEP-like test. I said it earlier, and I said often it's misrepresent-
ed and somehow has been today. We believe a combination of mul-
tiple-choice and performance measures. I wouldn't throw out multi-
ple-choice tests because they are characterized as simple tests. A

multiple-choice test can be difficult. Doctore in our States take
tests, the majority of which are multiple-choice. The advanced
placement is a multiple-choice test.

Senator BINGAMAN. But the $30 per test figure is what you
would estimate to do the good test that you would intend to have
administered; is that right?

Mr. DIPATRI. That's correct.
Senator BINGAMAN. OK. Arai who do you recommend administer

the test or prepare the teet and then administer it? How do you
propose to implement yoi -.commendation?

Mr. DIPATRI. Well, it would be very similar to what earlier testi-
mony was given, that a national board be established, not uelike
the National Ass :ment Governing Board, charged with the re-
sponsibility with tii-t appropriation to issue contracts to the major
testing firms in this country who do it now, for up to 1.6 mellion
students per year are administered the SAT, that these national
testing firms would bid competitively and would bid on tests, as I

described them, that had a balance of multiple-choice and perform-
ance. And it's happening in places today. NAEP is the perfect ex-
ample.

S
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Senator BINGAMAN. And the recommendation is that the Con-
gress pass a law requiring 12th graders to take this test in Novem-
ber but not requiring that anybody pass it in order to graduate; is
that correct?

Mr. DIPATRI. That's correct. But it's important that we tie in the
consequences that Al Shanker mentioned. We think that business
and industry, if the business and industry could establish a system
just as college admissions counselors do today, they don't just ask
the student for SAT scores, they ask for a total record, "Let me see
your transcript, let me see your class rank, let me see your SAT's."
And that then supplements the transcript. This objective measure,
zero to 200 in each of the six areas.

So if I said to this room today, "I have a student in 12th grade
and he has a 740 in math on his SAT and a 380 in verbal," every-
body here knows what I just said. You could picture that student,
and you know that student is not going to be an engineer; he is
probably a journalism student or a very bright, verbal young man,
but may have difficulty in math. The same could happen in these
six areas.

Senator BINGAMAN. I think you got that backwards. I think you
said 740 in math.

Mr. DIPATRI. Excuse me. I'm sorry. Then I got that backwards.
Mr. SHANKER. Erase that multiple-choice.
Mr. DIPATRI. Thanks, Al.
Senator BINGAMAN. Mr. Shanker, let me ask you if your group

that advised the President that we should have national tests, did
you also advise him as to where the resources would come from to
administer the test, to prepare and administer the tests and how
that would be done, if it would be done through the Department of
Education or how that would be w;complished?

Mr. SHANKER. I don't think that the view was that this would
beI think the statement is that the President should support the
establishment of more than one system. And I was not at the last
meeting, so I am going to have to stay with the statement. I have
had some telephone calls with people there.

But my view is that e system which would have, which would be
more like what Lauren Resnick and Marc Tucker ars. talking
about, which essentially is to develop a system through voluntary
efforts, which would provide such a good system that theze would
be a substantial amount of political pressure to buy into it.

As I think you need support from the top in terms of the idea
and its credibility and its legitimacy. But I also think that you
need some ability for some experimentation and some variety. We
aren't coming at it the way the Europeans do with one that started
at the top, and it's not going to be accepted immediately.

I think that if you had two or three systems where different
States got on board and supported them and perhaps at some point
with some support. if a certain number of States got into it and the
subject matter and professional groups, I think what is viewed now
is not a single system from the top but the encouragement of sever-
al systerns which would have to gain their legitimacy because
people would take a look and start asking why isn't our school
system requiring this or why isn't our State doing this; that it's
viewed as putting something out there which is so good that there
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is a lot of political pressure to do it rather than having Congress

say every kid has to do it.
Senator BINGAMAN. So you would not recommend that we man-

date that testing be done at 4th, 8th, and 12th grades in all schools
in the country against some common standard?

Mr. SHANKER. I would not. I would keep NAEP for what it is. I
would give it some more money so it could do some better and
more imaginative and more performance-oriented things and not
abandon but move away from some of the multiple-choice. I would
keep that as a very valuable indicator.

Then I would give assistance to the voluntary establishment of a
number of other systems of examination which would be designed
to do several things. One would be to measure progress toward na-
tional goals, but the other one and in the report "America's
Choice," I think the notion of creating a certificate for kids around
the age of 16 which would be tied to the incentive of no after-school

or part-time employment until you get this, which would be de-
signed to get everyone to achieve at least a certain minimum
standard, would be very important.

Mr. HUTCHINS. Senator, might I comment?
Sen :dor BINGAMAN. Yes, certainly.
Mr HUTCHINS. We are not opposed to setting standards, but op-

posite, and feel that the process of setting standards could be as im-
portant as the standards themselves. You made a comment in your
question that suggested the creation of a single national panel. I
think our view would be that there needs to be a lot of grass-roots,
bottoms-up participation in that process. We wouid hope the proc-
ess might look like something having State summits operating
under some kind of framework, the kind of which Dr. Resnick sug-
gested, in which the States contribute their suggestions as to what
those standards would be, and that that is rolled into a national
process.

But to have a E,ingle panel at the national level that sets tnose
standards we think would be counterproductive.

Senator BINGAMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
Without objection, we ought to insert in the record, I think, the

"Monitoring and Achieving the National Education Goals," the
document that Mr. Shanker put out.

[The document referred to followsd
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Monitoring and Achieving the National Education Goals

Thsiasio_Prelain
Each of the six national goals requires a form of measurement so that

progress or problems in achievin_g them can be assessed accurately. Goal 3 calls for
each student to have mastered challenging subject matter by completion of grades
4, 8 and 12. Even if "challenging subject matter" were clearly defined, there is no
current measurement system upon which the society cep rely to determine whether
this goal is achievel for each child, although the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) is a start on meaeuring it for the natim as a whole.

This situation reflects a fundamental problem in the current education
system: There are no tests based on absolute standards of content and proficiency
by which each student, parents, teachers, school administrators, any level of
government or the general public can judge student performance, compare that
performance to other students, or aggregate results to make comparisons to other
classes, schools, states or countries.

There are many tests for individuals available commercially or in a
number of states, but they are not comparable to each other and none is
derived from a natAonal consensus on what children of a given age should
know.

Without such tests, the host of education reform strategies cannot be
targeted effectively or judged properly on the basis of their results.
Accountability systems remain judgmental, not objectively based.

Sample surveys, like NAEP, are necessary for assessing the national (and
.1ventually, perhaps, state) educational status, but ere not helpful for
underatanding individual performance and diagnoaing educational
improvement needs at the individual, class, school or school district levels

While public leaders and the public generally have both long accepted the fact
that the educational system fails to meet the needs of the nation, few school
systems and parents believe that their own children are failing to receive adequate
preparation. Real change in the system requires knowing who is succeeding and
who is not and basing reforms on that knowledge.

The Ideal

A. Standards
1. Standards for knowledge of akilln and subjects to be mastered should be

established for various ages or grade levels beginning no later than age 9
or grade 4 These should be developed with maximum consensus among
experts in each field and othere and should reflect the highest levels of
knowledge achieved at various ages worldwide They should describe
both content and level of difficulty.

(1 9tl
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2. Standards should be developed for English, Math, Science, History and .
Geography, and for reasoning and problem solving skills for increasing
age levels.

3. Teachers should be informed of the standards and wouldbe expected to
teach to the standards.

B. Tests
1. At the key transition stages (however expressed: age 9, 13, 17, or 4th, 8th

and 12th grade), a test or tests should be available to be given to every
student, regardless of income level, disability, or English proficiency. The
results of these teats will tell that student, the student's parents, teachers
and others, whether the student has achieved minimum competency for
his or her age, is proficient or excelling. The test should provide enough
information to identify remediation needs for students and indicate
system (class, school, LEA, state) improvement requirements.

2. The tests should cover the eubject matter appropriate to each age, as
established in the standards. The test should focus on the core subjects
(e.g., at the youngest level, reading, computation, writing) but cover
others that are desirable as well.

3. The tests should combine (with increasing complexity as age increases)
assessments of mastery of subject matter and acquisition of generic
(reasoning, problem solving) skills.

4. The tests should be devised with maximum consensus among experts in
each subject field and the testing field, and others.

Implementation

While the technology for a useful assessment program is available, developing
the standards and tests will take time and money. The first priority should be -for 9
year-olds (4th grade). These children are at a point in their education when they
should have achieved the basic skills necessary for learning increasingly more
complex subject matter and developing increasingly more sophisticated skills.
Uncorrected failure at thi. stage becomes more difficult to cure as the child ages.

The Fesident, working with the Governors, should:

1. Facilitate the definition of the new higher world standards using experts
in the appropriate subject fields and others.

2. Cause to be developed at least two tests which reflect these new
standards. Existing teats appropriately modified to measure the new
standards and yield comparalole data might also be appropriate. These
tests would be available to be given to every child everywhere in the U.S.
(but the Federal government would not require anyone to take them.)

3. Create and issue a regular report on the tests given by states so that
school otricials and parents know how well the various tests reflect the
ncw standards.

9 3
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The new standards and assessments should be developed in such a way that
the content and methodology has the support of the overwhelming majority of
experts. Once devised, a campaign by business, other interest groups end the
public sector in support of using these standar& shouha ounted. Parente and
others should be able to challenge State. and school di'.' n what they are
using to measure student progress that is as good or 1 . on the uniform tests.

In addition, the President should;

1. Establish as his public policy commitment the rapid development and use
of such standards and testa as one of the highest national priorities for
catalysing education reform.

2. Support the National Education Goals Panel's effort to develop a useikil
assessment program. He should encouraie the panel to establish
immediately a process for involving the Mief State School Officers,
educators, the business community, experts in subject matter, generic
skills and teat methodology in the development of the standardi and
tests. An ambitious timetable should be publicly announced. The 4th
grade/9 year-olds program should be ready for use within two years.
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Senator PELL. I thank all of you for being with us.
We now turn to the third and final panel: Marc Tucker, the

president of the National Center on Education and the Economy;
Maureen Daniels, representing the National Education Association;
Burton Faldet, president of Test Consultants, Association of Ameri-

can Publishers, who is accompanied by Michael Melody.
Thank you all for being with us.
We will start off with Mr. Tucker.

STATEMENTS OF MARC S. TUCKER, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
CENTER ON EDUCATION AND THE ECONOMY, ROCHESTER, NY;

MAUREEN DANIELS, SIXTH-GRADE TEACHER. LYNBROOK ELE-

MENTARY SCHOOL, FAIRFAX, VA, ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL

EDUCATION ASSOCIATION; AND BURTON W. FALDET, PRESI-
DENT, TEST CONSULTANTS, LTD., ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN

PUBLISHERS, WASHINGTON, DC, ACCOMPANIED BY MICHAEL

E. MELODY, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, COLLEGE AND TEST

PUBLISHING, HOUGHTON MIFFLIN COMPANY

Mr. TUCKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Marc Tucker, di-
rector and president of the National Center on Education and the
Economy, of Rochester, NY.

Mention was made just a moment ago of a report that we issued
last year, "America's Choice: High Skills or Low Wages." In the
course of preparing that report, we visited seven nations, among
which was the United States, asking ourselves of those other na-
tions why it is that they are able to achieve so much higher success
in education and skill-building than we.

In every one of those nations that we visitedSingapore, Japan,
England, Ireland, Sweden, and Germanythey had strong stand-
ards. Those standards were either very high curriculum standards
or they were set by examinations or both. I was stunned when
thinking about it, in contrast to those nations, to realize that in
this country only the students who wish to go and expect to go to
selective colleges have any incentive to get more than a high school
diploma in the United States. And what you need to get a high
school diploma in the United States is to show up about two-thirds
of the time and not cause too much trouble. It has nothing to do
with what you know and can do. And for that reason, there is vir-
tually no connection, for the vast majority of kids in the United
States, between what they do in school and what they want for

themselves later in life.
That is not true in the countries with which we compete. As you

heard a moment ago, we proposed in that report that this Nation
create a certificate of initial mastery, that it represent a standard,
benchmarked to the highest world standard for kids of 16, and that
we award kids a certificate of initial mastery when they meet that
standard.

Now, I should make it clear what is meant here. What we are
talking about is not having a scaled exam. And this, by the way, is
in great contrast to almost every other proposal you have heard
about this morning. We are not talking about a scaled exam which

simply says, "With respect to these goals, here is where you fall: At
the top, in the middle, or on the bottom."

9 5
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What we are talking about is a certificate that says, "You have
achieved e worid-c.1.ass level of mastery or you haven't." That's it.
And that benchmarked standard would be the gateway to what
kids want out of life. Those are the consequence.? to which Al
Shanker just referred.

Now, we joined forces last fall with a learring research and de-
velopment center, co-chaired by Lauren Resnick, from whom you
heard two panels ago, and we are now busy putting together a
large project, the purpose of which is to create an examination
system of the kind that she alluded to.

We have about $2.5 million of private foundation money. Some
20 States and cities are joining us as our partners in this effort.

I brought with me an overview of the description of that project,
which I would, with your permission, like to enter into the re.,ord.

Senator PELL. Without objection.
[The document referred to follows:]

;;
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Problem
Since 1969. real average weekly earnings in
the United States have fallen by more than
12 percent. This burden has been shared
unequally. The incomes of our top 30
percent of e...ners Increased while those of
the other 70 percent spiraled downward.

In many families, it now takes two
people working to make ends meet, where
one was sufficient in the past.

The United States is In the midst of the
second longest economic expansion in its
history. But that expansion is built largely
on the fact that 50 percent of our population
is employed compared with 40 percent in
1973. Forty million new jobs were created
as tlw 'baby boom' generation reached
working age, and more women entered the
workforce. More of us have been working
so we produced more.

However, workforce growth will slow
dramatically in the 1990s. We can no loiqier
grow substantially just by adding new
workers.

The key to maintaining, to say nothing
of improving, our standard of living is
productivity growth more products and
services from every member of the
workforce.

42-921 0 - 91 - 4

But during the past two decades. Mr
producrnity growth las slowed to a crawl It
now takes nearly three years to achieve the
same productivity inorovenient we used to
achieve in one year

If pnaduccivir ,ontinues to falter, we
can expect one of mo futures Either the
top 30 percent of otr population will grow
wealthier while the hottom 70 percent
becomes progressively poorer or we all slide
into relative povert :ogether.

The Task
To ensure a more pr tsperous future, we
must improve produalvity and our
competitive position We cannot simply do
this ty using better riachinery, because low
wagt countries can row use the same
mac ,ines and can sti_i sell their products
more cheaply than ne can.

The key to proijuctivity improvement
for a high wage natic n lies in the third
industrial revolution low taking place in the
world. The steam engine and electric motor
drove the first two industrial revolutions,
causing profound changes in work organiza-
tion. This boosted productivity, quality and
living standards dramatically. The creation
of the modem factory in the 1800's and mass
production in the 1900's followed these
technology breakthroughs.

S
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The advent of the computes, high speed
communication and universal education are
heralding a third industrial revohnion. a
revolution the key feature of which is high
performance work organization.

The Organization Of Work In
America
The organization of Americt.'s workpbces
today is largely modekci.after the system of
mass manufacture pioneered during the early

1900's The premise is simple; Break
complex jobs into a myriad of simple rote
tasks, which the worker then repeats u ith
machine-like efficiency.

The system is managed by a sma
group of educated planners and supen isors
who do the thinking for the organizaton.
They plan strategy, implement changes.
motivate the workers and solve probkms_
Extensive administrative procedures allow
manageis to keep control of a large namber
of workers This form of work organization
is often referred to as the 'Taylor' moklel

Most employees under this mocd need
not be educated. It is far more imporant
that they be reliable, steady and willu g to
follow directions

But in the world's best companies,
new high performance work organizations
are replacing this Taylor' method. Mew
minpanies are using a new approach to

EXeCtattc Sumo tat).
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unleash malor advances in productivity,
quality, variety and speed of new product

thtroductions.
Mass oroduction methods will continue

to produce high volume, inexpensive goods
and services for a long time to come. But
what the world is prepared to pay high
prices and high wages for now is quality.
variety and responsiveness to changing
consumer tastes, the very qualities that the
new methods of organizing work make
possible.

. 'Tayloristic' methods are not well suited
to these goals. Firms struggling to apply the
traditional methods of work organization to
more complex technologies, more frequent
product introductions, increased quality
requirements and proliferating product
variety often create cumbersome and ineffi-

cient bureaucracies
The new high performance forms of

work organization operate very differently.
Rather than increasing bureaucracy, they
reduce it by giving front-line workers more
responsibility. Workers are asked to use
iudgment and make decisions. Management
layers disappear as tront-line workers as-
sume responsibility for many of the tasks
from quality control to production schedul-
ing that others used to do.



Work organizations like these require

large investments in training. Workers pay

levels often rise to reflect their greater

qualifications and responsibilities But the

productivity and quality gains more Ulan

offset the costs to the company cif higher

wages and skills development.
Despite these advantages, 95 percent of

American companies still ding to old forms

of work organization.

Is There A Skills Shortage In The
United States?
Because most American employers organize
work in a way that does not require high
skills, they report no shortage of people who
have such skills and foresee no such short-
age. With some exceptions, the education
and skill levels of American workers roughly
match the demands of their lobs

Our research did reveal a wide range
of concerns covered under the blanket term
of 'skills.' While businesses everywhere
complained about the quality of their appli-
cants, few talked about the kinds of skills
acquired in school. The primary concern of
more than 80 percent of employers was
finding workers with a good work ethic and
appropriate social behavior: 'reliable: 'a
good attitude,"a pleasant appearance,"a
good personality.'

Most employers we interviewed do not
expect their skill requirements to change.
Despite the widespread presumption that
advancing technology and the evolving

95

service ecv.,omy will create fobs demanding
higher skills. only five percent of employers
were concerned about a skills shortage.
These were nuinly large manufacturers,
financial senhv organizations and communi-
cations companies.

The reason we have no skills shortage
today is that we are using a tum-of.the-
century work organization If we want to
compete more effectively in the global
economy, we will have to move to a high
productivity work organization.

How We Prepare Our Front-Line
Workers For Work
More than 70 percent of the jobs in America
will not require a college education by the
year 2000. These jobs are the backbone of
our economy. and the productivity of work-
ers in these fobs will make or break our
economic future.

No nation has produced a highly
qualified technical workforce without first
providing its workers with a strong general
education. But our children rank at the
bottom on most international tests behird
children in Europe and East Asia, even
behind chikiren in some newly industrialized
countries.

More than any other country in the
world, the United States believes that natural
abilky, rather than effort, explains achieve-
ment. The tragedy is that we communicate

N)



to Intl/ions of students every yev..:specially
to iow-income and minority students, that
v.e do not believe that tney have what it
takes to learn. They then live tip to our
expectations, despite the evidence that they
can meet :wry high perfonnaree standards

under the right conditions.
Unlike virtually a of our leading com-

petitors, we have no national sprem capable
of setting high academic standards for the
non.college bound or of assessirg their
achievement against those standards.

America may have the worst ...hoolto-
work transition system of any ad.anceri
industrial country. Students whc know few
adults to help them get their first lob are left
to sink or swim.

Only eight percent of our frort-line
workers receive any formal training once on
(he lob, and this is usually limited to orienta
tion for new hires or short courses on team
building or safety.

rhe American post-seconda-v education
and training system was uever designed to
meet the needs of our front-line .Norkeni.
The system is a combination of ducation
prowams for full-time college students and
short term training for the severe:v disadvan-
taged, and can be difficult to access. Be-
cause employers have not set training stan-
dards, few students can be sure triat there is
a market for the courses they putsue. Edu-

cation is rarely connected to training and

both are rarely connected to an edective job

service function.

Evecunue Summary
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Another Way
While the foreign ilatiOns we studied differ
in economy and culture, they share an
apprcroh to 'he education and traintrig of
Wit workers and to high productivity work
organization

They insist that virtually all of their sw .
dents reach a high educational standard.
We do tict.

They provide 'professionalized' education
to non .college bound students to prepare
them for their trades and to ease their
schoul-m-wIrk transition. We do not.

They operate ceroprehensive labor market
systems which combine mining, labor
market information. lob search and
income maintenance for the unemployed.
We do not.

They support company based tratning
through general resume or payroll tax
based financing schemes. We do not

They have national consensus on the
importance of nun mg to high productwity
forms of work organization and building
high wage economies. We do not.

Our approaches have served us well in
the past They will nor serve us well in the
future.

4



The Choke
Americans at..

unwittingly making a choice_

It is a choice that most of us would probably

not muke ...ere
we awate of its conse-

quences Yet every day, that choice is

hecoming more difficult to reverse. It is a

choice which undermines the Anwrican

dream of economic opportunity for all. It is

a choice that will lead to an America where
0 percent of our people may do well at

least for awhile but the other 70 percent
will see their dreams slip away.

The choice that America faces is a
choice between high skills and low wages.
Gradually. silently, we are choosing low
wages

We still have time to make the other
choice -- one that will lead us to a more
prosperous future To make this choice, we
must fundamentally change our approach to
work and education

1. Problem! Two factors stand in the way
of producing a highly educated workforce.
We lack a clear standard of achievement and
few students are motivated to work hard in
school. One reason that students going right
to work after school have little motivation to
study hard is that they see little or no rela-
tionship between how well they do in
school and what kind of ioh they can get
after school. Other advanced in,' mrial
nations have stringent performance standards
that virtually all students must meet at about
age 16 and that directly affect their employ-
ment prospects.

5
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Recommendation! A new educational
performance standard should be set for
all students, to be met by age 16 This
standard should be established nation-
ally and benchmarhed to the highest in
the workt

propo-e that all American students
meet a nation!: standard of educational
excellence bs ,4e 16, or soon thereafter.
Students passira a series of performance
based assessmcnts that incorporate the
standard wouk be awarded a Genilleare of
Initial Master%

Possessio; of the Certificate of Initial
Mastery would -4ualify the student to choose
among going I. s ork. entering a college
preparatory pr gram oi studying for a
Technical and ?nilessional Certificate.
described beli\

Creation t the Cemhcate of Initial
Mastery stand.11.1 would require a new
approach to ,.e.dent performance assess-
ment_ We reo mmend the creation of new
performance hIscd c.xaminations for which
students can ri plicaly prepare. The assess-
ment system w mld provide multiple oppor.
tunaies for su . es% rather than a single high
stakes moment ot possible failure_ most
important, the e\amination, though set at a
very high stamfard, is not intended as a
sorting mechanism on the pattern of virtually
all the major tegs now in use. Our goal is to
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set a tough standard that almost everyone
will reach, although not all at the same time.

Once created, this system would estab-
lish objective standards for students and
educators, motivate students and give em-
ployers an objective means to evaluate the
accomplishments of students.

2. Probkau More than 20 percent of our
students drop out of high school -- almost
50 percent in nuny of ou- inner cities.
These dropouts go on to -nake up more than
one third of our frontline v orkforce. Turn-
ing our backs on those dr,pouts, as e do
now, is tantamount to turr.:ng our backs on
our future workforce.

Recommendation: Me states should
take respossibility for assuring that
virtually all students achieve tbe Gerry,-
cate qf Initial Mastery. Through the new
local Employment and Training Boards,
states, with federal assistance, shook,
create and fund alternathe karning
environments for those who cannot
attain Vie Cert(fkate of initial Mastery
in regular schools.

All students should be giaranteed the
educational attenfion net es%.1-. to attain the
Certificate of Initial Master) h Age 16. or ..s
soon a:, possible thereafter 1 nith Centers
should he established to enrcil ,chool
dropouts and help them reat h that standard.

F-vecutwe Summary
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Federal, state and local funds should be
raLsed or reallocated to imance these drop-
out recovery programs. Once the Youth
Centers are created, children should not be
permitted to work before the age of 18
unless they have attained the Certificate of
Initial Mastery or are enrolled in a program
to attain it.

3. Problem Other industrial nations have
multi-year career-oriented educational
programs that prepare students to operate at
a professional level in the workplace.
Graduates of these programs have the skills
to hit the ground running when they get
their first fulkime job at age 19 or 20.
America prepares only a tiny fraction of its
non-college bound students for work. As a
result, most flounder in the labor market,
moving from low paying sob to low paying
job until their mid-metities, never being
seriously trained

Recommendation: A comprehensive
system of Technical and Professional
Cert(flcates and associate's degrees
sbould be created for toe majority of
our students and adult workers who do
not pursue a baccalaureate degree.

*-echnical and Professional Certificates
would be offered across the entire ninge of
service and manufacturing occupations. A
student could earn the entry.level occupation
sPecific certificate after completing a two- to
four-year program of combined work and

6



study, depending
upon the field. A se-

quence of advanced certificates, attesting to

mastery of more complex skills, would he

available and could be obtained throughout

one s carecr.
The Secretary of Labor should convene

national committees of business. labor,

education and public representatives to

define certification standards for two- to

four-year programs of professional prepara-

tion in a broad range of occupations. These

programs should combine general education

with specific occupational skills and should
include a significant work component.

Students could pursue these programs
at a wide variety of institutions accredited to
offer them, including high schools, commu-
nity colleges and proprietary schools The
system should be designed to make it pos.
sible for students to move easily between the
Certificate programs and college.

A means should be established to
ensure that all students can receive finans mg
to pursue these programs

4. Problem: The vast maiority of An eniein
employers are not moving to high pei forn
ance work organizations, nor are they
investing to train their non-managerial
employees Or these new work organiza-
tions. The rr.ovement to high performance
work organizatiom is more widespread in

7
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other nations. and training of front-line
workers, funded in part by national assess-
ment.s on employers or genera: public
revenues, is commonplace.

Recommendation: All employers sbouid
be given incentives and assistance to
invest in tbe /gather education and
training of Weir workers and to pursue
bigb productivity forms of work orgtna-
zation.

We pr ipose a system whereby all
employers ill ins CM at least oile percent of
their payro:: for the education arvd training of
weir workers Those who do not wish to
participate -s thncl contribute the one percent
to a genera rrainmg fund, to be used by
stares to or:trade 'worker skills. We furthr
recommene d'at public technical asristance
be provided to companies, particularly snail
businesses to av.sisi them in moving to
higher pert ,rmance work organiutions.

5, P.robiem: The United States is not well
organized pros ide the highly skilled

orkers needed to support the emerging
high periomunce work organizations
Public poliev on woercer training has been
largely pa-:rive, except for the needs of a
small portion of the severely disadvantaged
population. The training system is frag-
mented w ith respect to pohcies, administra-
tion and setvice delivery.
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ttecommendationi A system iv Employ-
meat and Yhtheng Boum& sbould be
estabiksbed by Federal and state govern-
ments, together witb local leedersinp, to
organize glad oversee tbe two sebool-to
work transition programs and training
systems we propose.

We envision a new, more comprehen-
sive system where skills development and
upgrading for the majority of our workers
becomes a cential aim of public policy

The key to accomplishing these goals IN

finding a way to enable the leaders of our
communities to take responsibility for buikl
ing a comprehensive system that meets their
needs The local Employment and Training
Boards for each major labor market would

rike respi risibility for the school-to.work
and Youth Center-to-work transition for

young people.

Manage and mersee the Youth Centers.

Manage and oversee a 'second chance'
system for iduks seeking the Certificate of
Initial Mastery

Manaw and oversee the system for award-

ing Tedn»cal and Professional Certificates
at the kical level

Manage a labor market information

Manage and oversee the job service.

Coordinate existing programs.

hart r num.
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The states would need to create a
parallel structure to support the local Boards,
coordinate statewide functions and establish
state standards for their operation.

In Conclusion
America is headed toward an economic diff.
We will no longer be able to put a higher
proponion of our people to work to
generate economic growth. If basic
changes are not made, real v.ages dl

continue to fall, especially for the majority
who do not graduate from four-year
colleges. The gap between economic 'haves'
and 'have nots' will widen still further and
social tensions will deepen_

Our recommendations piovide an
.dternatiee for Amunca We do not pretend
!hat this 'slim will be easily acepted or
quickly implemented Hut we also cannot
pretend that the status quo is an option It is

00 longer possible to be a high wage. low
skill nation We have choices to make

Do we (untruly to (feline educalional
Sciots is lime in the seat, or %Ili )cv.,C a
new s stem that kwuses on the demon
strated achievement of high standards?

Do we ominue to provide lade incentive
for non-college hound students ro study
hard and take tough subjects. or choose a
syNtern that will reward real Mort with
better pay and better joh-.0



Do we continue to turn our backs on
America's school dropouts, or choose to
take responsibility foi educating them?

Do we continue to pi ovide unskilled
workers for unskilled lobs, or train skilled
workers and give companies incentives to
deploy them in high performance work
organizations?

Do we continue in most companies to
limit training to a select handful of manag.
ers and professionals. or choose to provide
training to front-line workers as well?

Do we cling to a puNk employment and
training system fragmented by institutional
barriers, muddled by overlapping bu-
reaucracies and opetating at the margins of
the labor market or do we choose a
unified system that addresses aself to a
majority of workers%

Do we continue to remain indifferent to
the low wage path being chosen by many
companies, or do we provide incentives
for high productivity choices?

Tr ken together. the Commission's
recommendations provide the framework for
developing a high quality American educa-
tion and training system, closely linked to
high performance work organizations. The
system we propose provides a uniquely
American solution Boldly executed, it has
the potential not simply to put us on an

9
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equal footing with our competitors, but to
allow us to leap ahead, to build the world's
premier workforce. In so doing. we will
create a formidable competitive advantage_

The status quo is not an option_ The
choice we have is to become a nation of
high skills or one of low wages

The choice is ours. It should be clear
It must be made.

Execunue Summary
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Mr. TUCKER. I should tell you that what we are doing is inspired,
in many ways, by what the Europeans have done, but it is not a
copy. I just essentially gave you one of the most important respects
in which that is true; that is to say we think it would be a terrible
error to set up a national examination system in the United States
the purpose of which is to do what the Europeans do and what
almost every American testing system does, which is to sort out
students.

This country more than almost any other that I know of in the
world is a country that says wilt, kids are in elementary school,
this kid's got it and this kid doesii't. And because of the estimates
that we make of their ability, very early in life, we assign to them
different educational futures, work of different difficulty and differ-
ent implicit standards.

Were we, in my judgment, to put in place in this country yet an-
other sorting mechanism, the purpose of the test being to sort, we
would simply make worse the toughest problem we already face,
which is that we consign a third or more of our kids, before they
have left elementary school, to failure.

This idea that we have is very different. It is an idea that says
these kids can make it, they will make it, and the whole purpose of
the system is to help them make it. By the way, what we are pro-
posing is not a system which says you test at X age, everybody sits
down at that age, and then we sort you out on performance. It is,
rather, a system which says, "You have as long as it takes to get
there, but you're going to get there."

Now let me just make a couple of points about the Congress. I
think it would be a great mistake for the Congress at this point to
legislate a tesc or to create a testing organization. I think it's not
needed and not wise. I think in fact it would make it more difficult
for us to get to an examination system. What you can do is help to
create a mechanism through which we can agree on a framework.
You can provide resources for research and development on assess-
ment to many groups working on this issue at once, which I think
is absolutely critical. And most critical of all is to provide resources
through OERI for the restructuring of American education.

It would be an utter disaster, in my view, to have a testing
system in which the whole burden of succeeding falls on the stu-
dent. If it does not fall on the system, we will be worse off than
when we started.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed, Mr. Tucker.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Tucker follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. TUCKER

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of this committee, for the opportuni-
ty to testify today. I am president of the National Center t7ri Education and the
Economy, an organization dedicated to bringing the skills of the American work-
force up to world class standards. John Sculley, CEO of Apple Computer, is our
board chairman. Among our trustees are former governors James Hunt and Thomas
Kean, Kodak CEO Kay Whitmore and former Labor Secretary Ray Marshall.

I can think of no idea offered in the last two decades that has had as much prom-
ise for American educationno policy proposal more worthy of Congress's atten-
tionthan the proposal for national examinations of student performance. This is
not a new idea to this committee, or, especially, to you, Mr. Chairman, but it ap-
Pears to be an idea whose time has come.
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Two months ago, I was in Indonesia. I had occasion then to ask the president of
the American Chamber of Commerce in Jakarta how the skills of the work-bound
graduates of Indonesia's primary schools compare to those of America's high school
graduates who enter the workforce after achool. He replied that the skills of both
groups of graduates are about the same, but, because Indonesian employers get the
cream of the crop and the American employers get the bottom, Indonesiun employ-
ers get more skilled workers than do the Americans. The prevailing wages for man-
ufacturing jobs are far below what they are here. Little wonder that the Indonesian
economy is burgeoning, attracting employers from all over the world, and that real
wages are rising there while they are falling feet in the United States.

But, can it be that the average graduate of 12 years of schooling in the U.S.
knows no more than the average graduate of the e-year primary system on the
island of Java? It sounds preposterous until one looks at the evidence. One Ameri-
can firm after another is reporting that when they administer tests of basic skills in
reading and math to recent school graduates applying for entry level jobs, the appli-
cants typically fail to reach the seventh grade level of achievement. For probably
half of our students, we are producing 6 years of education in 12 years of seat time!

High school diplomas do not certify that high school graduates have twelfth grade
skills. In many states, they certify only that the holder has spent 12 years in school.
Others states do now have a basic skills requirement for high school graduates, but
they are not set at the twelfth grade level of difficulty, or even remotely close to
that.

Last June, our organization released the report of our commission on the Skills of
the American Workforce, America's Choice: High Skills or Low Wages! The commis-
sion is chaired by Ira Magaziner, an international business strategy consultant, and
co-chaired by Hillary Clinton, an Arkansas attorney, and Bill Brock and Ray Mar-
shall, both former labor secretaries. The commission's report was based on the larg-
est international study ever undertaken of workforce skill requirements and the
measures that countries on three continents take to meet those requirements. The
commission reaffirmed what many others concluded earlierthat the preparation of
American front-line workers lags far behind that of our leading competitors. Recom-
mendation number one of the commission was to create a national examination
system in the United States and to give a Certificate of Initial Mastery to students
who meet the standard set by the examination.

Why? Because the commission observed that every country that has higher educa-
tion performance than ours has high standards for its students and enforces those
standards. They either set a detailed national curriculum and make sure that cur-
riculum is taught in every school in the country or they have national examina-
tions, or both. For many reasons, this country is hardly likely to embrace an official
national curriculum. The only alternative is national examinations.

Much of the power of examinations in other countries comes not from the exami-
nation itself, but rather from the way those countries use examinations to induce
students to put real effort into their school work.

In the United States alone of all the countries we studied, the only students who
have any incentive *o take tough courses or to study hard are the students who plan
to go to selective colleges, less than a quarter of all students. For all the others, only
a high school diploma is required to go to college or get a job. All one needs to get a
diploma is to show up with reasonable frequency and not cause trouble. Why take a
real science course or algebra and risk a failing grade when you can take gut
courses and be assured of getting the only credential you need?

But in the leading countries with which we compete, it is typically the case that
the courses you take, the grades you get, the recommendations you have from your
teachers andespeciallythe scores you get on examinations, all combine to deter-
mine not only your eligibility for further education but also your access to good jobs,
including those that do not require a college education. So students--almost all stu-
dentsput a lot more effort into school than the vast majority of our students do.
Clearly, countries that use examinations to provide a strong motivation to students
to take tough courses and study hard will produce much better educated students
than countries that do not.

The commisaion observed something else of great importance. In the United
States, test security is paramount. The idea is to keep the items secret, and to create
a test that is independent of the curriculum being taught. This means that one
cannot study for the test. Many of our competitors have a very different idea. They
have examinations that students can study for and teachers can teach to. Exam
questions and examples of good responses are released each year after the exam.
This is not only much fairer than what we do. It is also the best way to make sure
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that the schools will develop currihda and teaching techniques that will actually
prepare their inudents to succeed on the examinations.

Last fall, the National Center on Education and the Economy joined forces with
the Learning Reeearch and Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh in a
development effort that could lead to a national examination system for the United
States. Dr. Lauren Resnick, who is also a member of thie panel, is co-director of the
Pittaburgh Center, and, with Michael Cohen of our organization, co-directs the New
StandaMs Project. The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation and the
Pew Charitable Trusts have provided $2.5 million for the first 18 months of this
effort.

We am now asaernbling a group or some twenty states and school diatricts that
will join us in the development of an examination aystem. Their leaders will set
policy for the teems, deciding on the subjects that students will be examined in and
setting the standar& to be used. It is very important that these standards be set at
internationally competitive levels. We believe that a group of volunteer states and
school districts committed to setting such a standard are more likely to sucaeed
than all 60 States and territories acting together.

We do not, however, see ourselves as simply setting out ter construct a European-
style examination system for the United States, There are some features of those
systems that we would noi. want in the United States and many features on which
we believe we can improve.

Dr. Resnick% teetimony contains the outlines of our design. With your permission,
I would like to include in this hearing record a copy of an overview of our project.
My purpose here is to highlight ceitain principles that we believe are particularly
importeut for any examination system that might be adopted in this reuntry. They
are:

.Ltsc the examination system to set a high standard that all studen4 are expalted
to meet, not to sort them into . various levels of competence. Some may take
longer than others to meet the standard, but it is vital to create au environ-
ment in which ad kids are expftted to Iearn.

Ovate examinations that stwknis can study for and teachers can teach to. The
system should also be "open"--meet items and example; of good responses
should be released each year aftee the mins This is the fairest way tn run the
system and the best way to make sure that the schools will make the major
improvements in curriculum and teaching techniques that ere needed to
achieve the national education goals.

Include assessments of student performance on big, long-term tasks that cannot
be included in a timed performance exam. This is the oily way te meesure stu-
dent& capacity to use what they know to do "real world" tasks.

The burden of reaching the standard should not fall exclusively on the student.
Embed the examination system in a program te restructure the echools. This
involves pushing decisions about how to help students meet the standseis down
to school staff, and rewarding that staff when their students suoceed and pro.
viding consequences for them when they do not. It also means using the stand-
ards to guide the professional development of teachers. And the teachers in our
schools must have the access to information and staff development resources
they need so they can develop local curricula that will enable their students to
reach the standard set by the examinations.

Design the system to produce both excellence and equity, not just exeellence. It is
easy to design a system that simply sorts kids out and establishes which ones
make it to the top. The challenge is to create s system that gets almost every-
one to a high standard.

This last is critically important. The whole American education system is predi-
cated on the expectation that only a few will succeed at high levels and education
performance overall will be distributed over a curve. The Nation's tatting systems
reflect those expectations; their very design requires the assumption that large
numbers of students will perform badly. This in precisely the opposite of the prem-
ises of this project. Our object is to make it clear what students; need to know and be
able to do in order to succeed in school and life and then organize the whole system
so that almost all students can achieve that standard. It may take some students
longer than others, but that is all right. This is the only kind of Bream that makes
senae if we really believe that all kide can learn. For that reason, in our view, it is
the only kind of system that offers any real hope to minority and low income stu-
dents.

As matters stand now, most minority and low income otudents are implicitly held
to a lower standard than others from the middle of elementary school on, because
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less is expected of them. An examination that 'simply sorts students by measured
achievement will simply reinfome the Inequities that already exist.

In the system we have in mind, the students, their parents and their advocates
will be armed for the first time with clear information about what their children
have to do to succeed, clear information about how well they are doing against that
standard as they progress through school and a clear standard by which to judge
the adequacy of the school curriculum. Students, for the first time, would not bear
the whole burden of meeting that standard, because the professional.; would be held
accountable for student progress. The measures themselves would not be limited to
timed performance tests, but would include opportunities for students of many dif-
ferent cultural backgrounds to select their own projects and tasks to demonstrate
mastery, making it possible for them to choose performances that play to their
strengths. Students who need more time to reach the standard would, as we have
said, have the time they need.

Minority and low income students have been very badly served by a system in
which very few people expect them to do well, and so reward them for what is in
fact mediocre performance. The challenge is to create a system that sets a high
standard and is structured to enable almost everyone to reach it.

The system we have in mind meets these objectives. We believe that it is both
necessary and wise to view NAEP as a complementary monitoring system. And we
also believe that a good national examination system should embrace a number of
different examinations, not just the one we are working on.

The design we are using should produce an examination system for the core sub-
jectsreading, writing, speaking, listening and mathematicswithin 3 years.
Within 3 years after that we believe examinations for all the subjects at three dif-
ferent age levels could be fully field tested and aveilable for use.

Our project is a private undertaking, involving foundation funding and the volun-
tary participation of a number of states and school districts, as well as many teach-
ers, researchers and experts in a wide variety of fields. The question is, what role
should the Federal Government play in establishing a national examination system
in the United States?

You may be able to help get the process for arriving at a national consensus on
standards going. You certainly can make sure that there are sufficient funds for re-
search and development on student performance assessment so that examinations
can be prepared that measure what the country wants to have measured. And you
can also provide some resources that will help make it possible to put a system in
place so that the examination system will not simply measure failure, but instead
help all students to meet high standards. I will expand on each of these points
below.

The steps toward a national examination system begin with development of a na-
tional consensus on a framework for defining what students should know and be
able to do. The National Education Goals Panel seems to be headed toward engag-
ing in such a process. Whether the panel will need some form of Congressional au-
thorization to do so will depend on the role the administration wishes to take, how
the panel organizes itself for the task and the scale of resources needed But, if such
Congressional action is needed, I hove it will be forthcoming.

In the meantime, we and othen, will be working in parallel fashion on such a
process. In my view, the Nation would be well served by leasing several such efforts
ue motion at once. One reason is that the National Education Goals Panel will nec-
wearily have to engage all the states in the consensus-building process. There may
be a lot of prewure on the panel to come up with a standard at or below the average
of the current state standards. It is. in our view, essential that the United States
create an examination system that embraces an international etandard. It is more
!likely to do that if one or more of the examination project- to show what an
exaniination benchmarked to international standar& ang,it looe e.

While the country is working iseward a consenr d on sumdards, . wil' pay, I be-
lieve, to have several efforts going firemard at oece to develop actua, aminations.
Both we and the chairinan of the Natioael Lducation Goals Panel how the view
that the country will be best served by having not a single 4nraminath but a
system that makes it possible for individual states, districts and even F.hools to
choose from among many examinations calibrated to a siagIe standard.

If the, Cnngrese shares that view, then the wised course may be to autism Ile the
Department of Education to make funds available for competitive grants to ergani.
zations intereeted in developing methods for calibrating examinations to one an-
other and to develop new examinationa. The quality of the exaieinezion system
eventually embraced by the United States will depend greatly e," t. extent. and
quality tit the education research and development done on exariir .s over the
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next few years. I would strongly urge the Congress to consider the principles out-
lined above when authorizing such research support.

An examination system seen as a silver bulleta strategy which by itself will
solve the problem of poor educational performanceis bound to fail. If the only
change we make is creating the examination system, then we will simply have a
better mechanism for measuring and penalizing failure; we will not have unproved
the prospects for millions of our students, especially poor and minority children.
Legislation desigmd to put the other needed system elements in place is needed
now, well before the examinations are ready for widespread use.

I therefore nrge you to consider authorizing the Office of Research and Improve-
ment in the Department of Education to support a wide variety of research, develop-
ment, demonstration, evaluation and dissemination efforts designed to put in place
the elements needed to make sure that the examination system produces the effects
we all hope for. This program should be designed to lead to major advances in site-
based management, new incentives for professionals, local curriculum development,
new approaches to staff development and teacher training, and much moreall
keyed to the new standards developed by the consensus process.

The one thing I would not do now that some might urge upon you is to create and
charter a national examining organization. That, in my judgment, would be prema-
ture. Doing so now might actually make it harder to achieve the goal of national
examinations. There is great resistance in this country to anything that looks like
an examination imposed by the Federal Government on a country historically suspi-
cious of any effort by the Federal Government to impose national curriculum on the
states and localities. No matter how serious an effort was made to create a National
Examination Board that was independent of the Federal Government, the very fact
that it was initiated by Congress would put it under a cloud.

My guess is that 2 or 3 years from now, when it may be necessary to have a single
entity that administers a national examination system, a consensus will have
emerged as to how to establish such a body, and Congress will be able to do so with
the support of almost everyone whose support is necessary.

Decades of inaction on the sorry state of American education have been replaced
by a sense of national urgency long overdue. I am convinced that, if the country
takes the course just recommended, we can have both a National Examination
Board and an initial set of exams in place within 3 years that will serve Ela the base
for a system that will serve the country well for a long time to come.

Senator PELL. Ms. Daniels.
Ms. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am

Maureen Daniels, a 6th grade teacher at Lynbrook Elementary
School in Fairfax County, VA, and president of the Fairfax Educa-
tion Association.

I appreciate this opportunity to speak with you on behalf of the
National Education Association about the issue of studen testing.

I would like to share with members of this subcommittee the ex-
periences of a practicing teacher. It is no mistake that the chief
proponents of the national standardized tests are not themselves
teachers. Politicians, assessment experts, education researchers,
and others speak as if more testing were the answer. Well, if test-
ing is the ars..ver, what is the question?

Practicing, teachers are well aware that students are already
bombarded by a plethora of standardized tests required by authori-
ties whid. are in addition to other assessments needed to monitor
students' :laily progress. The 6th graders I teach endure 15 hours
already of standardized tests each year. These layers of tests .and
assessments reflect the complicated and, at times, confusing layers
of authority that govern our schools.

Those of us in the classroom must daily sort out competing and
often conflicting demands of State and Federal regulations, district
and school building policies, the appeals of individual parents, and
our own sense, based on education and experience, of what is right
and appropriate.
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Our commitment to working within that environment must ac-
knowledge that while complicated, the American public education
system has two unique strengths: Diversity, and its ability to give
students a second chance.

During the last 10 years in Fairfax County, our minority enroll-
ment tripled from 9 to 27 percent. By the year 2000 it will reach 42
percent.

In 1992 Fairfax County public schools will have approximately
6,800 students from 150 countries speaking over 100 languages. For
many of these students, this has been their only chance to receive
an education. But national student testing would undermine both
of those strengths, diversity and giving students a chance.

Teachers are concerned that a single national standardized test
would lead inevitably to a national curriculum. And yet, our fund-
ing and policy mechanisms are all designed to provide State and
local authorities a high degree of autonomy.

Despite rhetoric that testing woild only establish goals and allow
individual schools and teachers to determine the best way to
achieve those goals, we must be realistic. If the national test is im-
posed, a test with significant consequences in funding, personnel
decisions, and curriculum, virtually every hour of every school day
will be spent preparing students to perform well on that test.

Many proponents of the national test point to the efficacy of na-
tional testing in Japan and our European economic competitors. I
urge those testing advocates to take a careful look at the impact
that that national test has on the students themselves.

In America, individuals have a wide array of academic choices
they are entitled to make. They can choose among a vocational,
basic education, or a college preparatory track. They can change
their minds and attend community college or a university. They
can change their minds again and return to college or an adult
education vocational program. And then if they wish, they can
change their minds again.

In Japan and in Europe, tests determine for individuals what
courses they take at the secondary level and what their postsecond-
ary educational options are. In short, a national test determines
their future.

Make no mistake, opposition to national testing is not equivalent
with opposition to holding students, teachers, and schools to high
standards. Teachers embrace high standards and support effective
student assessment.

But teachers and parents understand that assessment must be
considered in a broader context. Some skills cannot be measured by
a pencil-and-paper test. Tests often reveal more about test-taking
skills than they do about knowledge. And it is -xtremely difficult
to eliminate cultural and gender biases from it ,ay standardized
tests.

Let me make one last point. It is reasonable to conclude that a
national test would reveal that some students do better than
others, some teachers do better than others, some schools do better
than others.

But I believe any valid national test would reveal that schools
perform best when they have sufficient resources to attract and
retain quality staffs, have a broad academic program, and adequate
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equipment and materials. Any valid national test would reveal that
teachers do best when they have solid preparation programs, q,ual-
ity in-service education, and support from parents and the school
itself.

Any valid national test would reveal that students do best when
they come from families who value education, who have the re-
sources to provide adequate nutrition, health care, and other basic
human needs for their children. That is where our focus should be:
On ensuring initial success for our children when they first come
through the schoolhouse door. That is where we can really )nake a
difference.

I sincerely believe your time anti mine would be better spent in
efforts to acMeve that goal than in debating the value of a national
test. I urge you to join me and the other NEA members in doing
just that.

Senator PELL. Thank you, Ms. Daniels.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Daniels followsl

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MS. DANIELS

I am Maureen Daniels, a sixth grade teacher at Lynbrook Elementary School in
Fairfax County, VA, and president of the Fairfax Education Association. I am
pleased to speak to you today on behalf of the National Education Association which
represents more than two million education employees in the Nation's elementary,
secondary, vocational, and postsecondary education institutioas.

NEA has long opposed a single, standardized national test for students. Already,
students from kind.ergarten on are subject to a broad array of standardizedtests
reqaired by local or state policyand of teacher-develop d and administered tests.
Adding another test to the mix would do nothing to advance any significant educe-
tiongoal, and, in fact, could undermine other important education objectives.

NEA believes thatin the context of efforts to achieve the national education
goals set by the President and the Nation's governorsit is appropriate to examine
the whole area of assessment and accountability, and we that students, teach-
ers, and schools should be held to high standards. We simapteClo not believe that the
imposition of a national test is consistent with these aims.

OVERVIEW

The National Education Association izes the need for ongoing comprehen-
sive evaluation of student progress. Wereffileve that student learning must be as-
sessed with measures directly linked to the lessons teachers teach and the materials
teachers nse.

Student assessment should not be equated with testing, and certainly assessment
should not be equated with standardized testing. Appropriately, student assessment
should involve teacher-developed and administered tests, formal and informal obser-
vation, and it should include assessment techniques that measure a broad range of
skillsmany of which cannot be ascertained through a pencil and paper testa. Stu-
dent projects, oral reports, and other assessment methods must be used to demon-
strate mastery of subject matter. None of these techniques alone should be used as
the single determinant of a student's futureacademic or otherwise.

Repeated studies demonstrate that standardized tests have inherent cultural and
gender biases. All evaluation methods should be rigorously tested to eliminate such
biases.

Opposition to national student testing should not be equated with opposition to
holding students, teachers, and schools to high standards. NEA supports high stand-
ards and believe that local, State, and Federal officials who share responsibility for
educational policies must examine those standards on an ongoing basis to determine
whether they are in accord with the current economic and political environment
and with national and local needs.

Moreover, NEA recognizes that there is a place for standardized testa. But in
order to assure that such tests are used appropriately, standardfred testa must be
developed, administered, and interpreted by trained personnel. Further, the results
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of those tests must be returned to the teacher and other appropriate staff in a
timely manner in order to modify the instructional program.

NEA supports truth-in-testing as an important step for bringing about test
reform, and we urge adoption of procedures that allow test takers to request a post-
test review of all standardized test questions, scores, and rationale for the correct
answers.

NATIONAL STUDEN'T TEenNo

The current drive to establish a national student test threatens to undermine the
two chief strengths of the American system of public education: Its diversity and its
abilitY to give students a second chance.

Many proponents of a national test argue that a national test would merely set
goals for a body of knowledge, and that local and state officials would have a high
degree of discretion and autonomy to determine how best to achieve those goals. But
the fact is that a single, national student test would lead inexorably to a national
curriculum. If a national teat is establishedwith significant consequences for fund-
ing, personnel decisions, and curriculumthen virtually every hour of every school
day will be devoted to preparing students to do well on that test.

Not only would this tend to undermine the diversity of our public school system
and the authority state and local officials now have, but it runs directly counter to
the goal of better integrating higher order thinking skillssuch as problem-solving,
analysis, and synthesisinto the curriculum. Most nations which have a standard-
ized national student test tend to use their educational systems to discourage diver-
sity. While Americans investigate why it is that Japanese students, for example,
tend to perform better on standardized tests, Japanese educators are doing research
in this country to find ways to encourage greater diversity and creativity in their
educational systems.

Moreover, nations that use a national test generally use those tests as a gatekeep-
er. A student's performance on tests at the secondary and postsecondary level can
determine, once and for all, their educational and economic future. The United
Stotes places a high priority on individual choice and on giving individuals a second
chalAce. In consultation with parents, teachers, and counselors, a secondary student
in a public school in this country has a number of choices as to whether to pursue a
vocational track, a basic educational track, or a college preparatory track. In Japan
and most European nations, those decisions are determined by a student's perform-
ance on a test.

In the same way, Americans have a wide array of options in postsecondary educa-
tion opportunities. In the United States, an individual may choose to attend a col-
lege or not, may go back to school after a short or long hiatus, may pursue postsec-
ondary vocational education or an academic education. As a percentage of the total
population, more Americans attend postsecondary education institutions than any
other nation. We make extraordinary efforts to provide that opportunity to individ-
uals because we recognize that people's interests and level of commitment may
change over time. A national student test would tend to diminish the ability of our
society to provide those opportunities.

IMPROVING STUDENT ASSESSMENT

NEA strongly supports efforts to improve student assessment as a means of pro-
viding useful information about the effectiveness of educational practices and poli-
cies. MPaningful assessment methods should allow educators to diagnoee student
learning needs and select appropriate instructional strategies, as well as provide
feedback to students and parents. They should enable school staffs to determine the
effectiveness of curriculum and textbooks. And they should inform the community
about how their schools are doing and what the schools' needs are.

If one can accept that these are the primary purposes of student assessment, it
should be clear that traditional standardized teeth have limited use for the changing
needs of education. Rather than establishing a national test, Congress should sup-
port inservice education in evaluation techniques, research in effective assessment
methods, and other programs that enable school faculties to improve the local as-
sessment and, as importantly, to act on the conclusions of that assessment.

CONCLUSION

NEA believes that a national student test would only confirm what we already
knowthat some students do better than others, some teachers do better than
others, and some schools do better than others. NEA believes that a national test
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would reveal that schools perform best when they have sufficient resources to at.
tract and retain quality staffs, have a broad academic program, and adequate equip-
ment and materials. It would reveal that teachers do best when they have solid
preparation programs, quality inservice education, and support from parents, the
school itself, and ancillary agencies in the community. It would reveal that students
do best when they come from families who sill port education and who have the re-
sources to provide adequate nutritioa, health (are, and other human needs.

Achieving that difficult agendaassurin t equity of educational opportunity
through adequate resources and support from the community and the society at
largeis the only way to achieve the national goals in education established by the
President and the Nation's governors. NEA believes that we have sufficient infor-
mation to know what it will take to achieve those goals. All that remains is for us,
as a Nation, to provide the resources, programs, and policies to achieve them.

Thank you.

Senator PELL. Mr. Faldet.
Mr. FALDET. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-

mittee. My name is Burt Faldet. I welcome the opportunity to
appear before you representing the Association of American Pub-
lishers. I am president of Test Consultants, Ltd., which provides
evaluation, design, and implementation strategies to education and
business.

Senator PELL. Could you pull the mike a little closer, please?
Mr. FALDET. I certainly can. Thank you. How is that? Better.
I have also been a high school t*acher, a school psychologist, and

I am now teaching graduate courses to teachers about how to test
and develop good tests.

Quite frankly, the task of developing a national testing system is
secondary in importance and, I would guess, difficulty to the tasks
of developing a consensus on what every child should know in any
particular subject area and in any particular grade level and assur-
ing that the national test will be administered and the results in-
terpreted and used in a standard, bias-free way.

The first., and what I hope will be the most important message I
leave you with today, is that developers and publishers of standard-
ized tests should be seen as part of the solution for improving the
qualitf of educational instruction, not as part of the problem. Pub-
lishers are an integral part of the educational system, providing an
essential delivery system as well as taking the initiative for and
bearing the risk of developing new and innovative materials.

The second message is that test diversity and competition should
be encouraged to assure improved education and improved assess-
ment instruments. Different objectives are served by different
kinds of tests, and I can't help but reinforce the statement of Ms.
Daniels that the important testing, most important testing, has to
be done in kindergarten, preschool, 1st grade, because that's when
you find out where the student is and are able to make those ini-
tial important instructional strategies work.

Different objectives are served by different kinds of tests. No one
test can accomplish all the diverse objectives of our education
system. It is a serious mistake to try to make tests do what they
are not designed to accomplish, and I think that is where a lot of
concern about multiple-choice or true-false or essay tests have en-
tered this arena.

It would also be a mistake to have only one test for a national
testing system.
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Finally, I want to assure the committee that test publishers,
working with the education community, are expanding and improv-
ing their testing products to meet continually emerging education-
al demands. We are ready and willing and able to develop and ad-
minister whatever assessment instruments are desired, including
assessments to measure progress toward attainment of national
education goals or a school-leaving examination.

We urge that the development of any national testing programs
be open and available to commercial test publishers ar,' that both
tests and instructional materials publishers be included at critical
points in the formulation, development, and delivery of appropriate
multiple-assessment instruments.

I think it is important to emphasize that not just basic skills but
higher-order skills can indeed be measured, even in a multiple-
choice format, in a standardized test. While we recognize that there
are more direct ways of measuring this, these instruments have
been available from publishers for some time. I would like to em-
phasize, too, that when you compare the relative costs of forms of
measurements and the kinds of problems in the development of
bias-free scoring, you are talking about an increase in cost of, con-
servatively, 10 times over what we are now doing.

What recommendations do we have for Congress? Well, the first
is that certainly you continue holding hearings such as this on edu-
cation issues, particularly testing, as a prelude to any possible
future action. We feel that you should assure diversity of testing.
No single test, no single curriculum, no single textbook can or
should meet our Nation's diverse educational needs.

Third, developers and publishers have a role in making whatever
testing program is ackpted work, whether at the school level or for
national education goals programs or for a school-exit program.
Publishers and developers provide an economical and efficient de-
livery system for assessments. Publishers have traditionally served
as an important bridge between sound theory and sound practice.
Indeed, they have been the vehicle for getting local school accept-
ance for new concepts and the resulting products and for enhanc-
ing and modifying those products, as needed.

One of the crucial concerns is the proper interpretation of test
results. A recommendation we would make is that Congress consid-
er funding for targeted in-service training to teachers and adminis-
trators in interpreting test results to enable them to use tests
better to improve instruction and to convey information to stu-
dents, parents, and the public.

Finally, we do not believe that the Federal Government should
get into State and local testing business. Any national testing pro-
gram should not be a Federal program. The Nation's publishers
commend the efforts to develop national education goals and stand
ready to develop and administer the assessment instruments re-
quired to measure progress toward the attainment of such goals.

Thank you very much.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed, Mr. Faldet.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Faldet (with an attachment) fol-

lows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF Ma. FALDET

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by name is Burt Faldet. I appreci-
ate this opportunity to ap jus:rx before you today on behalf of the Association of

ThAmerican Publishers. e iation of American Publishers ("AAP") is the prin-
cipal trade organization representing more than 235 member firms that publish
hardcover and paperback books; professional, technical, and scientific journals; com-
puter software; and classroom and education:0 . sterials, including tests and eval-
uation and scoring materials.

I am president of Test Consultants, Ltd, a provides evaluation, aesign, and
implementation strategies to educetion and business. Our clients have :ncluded com-
mercial test publishers, the American Institutes for Research, IBM, as well as indi-
vidual school districth. From 1965 to 1987, I was with Science Research Associates, a
commercial test publisher, where I was involved in a variety of positions in the de-
velopment, publication, and use of standardized tests foi schools and industry. I also
have taught undergraduate courses in Measurement and Evaluation and secondary
school science, and served as a School Psychologist and Director of Pupil Personnel
Services.

There are several points that I would like to discuss today, from the perspective of
the publishers of such tests, about the development and use of standardized tests in
elementary and secondary schoolswhether for the purpose of evaluating progress
toward national educeon goals or to an individual pupil's development. My state-
ment does not address higher education, employment, or military testing.

The first, and what I hope will be the most important message I leave with you
today, is that developers and publishers of standardized tests should be seen as part
of the solution for improving the quality of educational instruction, not as part of
the problem.

The second message is that test diversity and competition should be encouraged to
assure improved education and improved assessment instruments. Different objec-
tives are served by different kinds of testsno one test can accemplish all of the
diverse objectives of our diverse educational system. It is a serious mistake to try to
make testa do what they are not designed to accomplish, or to use tests as the sole
means for assessment in most situations.

Finally, I want to assure the committee that test publishersworking with the
educational communityare expanding and improving their testing products to
meet continually emerging educational demands. Test publishers are ready and able
to develop and administer whatever assessment instruments are desired, including
assessments to measure progress toward attainment of national education goals.

WHY TEST?

Measurement can be relatively exactbut a number has no meaning until some-
one makes a judgment about it. That is the difference between measurement and
evaluation. There are many ways to determine health; a number on a thermometer
is one indicator, but it takes someone to exercise judgment as to the significance of
the temperature shown, and to take the appropriate action as indicated by the read-
ing on the thermometer. It would be imprudent, however, to rely entirely on tem-
perature to make a diagnosis of the patient.

Why educational testing? Testing is of value to the student. It serves to provide
some information that can be used by educators and parents to identify and respond
to the instructional needs of individual pupils and to improve instruction of individ-
ual pupils. Testing is a means to assess progress toward specific educational objec-
tives, as evidenced by what pupils can do in terms of skills exhibited.

Testing also serves broader, institutional goals. It assists in assessment of long-
range effects of changes in the educational program, enabling comparison of (1) per-
formance over time and to changes in the instructional program or to changes in
population characteristics and (2) performance across different subject areas, such
as mathematics and reading, to determine strengths and weaknesses, needs for pro.
gram modification, or changes of emphasis. Testing is one means to evaluate per-
formance for accountability purposes.

The methods of evaluating whether children are learning what is being taught
have changed over the years, just as many techniques and objectives of teaching
have changed. For example, standardized achievement tests and numerous other
types of tests have supplemented teacher-made tests administered on a class-by-class
basis; performance and portfolio tests are serving to complement and supplement
multiple- -hoice formats.
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LIMITS TO TESTING

It must be emphasized, however, that there are limits to testing. When testing is
used in "high-stakes" situations and results are used as a simple "pass/fail" barrier
to students, or to reward or punish teachers and administrators, when the preasure
becomes so intense that there is "teaching the test" rather than teaching the skills
and concepts that are being evaluated, when test scores become the sole criteria for
evaluating student performance or potential or the effectiveness of instruction, then
testing has gotten out of hand and is being misused and abused.

Testa are a necessary but not sufficient means to assess achievement and growth
in skills and abilities. 'What may be tested is not, and cannot be, inclusive of all of
the desired outcomes of instruction.

Tests may be used as a partial basis for evaluation. Tests are concerned only with
certain basic Allis and abilities and are not intended to measure total achievement
in any given subject or_grade; they are not inclusive of all the desired outcomes of
education. Standardized tests are concerned with only those areas of instruction
that are amenable to objective measurement.

It should also be recognized that local performance is conditioned by many influ-
ences. The instructional effectiveness of the teaching staff is only one of these fac-
tors. Among other factors are the pupils' school and home environment, their past
educational history, and the quality and adequacy of the instructional materials
with which the staff has to worlc.

As stated in the Manual for School Administrators for one standardized test:
At all times, the tests must be considered a means to an end and not ends in

themselves. These testa have their principal value in drawing attention of the
teaching staff and the pupil to those specific aspects of the pupil's development
most in need of individual attention; in facilitating remedial and individualized
instruction; in identifying those aspects of the whole program of instruction
most in need of increased emphasis and attention; and in providing the basis for
moie adequate educational guidance of the individual pupil. If properly used,
the results should motivate both teachers and pupile to increased, better-direct-
ed efforts in both teaching and learning.

When intelligently usW in combination with other important types of infor-
mation, the results obtained from these tests should prove very valuable in the
appraisal of the total program of instruction. Unless they are used in conjunc-
tion with other information, however, they may do serious injustice to many
teachers and to many well conceived instructional programs.

KINDS OF TESTS

Different testa have been developed to meet a variety of purposes. Some testa are
subjective, both as to the matter tested and the interpretation of the results. A
standardiced test is an objective test that uses the same standards to measure and
score student performance across the country; everyone takes the same test accord-
ing to the same rules.

A normed-reference test (NAT) is a standardized test used to compare students'
performance in terms of a carefully selected, nationally representative group, or
norm, on the rime test; performance is based on total test or subtest scores. (In con-
trast, for some testa, such as the SAT's and ACT, the norm is based on the others
taking the test, rather than to a standardized national norm.)

criterion-referenced test (CRT) differs from a normed-reference test primarily in
how test scores are interpreted and used. A criterion-referenced test is used to
evaluate and report performance in terms of specific instructional objectives or
skills, stated in measurable terms.

These labels are not mutually exclusive. Many criterion-referenced tests are
normed, and many norm-referenced tests may be subject to criterion-referenced,
content-based interpretations.

Teacher-made tests generally are intended to provide information about individ-
ual student's performance on specific, classroom-oriented, curricula or specific needs
for information about students. These tests are frequently supplemented by text-
book tests, which are developed by textbook Jublishers and may appear in textbooks
or be provided to teachers as supplements y instructional materials. Both of these
testa are associated frequently with grades on report cards and help measure a stu-
dent's progress in class, as well as facilitate individualized instruction.

Tests can also be in a variety of formats. Multiple-choice tests offer the advan-
tages of objectivity and uniformity of scoring, ease of administration and scoring,
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and low cost. There are disadvantages to such tests, particularly if they are utilized
as the exclusive method of assessment. "Performance-based tests," "authentic as-
sessments," or "alternative assessments" generally are open-ended tests that are
not multiple-choice. They include essays, writing samples and portfolios of work,
practicums, or oral or visual demonstrations. They generally are more expensive,
labor-intensive, and require more training and preparation to administer and evalu-
atefactors which also can make them affirmative educational tools. The same con-
cerno for fairness, validity and reliability, standardization if used for comparisons,
and abuse if used in high-stakes situations that are raised with multiple-choice tests
are applicable to performance tests.

Performance testing and standardized testing are not mutually exclusive. It is im-
portant to point out that for several years writing and listening assessmentsper-
formance testshave been offered by test developers as part of their standardized
test batteries. Publishers are now offering performance and portfolio tests to supple-
ment their current test batteries.

What are the particular advantages of a norm-referenced, standardized teat? It
ensuree reliability and validity in data collection, analysis, and interpretation. It en-
ables evaluation of student achievement in various grades and subjects for the pur-

rof aggregating and reporting achievement gains in terms of a common report-
teegscale (e.g., normal curve equivalent or grade equivalent), with nationally repre-

sentative norms. It provides an objective, rather than a subjective, assessment. The
efficiencies are greater and the Wits of administration are far less than for a per-
formance assessment (by perhaps, a factor of 10).

Norm-referenced, standardized tests also enable identification of' problems in spe-
cific skill or subject area deficiencies for teacher attention and remediation. This
may be particularly important in the early grades.

Norm-referenced, standardized tests use the same or parallel test items for all stu-
dents, which makes scores for all students comparable; use of one level per grade
facilitates criterion-re&renced interpretation of results for classes, buildings, and
systems. Individual scores can be related to comparable national norms. One skill
can be compared to another on a pupil, class, building, or system basis.

A classroom may have such a wide range of skills that no simple test can be
equally suited to the entire range of achievement; NRT's for different levels of
achievement can be administered so that each pupil takes the level that corresponds
most closely to the individual instructional objectives and levels of skill develop-
ment.

ROLE OF THE TEST DEVELOPER AND PUBLISHER

Test developers adhere to strict standards, as developed by the American Psycho-
logical Association, the American Educational Research Association, and the Na-
tional Council for Measurement in Education in the Code of Fair Testing Practices
in Education, a copy of which is submitted for inclusion in the record. Demonstra-
tion of reliability and validity also must be provided to test users, showing that the
test meets its intended purpose and its appropriateness for groups of different
racial, ethnic, or linguistic backgrounds who are likely to be tested. Several books
give in-depth, candid reviews of available tests, include the Mental Measurement
Yearbook, published by the Buros Institute of Mental Measurements, while guides
and evaluations are published by the ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests, Measurement,
and Evaluation and by other organizations.

Standardized testa generally are professionally developed tests distributed by com-
mercial test publishers; development may be by the publisher, educators or other
non-profit organizations (under royalty or other forms of compensation), or by gov-
ernmental entities alone or in cooperation with publishers (such as under the Na-
tional Science Foundation's "Publisher Initiative").

The role of the commercial test publisher in test development is very extensive.
Based on information from a variety of sources, including the educational communi-
ty, the test publisher determines if there is a need for a test and whether it will be
financially viable. If the answers are in the affirmative, a decision if; made as to the
type of teat to be developed, i.e., a norm-referenced or criterion-referenced test, or a
combination of the two. In addition to the type of test, the format (e.g., multiple-
choice, true-false, performance assessment) also must be determined. Publishers also
respond to tpet requirements of state and local education agencies. Test publishers
will also respond to the demands and requirements for tests of national education
goals.

Extensive research is required for "building" a new test or revising an existing
test. Test items are written by educators and professional test item writers. They
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are selected after extensive research on educational objectives; curriculum; goals,
objectives, and standards; textbook and instructional material content; and what is
to be measured and how. In general, tests follow and reflect curriculum. Error-free
items must be developed that will withstand the scrutiny of hundreds of thousands
of teachers and students over a long-period of time. Vocabulary and readability
levels must be appropriate for the students to be tested. Items must also be free
from ethnic, gender, or cultural bias.

At least one tryout to obtain data for standard item analysis and summary Wet
statistics is needed. This data is used to select items with desirable characteristics.
Typically, an experimental edition will contain at least twice the number of items
required for the final test, to enable the publisher to reject undesirable items and
still retain a sufficient number of items for a final test of suitable length. Items for
a norm-referenced test will be rejected if too many examinees select the Answer. In
a criterion-referenced test student3 are classified in terms of mastery/non-mastery,
so items will be selected that W.11 have a large number of correctly-selected answers.

Experimental test items are reviewed by educators and curriculum specialists and
are then field tested with large numbers of student to check their responses. The
comments of the reviewers and the data generated by the field test are used to
select the items for the final edition of the test.

In the case of norm-referenced tests, the final, or standardized, version of the test
is administered to carefully selected groups of students whose characteristics are
similar to those of students throughout the Nation. The information obtained is
then aggregated into norms so that individuals tested in the future may be com-
pared to the original national sample. This is the process of standardization, and the
normative information obtained from the process is crucial to educators, parents,
and students. Without it, there would be no way of knowing how a single score on a
specific test compared to the scores of other students in the Nation.

Publishers develop guidance materials to assure that the final test is administered
in accordance with the standardization, and to provide instruction on how the test is
to be interpreted. Information is also developed and provided on the technical char-
acteristics of the test to support its reliability and validity. This is done regardless of
the format.

Scores can be reported and evaluated in a multitude of ways, for different uses.
Rather than trying to describe scoring and interpretation in my testimony, I am
submitting for the record an excerpt from Understanding Achievement Tests: A
Guide for School Administrators, published by the ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests,
Measurement, and Evaluation, on "What Types of Test Scores Are There."

Much controversy has been generated recently over norm-referenced testing. To
address these concerns, I am attaching to this statement several articles from com-
mercial test publishers that were included in the Summer 1988 Elucational Meas-
urement: Issues and Practke that provide an extensive review of these issues.

WHAT SKILLS ARE TESTED?

Higher order skills, not just basic skills, can be measured, even in a multiple-
choice format, in a standardized test (remembering that it was only a very few years
ago that publishers had to respond to demands for assessment instruments for the
"back to basics" movement). We recognize, too, that there are more direct ways of
measuring higher order skills and such instruments have been available from test
publishers for some time.

As previously stated, the multiple-choice format used in assessment instruments
has some attractive features. It is an efficient and effective way of measuring many
educational objectives. While we recognize that it has limitations as well, it is im-
portant to recognize that most measures, including criterion-referenced and per-
formance tests, are samples of behavior from which inferences can be drawn. For
example, a multiple-choice mathematics test, which includes five exercises in addi-
tion of two-digit numbers with carrying, is a sample of all the possible two-digit
numbers that we want a student to be able to add. For efficiency, we chose five ex-
ercises, and based on the student's performance on those, we infer what the student
could do if presented with many more. Similarly, we may present a situation with
several complex problem-solving exercises in a multiple-choice format. Based on per-
formance, we can make some inferences about the student's performance in some of
the higher order skills in the mathematics area.

Similarly, we can infer some important aspects of performance in writing from
items commonly presented in multiple-choice language arta tests.
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Neither the problens-solving nor language arts tests are substitutes for direct ob-
servation of student performance over time and in different situations in solving
problems and in producing written material.

Reiterating a constant theme of this statement, that tests need not be mutually
exclusive, I again want to point out that publishers of standardized tests currently
also offer a variety of performance testa (including listening skills and writing) as
well as portfolio programs, in addition to multiple choice tests.

Whether multiple-choice or performance tests, the keywords for the future, as
they are todayl are validity and reliability. Publishers cannot and should not
market a test unless it has been demonstrated to be valid and reliable. This requires
time and money, extensive research and development, testing and reworking to
assure that the test works.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FEDERAL POLICY

On behalf of the publishers of standardized tests, I welcome this opportunity to
meet with the committee and discuss standardized tests and our role m the educa-
tional process. As I said at the beginning of my statement, publishers want to be

rt of the solution, not part of the problem. Publishers are not simply printers,
kbinders, and marketers. They are an integral part of the educational system,

providing an essential delivery system as wall as taking the initiative for and bear-
ing the risk of developing new and innovative materials. Just as Congress would not
think of addreesing the future of the automobile without consulting with automobile
manufacturers, publishers should continue to be consulted and included in your con-
tinued deliberations over the quality of education and the development and assess-
ment of national education goals.

What recommendations do we have for Congress? The first is that you continue to
hold hearings such as this on education issues, particularly testing, as a prelude to
any possible future action.

wnd, Congress should continue to rename diversity of testing. No single test, no
single curriculum, no single textbook, can or should meet our Nation's diverse edu-
cational needs. Competition among test developers, including a vigorous private
sector, should be encouraged.

Third, publishers have a role in making whatever testing program that may be
adopted by a school or for a national education goals program work. They provide
an economical and efficient delivery system for assessments. Publishers have tradi-
tionally served as an important bridge between sound theory and sound practice.
Indeed, they have been the vehicle for getting local school acceptance of new con-
cepts and the resulting products, and for enhancing and modifying those products as
netded. They have been the primary link between those who create and those who
must implement. We do not see a change in this role, nor do we believe that a
change is desirable. For thia reason, it is important to involve the publishers early
in the conceptualization of products resulting from sound research.

One of the crucial concerns is the proper interpretation of test results. Our fourth
recommendation is that Congress consider funding for targeted, in-service training
to teachers and administrators in interpreting test results to enable them to use
tests better to improve instruction, and to convey information to students, parents,
and the public.

Fifth, state and local education agencies might be required to develop a compre-
hensive assessment plan, which would identify instructional and accountability
goals and objectives and the assessment instruments that would be used to achieve
them and measure progress. The plan could include specific programs for in-service
training, public information, and for assuring that tests are selected, used, and in-
tenmeted appropriately.

Finally, we do not believe that the Federal Government should get into the state
and local testing business. We commend the efforts to develop national education
goals, and stand ready to develop and administer the assessment instruments re-
quired to measure progress toward attainment of such goals.

I would be remiss if I did not point out that while publishers are trying to respond
to the need to develop challenging and innovative testa (parallel efforts are beiiw
undertaken by publishers of textbooks and other instructional materials), Federal
tax_ policy is frustrating its achievement.

The Department of the Treasury is insisting that publishers of tests and instruc-
tional materials capitalize research and development and other pre-publication
costs, a position that falls with special weight on preparation of new tests and in-
structional materials, with their high development costs, high risks, and long lead
times. This approach is shortsighted as a matter of educational policy because it dis-
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courages the development of the innovative quality testa and textbooks our schools
need. It is also discriminatory and unjustified tax policy because it requires capitali-
zation of product development and research costs that, for any other industry, could
be deducted in the year incurred. We have requested the tax-writing committees
(and the administration) to provide appropriate relief, but the outcome remains very
uncertain. This committee's assistance in assuring that tax policy does not frustrate
education policy would be most welcome.

Thank you for your attention. I would be pleased to respond to any questions the
committee may have.
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Riverside Comments on the
Friends for Education Report
Edward C. Drahozal
Riverside Publishing Company
and
David A. rrisble
The University of Iowa

The authors, both
affiliated with Riverside
Publishing Company,
discuss the factors they
think explain the Lake
Wobegon phenomenon
and call for more
appropriate use of nor-
mative comparisons and
more complete reporting
of test results.
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The final report of Friends For
Education (FFE), "Nationally
Normed Elementary Achievement
Tasting in America's Pubbc Soto*"
has appeared in several preliminary
forms, and portions of its contents
have been discussed in several na-
tional newspaper reports. The fol-
lowing comments are based solely
on the content of the final report,
and, though we take exception to
some of the data analysis methods
employed, some of the interpreta-
tiona offered, and some of the con-
clusions reached, these remarks
focus primarily on questions raised
by the report. These are issues that
complicate the
test scornwith to both
their formation and ir interpre-
tationto synthesize state versus
national comparisons in the face of
different teat batteries, different
standardization samples aod meth-
ods, different years of norming, and
different score scale units for
reporting.

The study of state and district
performance reported by FFE ap-
pwo to have been conducted as
carefully as possible under the cir-
cumstances. The issues that the

report raisesaccuracy and corn .
parability of norms, currency of
norms, selectivity of pupils tested
and reported in reports to the
public, and temptation to teach
specific content when educators are
under accountability pressureare
not nrw. What comes as a genuine,
unexpected. disappointing shock is
the apparent umversal appeal of the

Edward C DraAond Li Sento* Pro-
graft Adainudra2or at The Rtoerride
NAIssAtng Company. SOO Bryr Mawr
Amnon ati=r. IL WWI. Hs speet.thsas
is practical agora of tsterpretatton.
use. and reporting of eissurntary and
secondary tota prmanly standarduad
Usts.

Davtd A. Fnsbis ts Auoetau Profes-
sor and Assistant Chretor of as Iowa
Baste Mulls Tatou; Program. Om,.
ruz allow& 318 Lusdostst Center. Iowa
City, IA MO H. sporialtses in aentets-
oust testtng
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simplistic objective of being above
the national average and the extent
to which schools are successful in
managing somehow to appear above
the national average wheo faced
with pregame, and even ultimatums
from politicians. press, the courts.
and even watchdog group,.

Despite the shortcomings that
can be cited regardirz the nature of
the data that FFE analyzed and re-
ported, there is ample evidence to
warrant close examination of the
group's fundamental question: Why
are se many pupils or schools or
states appearing to perform above
the national average? The question
seems as simple and straight-
forward as the one posed several
years ago: Why are test scorn
declining from year to year? We
believe that the question raised by
FFE Hyatt the score-decline ques-
tion in sivilicance and. as was true
of the score-decline inquiry, this
search for resolution is likely to
yield multiple, concomitant explana-
tions. There is no single best
answer. A closer examination of the
issues by FFE. the publishers, and
the state and district test coor-
dinators might enhance our ability
to use test data to further our
primary goalto improve the quality
of instruction provided in our
schools. With this purpose in mind,
the remainder of this paper is de-
voted to identifying what we believe
are the most crucial issues and to
presenting a scheme that we would
use to compare the performance of
state or district groups with na-
tional pupil or school norm groups.

Some Major lasses

Accioacy of Norms

National norms for standardized
achievement tests are based on a
sample of pupils and schools (atten-
dance centers) obtained through
complex, multistage sampling
scheme. Each publisher strives to
ensure that the nett mai population
of pupils and schools is properly
represented in its norms sample.
For example, in the standardization
of the low. Testa of Bask Skills
(1TBS) in 1984-85. districts were
chosen on the basis of

gregion,enrollment size,:rstio-
economic characteristics of the com-
munities served. The standardization
is a jotnt resportalality of the authors.
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publishers, and school personnel.
Rigid conditions for district par
haps:ion included the provision for
sampling attendance centers of the
district by the publisher rather than
by the school administration. An
adequate sampling plan is necessary
but not sufficient to guarantee ade-
quate norms. Only if the plan is
realized, only if the sample obtained
reflects the sample deared, will the
norms represent national pupil or
school achievement accurately.

To the extent that any publisher's
norma misrepresent the national
distribution of pupil and school
achievement, comparisons with
either of these norm groups will dis-
tort the estimated achievement lewd
of the group in quegtion. An under-
representation of high-achieving
schools or high-achieving pupils will
cause the national norms to be
"softer" than they ought to be.
That is, an average-achieving pupil
will appear to be above average
when referenced to group whose
average is below their theoreticel or
"true" average.

The sampling plan. nature of the
obtained sample, asitisididlarvernt'iln
schemes used in the
of each achievement battery in ques-
tion should be examined to deter-
mine the representativeness of the
published norms. This should be
done separately for pupil and school
norms.

Recency of Norms

It is a well-documented fact that
achievement in grades 3-8 has been
rising stesaily since the late 1970s.
Though the yes -to-year differences
might be regarded as minor (.3 of
a grade-equivalent month, on the
average), the cumulative effect over
10 yams is significant (approximate-
ly 3 months, on the aversp). Ob-
viously, those who compare the 1987
performance of their pupils with
that of other pupils who were tested
in 1978 (national standardization)
will be using "softer" norms and
v411 have more pupils appearing to
be shove the national average Nan
really are.

We have published information on
changes in student performance for
the past 30 years. Data for 1966 to
1984 are summarized on pages
148-15.3 of the new ITBS Manual
fOr School Advanutrators (Hisony-

mus & Hoover, 1986). Differences
in performance vary by test, grade,
and score level. The 1977-85 com-
posite score differences are eight to
nine percentile ranks (PRa) at the
median in most grades, but dif-
ferences ingtr exceed 10 PRs
in several at several score
levels.

In periods of fluctuating achieve-
ment levels, the recency of the
norms is a critical isaue. When
achievement levels are relatively
stable over time, as they have tended
to be at the grade K-2 levels, "old"
norms do not interfere with score
interpretations, assuming that we
have curriculum stability aa well.

Nature of Tested Population
If we have good reason to believe

that pupils in a given state should
have scores, on the average, below
the national average, we must be
certain to define the population for
which we expect the prediction to
hold. There are several related
issues regarding this point with
respect to the FFE data. If State X
reports a mean normal curve equiva-
lent (NCE) for 45,000 fourth grad-
ers, we should ask these questions!
How many fourth graders were
tested but not included in the com-
putation of the mean, and what is
the nature of the scores of those
who were excluded from reporting?
How many fourth grade', are there
in State X who were not tested and.
coneequently, who were not included
in the reported scores? And what
are the achievement levels like for
them shidents who were not tested?

Based on the Department of
Education's Center for Education
Statistics fall 1986 enrollments pro-
jected to 1986, the percentage of
students for whom scores are re-
ported in the FFE report varies
from a low of about 85% to more
than 95% of total grade enrollments
for most mates for whkh full-grade
testing was reportedly done. (For
one state with public school enroll-
ments of about 48.000 students per
grade, averages and PRa are re-
ported for approximately 37.500
students, which is about 80% of the
total enrollment.) The discrepancy
between the reported state scores
and the expectations in the FFE re-
port may be in part due to such dif-
ferences between tested and total
enrolled populations of students and
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specifically to the nature of the pot.
ton of the student population not
tested.

Adequacy of Expeeterions

Educators have developed some
expectations about how pupils and
groups of pupils might perform on
achievement tests based on their
study of the relationship of school
achievement to other social. politi,
cal. and economic variables. This is
why we use such variables as en.
rollment sit* and socioeconomic
status for stratified sampling in
tandardizations. FFE has used

some of these relationships in at-
tempting to develop expectations
for state-level and school-district-
level performance. Per-capita in .
come, graduation rate, and college
entrance score averages are among
the "standard barometers of excel.
lence" employed by FFE. Though
we do not deny the value of these
indicators as part of the prediction
equation, we realize that it is not
possible to predict achievement in
this way witn high accuracy. For ex-
ample. the achievement test perfor-
mance of Iowa pupils is among the
very highest in the nation, yet these
facts about educational conditions
in Iowa seem inconsistent with that
high level: Iowa ranks 27th among
states in per-pupil expenditure.
39th in average teacher salary. and
44th in spending increaae from
FY86 to FY87.

In view of the less-than perfect
relationships between achievement
and these other variables, the preci-
sion of whatever expectations about
achievement we may fortealate
should be tempered. Thst is, what
we are able to say with reasonable
assurance about how many pupils or
schools should score above a specific
point (the mean in the national
norms distribution) is not very
useful. Consequently. we might in-
stead settle for statements like
these for State X: "About 40% of
the fifth graders tested should scorn
between the 25th and the 75th per.
centiles on national pupil norms."
or "'About 49-55% of the third
graders tested should score above
the national pupil median (50th
percentde)." Of course, the sbility
to make such statements depends
on a far greater understanding of
the statistical relationship between
those variables than most states

14
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probably have been able to
determine.

Teaching Me Test

Pupils and their teschers who
participate in the standardization of
an achievement battery have not
hsd an opportunity to see or study
the specific test questions used.
Thus, having no practice on the spe-
cific test questions is one of the
stringent preconditions of the stan-
dardization process. Subsequently.
when these norms are used to inter-
pret the scores of pupils who hsve
been drilled with the exact te**.
questions, the result is se over-
representation of the anount of
knowledge and al& possessed by
such pupils. Likr wise, when the
scope of the currk ulurn is narrowed
to encompass pri nerdy the objec-
tives measured II the exact test
questions. the re ative standizigs of
the pupils who e cperienced the re
strictive prograro of study will be
overestimated.

No publisher contones 'his use of
tests, and few teac.eirs probabli,
follow such abomiiiab:e practices.
Those who do nee-1y always
motivated by significani negative
consequences associated with
scares that might tuts. out to be
below expectation tnot always
synonymous with nab .inal average).
Unfortunately, for wait educators.
job retention and s ilery increases
are tied directly to the test scores
of their pupils. 'IN, authors of the
ITBS have always decried the use
of achievement ea eat for such pur-
poses and instead save campaigned
for the use of ;nese scores to im-
prove inst-action directly.

if cr. min testa are to be used
stis ..-tly for accountability purpoees.
th eir security must be ensured so
tt at the scores that result will be
vi lid for that pupae. The dollars
required to assure states and &-
tries that the test forms they will
uae are secure would be fee greater
than :he value of the int titration
derived from using the secure
forms. Thos.. dollars e-Jiiki likely
have greater ana more visible im-
pacts on learning if devoted to
direct instruction instead.

Score Analysts and fnterpretatton
With whieh norm group, pupils or

schools (attendance centers), should
averages from State X be compared

to interpret t ie scores of pupils
from that stet t? With which norm
group, pupil., or schools, should
averages fr im District A be com-
pared? Thei e are only two choices.
pupils and s :Molt because no pub-
lisher provi les norms for school die
tricts or fc r states. This is a funda-
mental is.ue currently facing the
Council c f Chief State School Of-
ficers as they contemplate options
for pro' iding for state-by-state
athieve-aent comparisons in the
futile4. The choice to be made is not

mutter of personal preference but
a matter of (he logical correspon.
dente between the units to be com-
pared. That is, avorages of school
buildings should not be referenced
to a distribution of individual pupil
scores, district aversges should not
be referenced to the distributions of
either school building averages or
pupil scores, and state averages
shouid not be referenced to any of
these three distributions. In view of
the differences between these sep-
arate distributor .t is most logical
to reference a score or average
score to ita own kind. When the
most logical referencing is not
possible. appropriate caution should
be exercised-

The national pupil norm group in-
cludes pupils whose scores on a test
are as high as perfect (PR 99) to
thoae whose scores are as tow as zero
or chance average (PR - 1). No
eehool (building or attendance
center) is likely to have an average
score that is perfect or zero. In fact.
on the ITBS and any other test with
recent achool norms it is reasonable
to expect that no school will have a
raw or scale score average higher
than PR 88 or lower than PFt 12
compared to the pupil distribution.
Because many school districts are
single-grade-within-single-building
entities, the distribution of school
district averages probably would
encompass the same range as the
distribution of school building aver-
ages. The school district distribu-
tion, however, is likely to be mar-
kedly more leptokurtic and less
variable than the school average
distribution. In terms of the pupil
distribution, the distribution of
district averages might range. effec.
ttutly, between PR 75 and PR 25.
Finally, most of the stet. averages
on a test for a given grade might
well have attual bounds that corre-
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spond to PR 60 and PR 10 on the

Because norms for district aver-
ages or for state averages are not
available, districts and states often
use the pupil and school norms that
do exist. lArhen a district average is
referred to the pupil norms, it
should be thought of as the score ob-
tained by the average pupil in the
distric We might find, for exam-
ple. that the average pupil in Dis-
trict A scored higher than 63% of
pupils nationally. Using the same
rationale and the estimate given
above, the average pupil in most
states is not likely to exceed PR 60
or fall below PR 40. The value of
such information is highly ques-
tionable.

A mstter related to this general
issue of analysis concerns the
methods of computational precision
used to aggregate and convert
scores. As an example of the prob.

4 school average GE
com te score of 42.0 (obtained in
the all) on the ITBS has a PR of 46,
and a score of 43.0 has a PR of 53.
By interpolation and rounding, an
average GE of 42.6 corresponds to
a PR of 49.6 or 50. If GEs are
rounded before converting to PRs,
a 42.5 could be treated as a PR of
46 or 53. depending on the rounding
convention adopted. Of couree. this
illustration uMerplays the magni-
tude of the distortion that could
result with distributions of either
school district or state avenges.

Publuher-User Responsibilities
Though it is in the best interest

of both publishers and test users to
have testa and scores used properly,
neither can ensure that the other
will do ita part willingly and un-
selfishly. Publishers must be
counted on to stsndardize and
analyze results in professionally ac .
ceptable manners. They mustinfard
against potential MUNN by orm-
ing educators of the intended uses
of the tests they publish and worn
against the possible misuses that
might be anticipated. Publishers
must do their utmost to ptovide test
materials o* to those who am at
least minimay qualified to handle
the tests and scores in a profes-
sional way. Stite directors, super-
intendents, teachers, school boards,
and the public. generally, do not
have the resource* to monitor the
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TABLE 1

Percentages of State X Pupils Performing
Within Selected National Pupil Percentile Intervals

National
percentile
rank

National
percentage

90-99 10

75-89 15

50-74 25
25-49 25
10-24 15

1-9 10

Percentage above
national median

Percentage below
national median

_
K 1 2 3 4 5

.

71
_ Average

20 21 24 20 21 20 20 21 19

_K-8
20 7

22 24 23 24 23 25 24 24 23 13 5
26 29 25 27 28 28 29 28 28 27 4
19 18 la 17 16 17 17 17 19 176
8 6 7 7 8 6 7 6 7 6 9
5 2 3 4 3 3 4 4 14

68 74 72 71 72 73 73 73 70 72

32 26 28 29 28 27 27 27 30 28

effectiveness of publishers in at.
tending to these obligations.

Publishers, on the other hand,
cannot monitor the use of their in-
struments effectively to curtail
mimapplicetion, MiSUI11/4 or misinter.
pretation. Often after the fact, a
publisher can recognise inappro-
priate usewhether intentional or
unintentioi aland adompt to per-
suade the user to modify a proposal
or report. Some school districts per-
form exteneive audits to ensure that
all students who were to be tested
in each attendant* center were scar
ally tested. Some districts also audit
results and retest suspect 'YOWL
But for the most part, publishers
are not aware of and have no con-
trol over school districts' ten ad-
ministration conditions, the stir
dents included in summary data
reported to the public, or methods
used to syntlyabe data to make teet
results more palatable for left
sophisticated consumers.

Most test authors and publishers
go well out of their way to comply
with the stendards for educational
and psychological tests adopted by
the profession. Test score users
teacher% administrators, legisla-
tors, and other public groufttend
to know far lees than they should
about the nature of tests or the prin-
ciples with which test makers in-
tend for scores to be used.. We
should not denounce a test because
a state committee uses the wrong
norms or incorrect statistical
analysis procedures in reporting.

Likewise, we should not blame
users for results based on shoddy
standardization procedures or on in-
adequate or deceptive descriptions
of such procedures.

Finally, publishers are obligated
to clients to maintain the confiden-
tiality of test data. It has been and
should continue to be each client's
decision to release test data and to
determine the nature of any data to
be released. Reporters, citizens.
citizens' groups, and others who
wish to obtain test data should re-
sftct this publish rr-client relation-
s* and seek relesee from the school
district or state. depeu-ling on their
level of interest and the dictates of
state law.

A Staple Reporting Method
We recommend an approach like

the one described below for states
that wish to describe the achieve-
ment levels of their pupils ln rela.
tion to pupils in a nationsily repre-
sentative norm group. Exactly the
same procedures could be used with
school building (attendance center)
data. Table I shows national PR
rangee in the first column and the
corresponding percentages in the
second column. The body of the
table shows, separately for each
grade, the percene of pupils in
State X that obtained national PRe
in each range. The last column
shows the row averages of the per-
centage vslues. (Note that these are
percentages and not percentile ranks
and, consequently. it is acceptable
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to average them.) The bottom two
rows indicate, again by grade, the
pansestage rim* above and bdow
the national median. A Monogr=
with one distribution superimposed
on the other or eimple bar graph
would provide helpful visual dis-
play of the same information.

The mein 'advantage of this method
of reporting compared with report-
!nit simply the Percentage scoring
above the national median is &Mous.
Between-grade differenoes and sim-
ilarities can be examined, but most
important, discrepancies from the
national distrbution can be ac-
cowited for in each of several seg-
ments of the distribution. If all we
know is that 72% are above the na-
tional median, we do not know if the
"extra" 22% are mostly lasted
very near the median, mostly
spread through the upper half, or
mostly concentrated in the tail.

Also, we do not icnow if the extra
22% are shifted from the lower tail,
from throughout the lower half, or
from just below the median.

Many districts we reporting
procedure similar to the reporting
scheme dewrthed above. We mean-
mend that such tabular data be
supplemented with at least the
following 'ports of information:
testing date, test form and Weeks)
used, type and date of the norm
used, and percentage of eligible
students tested.

Riverside Publishing Company
and its representatives do not
belier that the average pupil in
every mate has atone above the na-
tional median on the ITBS. We ant
confident in our standardisation
procedures and have sullected those
procedures to public scrutiny in
detail in the Manual for School Ad-
earnatrators. We have updated our

norms at least every 7 years and,
when achievement showed a pat-
tern of increase in the early 1980s.
new norms were obtained even
though new test forma were not in-
troduesd. We are making plans to
provide annual national norms up-
dates for next year. Our manuals
caution then about appropriate use
of norm groups for varying pur-
poses. Our hope is that the issues
raised above will cause FFE and
state and district test coordinators
to names their analysis and report-
ing procedures to ensure that con-
clusions reached are based on a
valid foundation rather than data of
questionebk engin and manipulation.

Refining..
Hieronymus, A N.. & Hoc, er. H

(1986). Manual for m (tool ad.
invesetrotore: Iowa Tee of Bane
Skala. Chicaito. Rwerlswe

A Response to John J. Cannell
Joanne M. Lenke and John M. Keene
The Psychological Corporation

Two representatives of
The Psychological Cor-
poration present thelr
reaceons to the Canneli
report and call for better
explanations for the
public of the meaning
and limits of nOnn-
referenced 3COM&
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In recent years. public attention has
focused on standardized achieve-
ment wet results. These results,
which are intended to deecrthe the
performance of individuakt in reia-
tion to one another, are now often
used to &seer& the performance of
gre of atudenta. In report en-
titled "Nationelly Named Elemen-
tary Achievement Testing in Amer-
ica'a Public Schools: How All 50
States Are Move the National Aver-
age," John Jacek' Canned attempts
to cast doubt on the validity of the
information being reprted to de-
scribe the achievement of students
as aggregated at the state and/or
district level. The report states,
°These testa allow all the states to
claim to be above the national aver
age! The tests ...allow 90% of the
school districts in the United States
to claim to be above avenge. More
than 70% of the students tested na-
tionwide arc told they are perform-

ing above the national average."
In response to Cannell. it is fair

to say that many states and school
districts report above-average per-
romance in reeding, mathematics,
and/or language in the elementary
grades. We do not believe that this
is an attempt to misrepresent tau
dents' achievement in the nation's
schools. Let us examine three very

Jos-esu M. Lenke ta Vice Premien&
Meamerand. at The PnrAologneal Car.
pavan" $55 itosieme Coen. Sas An-
wain. TX 71404-108. Sea epeetetues In
Met development and lamming, waive).
and equating We.

Joliet M Kane DireMor. Admiral..?
Cneivettaling, Comlommed Matearrevet.
and Reward. at Me Pepcaolopeo1 Car-
poranon. 515 Academie Court. San An
tonm. TX 711104.14.118. He specuatte, in
oclawatsona1 Ineseureenenl.
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important issues related to the in .
terpretation of this information:
(a) group performance relative to a
national norm. (ir) local perfor.
mance relative to national perfor.
mance, and (c) the stability of
achievement test norms over time.

Interpreting Group Performance
Relative to a National Norm

When a test ia standardized, or
normed. the test is typically admin.
istered to hundreds of thousands of
atudents nationwide. This norming
sample is drawn to reflect specified
demographic characteristics of chil-
dren attending school in the United
States. Such demographic char .
acteristics include socioeconomic
status, ethnicity, region of the coun .
try, and size of school district.
Percentile ranks are then derived
from frequency distributions of in-
dividual students' scores at each
grade. Norms provide a mechanism
for describing a student's perfor-
mance relative to that of other sup
dents in the same grade from across
the country at a particular point in
ti me.

The use of .hese norms to describe
group performance must be inter-
preted carefully. For example, if a
state's av ,. score in reading ia
at the 54th percentile. the proper in-
terpretation of this score is that the
average, or typical. student in the
state performed better than 54% of
the norming sample. It is not ap-
propriate to conclude that all stu-
dents in the state are above average
in reading. that the state AS a whole
is above average in reading relative
to other states, or that the state as
a whole is above average in reading
relative to the national norm.

The approach used by some states
and school districts in the reporting
of group performance is to report
the percent ages of students scoring.
say. "at or above the 50th percen-
tile," or "in the average and above-
average range." Although this
method of reporting is appropriate
because it maintains the relation .
ship between individual perfor.
mance and the national norms. the
reported percentages should be sc .
cornpanied by corresponding per.
centages for the national norming
sample. Although it is obviously the
case that 50% of the national sam .
ple of students scored at or above
the national median at the time the
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test was standardized, it maY not be
the case that 50% of the national
sample scored at or above the n* .
tional mean raw score or national
mean scaled score. If the reporting
metric is something other than the
percentage of students scoring at or
above the national median, tlguTa
prcpriate national cosmair

aiisan

be provided so that proper infer-
ences about the data can be made.

Interpreting Local Performance
Relative to National Performance

It is unblely that the demographic
characteristics of the students in
any state or school district mirror
those of the nation as a whole; it is
equally unlikely that the curriculum
of any state or local district is as
diverse u that of the nation as a
whole. Furthermore, it is not neces-
sarily the ease that the guidelines
set forth by the test publisher with
regard to the testing of handi.
capped or limited-Englishmroficient
students in a norming program are
the same u those used in actual
practice. If there were a state or
district whose demographic charac-
teristics matched those of the na-
tion, whose curriculum was as
diverse as that of the nation u a
whole, and whose administration
guidelines and procedures were
consistent with those used by the
publisher for the rimming sample.
one would expect the average stu-
dent in the group to score at about
the 50th percentile. To the extent
that differences exist. we must re-
mind ourselves that when local
group summary acorea are inter-
preted in reference to a national
norm, the interpretation has to be
placed in the proper context. simply
that of the group's average student
relative to the national norm.
Because it ia unlikely that the
students tested in any given state
or district re typical of the nation
in all respect& it would be unreason-
able to expect any group to be at the
national average.

Test purchasers, districts as well
as state agencies. often select tests
through a process that examines the
match between the test content and
the local curriculum. In many cases.
the selected test is the one that best
reflects the local curriculum. Test
users selecting tests on this bun,
may have an advantage over the
norm gtoup because the test us likely

to be more valid for assessing per.
torment* in the local curriculum
than it is for assessing the perfor.
mance of a national ample of stu.
dents being exposed to different
cuniculums, preswnably having
somewhat different emphasea.

Tke Stability of Aclikvement
Teat Norms Over Time

Connell's report suggests that the
use of "old" norms is partially
responsible for high achievement
test scores. Presently. test publish.
ere produce new editions of their
testa on a 7-to-9-year cycle. and cur-
rent norms are provided with each
new edition. Because test adoption
cycles do not necesearily coincide
with test revision cycles. it ia con.
ceivable that the norms for s newly
adopted test may be 2 or more years
old. Therefore. d is critically impor-
tant that empirical norming dates
&company the reportng of achieve-
ment test results.

It ia very encouraging to note that
today's students are performing
better than their countemarts did
in the late 1970s and early 1980s.
Evidence of this improvement in
performance can be found not only
from research that test publishers
have rinducted in equating newly
published testa to previous editions,
but also from a recent research
study conducted by The Psycholog.
ical Corporation with the current
edition of theStanford AcAsevernent
rest Series. First standardized in
the 1981-82 school year. the Stan-
ford Series wu administered to a
nationally nmresentative sample of
350.000 students in spring and fall
1986. The sanmk waa further strati-
fied wording to "user" and "non
user" groups. where "users" were
defined as school districts that had
been using the Stanford in one or
more grades for at least one year in
their disuictwide or statewide mess-
menta. The results of this study re .
vealed that %sera" outperformed
"nonusers," and, more importantly.
that "nonuaers" performed better
than the original norming sample in
mathematics, reading, and the lan-
guage arts in the elementary grades.
Two 1. 'portant generalizations can
be made fn.= this research. First.
test scores do tend to increase when
the sane test sensi is used year
after year. However, this should not
necessarily be attnbuted to -teach.
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ing to the test"; rather, the test
results provide a needed focus on
areas in need of improvement. Sec-
ond, educetional achievement did
improve born 1982 to 1986 In some
subject areas in the elementary
school grades. Therefore, more cur
rent norms for the Stanford Series
have been developed and art eyed-
able to users of the battery.

During this time of educational
improvement. it is important not to
lose sight of the fact that use of the
same norms over a period of years
enables the tat user to demamuste
improvement relative to a constant
reference group. Even if it were
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economically feasible for teet pub-
lishers to produce representative
national norms more often, fre-
quently updated norms =onttlial
"moving target," where
gains (or losses) would be masked
by the relative nature of the infor-
mation. The level of achievetnent of
mudents in the United States has in-
creased in recent years, and whew
tors must have the opportunity to
demonstrate these gains in order to
ensure the necessary support of the
/clad community In improving the
quality of education. The education
of young people must continua to
improve, and norm-referenced

achievement tests are useful tools
in this endeavor.

Ceeelaidee
Bataan& the public is expecting

norm-referenced scores to repre-
sent standards of performance. we,
as educators, must assist the public
in becoming better informed about
the interpretation of test results.
National normative data provide ex-
memely important information for
maidng maid whicational decisions.
The degree to which these decisions
are defensible depends on a clear
understanding of the strengths end
limitations of the data.

The Time-Bound Nature of
Norms: Understandings and
Misunderstandings
Paul L. WIlllams
CM/McGraw41W

Presenting a view from
CTB/ itIcOraw-tilli, the
author discusses the
time-bound nature of test
norms and argues that
the phenomenon of most
elementary students'
scoring above averages
from previous years'
norms is a result of
generally increasing
levels of achievement.
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Recent interest in the topic of the
time-bound nature a normed solves
has resulted, in part, from
bons made in a report iseuedtet
Friends for Education. The key ele-
ment of the argument put forth in
the Friends for Education report is
that too many students appear to
exceed the national avenge. Data
have been presented in the report
which are said to show that more
states and school districts are scor-
ing above average than one might
initially expect.

It is an interesting phenomenon
that it is through the vehicis of the
Friends for Education report that
the time-bound native of norma has
received some measure of public at-
tention. The fact that norms have
always been referenced to the yesr
of test etendardization is something
that has been so universally imown
and understood by testing profer
sionals that it has not had a large
measure of attention focused on it.

Perhaps that will prove to be an im-
portant singular contribution of this
issue of Educational Measurement.
lama and Practice.

The Cyclical Nature of Test and
Norms Development

The evolution of norm-referenced
tests (NRTM as valuable assessment
instruments has been characterised
by the eximnjon of the purposes for
testing. n the earlier versions of
NRTs (in the mid-1960s to the
mid-1970e), the primary purpom
was to provide accurate normative
scores so that group and individual
comparisons could be made to a na-
tional profile of achievement. Using
this information, school adminis-

Paid L. Williams is Oirector of
Romani' and Moutenyernent cU CTB/
MoGraw.Hal. tS00 Garden Road, Mon.
ter". CA Ma H. specializes In @dual-
:tonal WIN, awl meaturnnew
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trators could evaluate program-
matic and indMdual strengths and
weaknesses so that appropriate in-
structional intervention and re-
source allocation could be applied.
Additionally, using multiple-year
testing, longitudinal trends in
achievement could be monitored.

An expansion of these purposes
took place with the publication of
the Cahforma Achievement Test
(CAT). Forms C anti D (C113/
McGraw-Hill. 1977). This test bat-
tery. for the first time, allowed
scores for instructional objectives to
be reported from an NRT for in-
dividual examinees. Although
earlier NRT test versions did allow
test admmiatrators to use Item
analyses for minimal diagnostic pur-
poses. CAT C and D provided spe-
cific instructional objective scores
for the purpose of more individual-
ized instructional planning.

The schedule for the publication
of norm-referenced teats has fol-
lowed a basic, industrywide cycle of
between 5 and 8 years for the same
test series. In the instance where a
test company has more than one
NRT series, such as CAT and the
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
(CTBS), publication is staggered so
that one test of the series is pub-
lished about every 3 or 4 years.

This cycle has been dictated by
several factors. The first factor has
been the speed with which curric-
ular changes take place in the na-
don's schools. NRTs are designed to
reflect the predominant achieve-
ment outcomes and curr;cular
trends in the nation's schools. When
a new form of an NRT is developed,
content considerations are of para-
mount importance. Although cur-
ricular trends have a major inspect
on the content of NRTs, these
trends do not change so fast in the
schools that more frequent mi.
seine of a test series would be
justified based solely on them.

At the time an NRT is revised,
the collection of data for the genera-
tion of new national norms take.
place. Using a national probability
sample, data are collected for
several hundred carefully selected
school districts and hundreds of
thousands of students. Based on
this carefully selected stratified
sample, normative scores are devel-
oped.

Each of the denved scores that
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emerge from the standaniization
process, including percentile ranks,
grade equivalents, and normal
curve equivaients (74CEs), has a
predefined relationship to the
characteristics of the norm group.
Thus. at the time the test is named,
50% of the examinees will exceed
the 50th percentile and the same
percentage will fall below the 50th
percentile. Derived score tables for
the test battery are produced, and
all scoring of student testa is refer-
enced to these tables until the bat-
tery is either revised or, in rare
instances, when it I. renormed with
no change in the content of the test.

Data from national probability
samples are not usually collected for
a tett more often than every 5 to 8
years because it is impractical and
economically infeasible to do. It
would not be reasonable to ask or
expect schools to adminitter testa to
large numbers of students every
school year in order to develop year-
ly norms based on a national prob-
ability sample. The cost of such
testing would have to be passed on
by the publisher to the schools and
would add substantially to the coat
of school testing programs.

In summsry, mon large test
publishers follow the common and
decades-old industry practice of
revising and standardizing their
achievement tests about every 8
years. The content is updated to
reflect current curricula and in-
structional practices, and new
norms are developed so that the test
reflects levels of achievement that
prevail during the school yea in
which the test is standardised. The
dates of etandardization are given
wide publicity, and all purchasers of
the test are aware of these dates.

Proper laterpretatioss of
Nisal Norma

Because norm-referenced tests
are not normed yearly on a national
probability sample, changes in na-
tional achievement between the
nonning years will be reflected in
the norm scores for gram* of
students. For example, if national
achievement levels decrease be-
tween nonnings, as they did from
the late 1960. to the mid-1970s,
studenta' norm-referenced seores
will decrease, and more students
will fall beiow the median (50th

percentile) score established when
the test was nomad. On the other
hand, when national achievement
levels increase between normings,
more students will exceed the me-
dlan established when the test was
originally normed. Regardless of
the chrection of national achieve-
ment trends, when a test is re-
normed, exactly half of the students
will fall above and half will fall
below the newly established
median.

At this time, national achieve-
ment indicators all point to the fact
that student achievement is gen-
erally on the increase. This increase
is documented by the National
Assessment of Educational Frog-
ress (NA.EP); the Scholastic Ap-
titude Test (SAT) results; two
Congressional Budget Office
rePorts (1986, 1987); and data col-
lected during recent test normings
by CT13/McGraw-Hill (1985, 1987.
1988).

Thus, during a time of incressing
national achievement, the students'
nonned test scores will rise to-
tween norming periods. More stu-
dents will score above the median
score established during miming
than will fall below it. This confirms
the sensitivity of the test norms to
changes in achievement, one of the
tests' primary functions. These
normed teat scores are valid
measures of student growth.
Although the reference year for the
scores will be prior to the year in
which the test scores are reported.
the test scores provide accurate
program and student information.
noe fact that the norm scores
themsolves refer to norming that
took place during an earlier year in
no way compromises the major pur-
poses for sdministering an NRT or
the usefulness of the scams for pro-
gram evaluation, student instruc-
tional planning, or the monitoring
of longitudinsl trends. When inter-
preting the scores, the test user
must simply be aware of the year
that the tests were normed and the
general direction of national
achievement trends. Interpretive
guidelines are found in relevant
test-related materials produced by
most publishers.

The Friends for Education report
has received attention primarily as
a result of its improper interpreta-
tions of score distributions for
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norm.referenced tests between
renorming years. The sensational,
and apparently illogical, phenomes
non of having too many students
above the national average is the
basis for the criticism leveled at the
testing community by the report.
This is a point that should be
elaborated upon, because it may be
misunderstood by others as well.

A naive interpretation of what an
average (mean) represents is that
half of the scores in a distribution
will fall above and half will fall
below the aveisge. Although this ia
a common interpretation, it is not
statistically correct. The report suf-
fers from this misunderstanding, as
illustrated by the following quote:
"Standard principles of mathemat-
ics make it difficult for more than
one half of aty groep to be above
average" (Cannel!, 1987). There is
no mathemetical principle that
would cause this to be so. Depend-
ing upon the shape of the distribu.
bon of scores and the measure of
central tendency that is selected to
describe the scores, more or fewer
than half the scores rnsy be above or
beiow the measure of central
tendency. For example, the mean.
or arithmetic average, does not
necessarily split a distribution of
scores into equal halves. An aver .
age that splita the distribution even.
ly will occur only in a symmetrical
cestribution. If the distribution is
skewed. there may be many more
scores above or below the average
depending upon whether the due
tribution is negatively or positively
skewed. The median (the 50th per.
centile), on the other hand, does
separate a score distribution into
equal haives. Thits, there is no a
priori reason to believe that norm.
referenced scores should separate
the examinees into two equal
halves, particularly during times of
changes in national achievement
trends.

Extended Extrapolations
The time.bound nature of nor .

mative interpretations is relatively
straightforward to describe and
understand. What becomes more
difficult to evaluate are the social
and educational implications that
might be drawn from acknowledg.
ing that actual score distributions
may differ increasingly from the
published norms as a result of
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changes in achievement over time.
One wey to determine the amount

of change in achievement over time
might be to survey states and school
districts and, based on the aggrega.
tion of scores, determine the
number of states and districts
reporting above "average" (50th
percentile) scores. Additionally, it
might be possible to determine the
proportion of students above the
50th percentile and the average na.
tAonal student score. Finally, to
illustrate the rapidity with which
standardization score distributions
change. data could be collected the
first year after norming and then an
average of state and district scores
could be calculated.

This task would be very difficult
to do correctly. Different states and
districts use different tests that are
not on a common scale. The scores
from all states and districts would
have to be collected, placed on a
common scale, and analyzed appro-
priately. There is no evidence that
this has ever been done correctly.

This hrute-force approach need
not be the only mechanism to deter.
mine achievement trends over time.
nor is it the best way. Achievement
changes between nortnings are
documented by the major pub-
lishers, and this information could
be directly, examined.

A third approach intended to
monitor national achievement
trends might be NAEP. But NAEP
is also an imperfect panacea for
determining achievement growth.
There will sdways be quality-control
issues. as evidenced by questions
about recent NAEP survey results.
NAEP is a valuable indicator of
achievement trends, but like any
method it is not absolutely perfect.

The fact is that various sources of
information must be synthesized so
that a complete picture of national
trends can be obtained. Each type
of aasessment, via NAT., CATS,
NAEP. or others, attempts to
answer different questions in dif.
ferent ways. Each is valuable in pro-
viding a piece of the picture on the
status of student learning. It is
when we learn how to make artful
syneseses that all of us will be ciceer
to determining the status of
achievement in America's schools

It is unfortunate that during a
time when national achievement
trends are moving upward some

might use that fact to suggest that
one of the reasons for the upward
movement is inadequate norming
by test publishers and inappropriate
teaching of test content by Infers for
self.serving purposes. These are
serious charges that should not be
made without supporting evidence.

It must be stated that there is no
logicsl reason why test publishers
would wish to engage in inadequate
norming. Test publishers have
every incentive to make sure that
their tests are completely objective
and are administered properly and
that their integrity as valid
measures of performance stand
umtneeached. Without such quality.
test publishers would quickly find
themselves with no customers.

Conclusions
To be sure, some of the concerns

raised by Dr. Cannell are shared by
all in the educational community.
The time.bound nature of norms
may not oe well understood by some
school personnel and the public.
There may be abuses of tests and
breaches of security. Some teachers
and administrators may indeed
disclose too much test content to
the students. But the overwhelming
majority of the educational com .
munity is doing its very best to
administer tests and report test
scores in a responsible fashion.

At least two examples of this
come prominently to mind. The first
is the way in which test publishers
equate alternate forms within the
same test battery over time. Thus.
CAT Forms C and D (1977) were
equated to CAT E and F (1985).
Similarly, equsting is done between
different test batteries developed
by the same test publishes. as was
the case for CTBS Forms U and I:
(1981) and CAT E and F (1985).
These equatings allow the test user
to move from one version of a test
to another and preserve longitu-
dinal comparisons. The recent trend
that has been observed in these
equatings is that the derived scores
from the moot recently normed test
are lower than for the earlier
normed test. This is predictable in
times of increasing nations/ per-
formance. The opposite would he
true if national achievement trends
were on the decrease. F.xplanatory
material that helps the practitioner
understand this phenomenon is
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always provided.
The second exa nple relates to the

Annual National Normative Trend
Data (NTD) published by CTIEV
McGraw-Hill. Research on this proj-
ect began in 1984, when an emerg-
ing customer need was identified by
the company. Customer comments
about the desirability of obtaining
more recent normative data were
noted in market research efforts.
Such data could be used to amplify
the standardization norms and pro-
vide a more complete picture on the
progress local school districts were
making in their instructional ef-
forts. After 3 years of research. the
NTD service was offered to CTB
customers. Score reports ulive been
ens& available on an annual basis.
for the standardization year as well
:la for the most recent norming.
This SOWS is a response to those
educators who have been concerned
about the time-bound nature of
norm referenced scores.

The test companies do thetr best.
through many vehicles. to assist the
test consumer in being a responsi-
ble user of test results. Indeed.
reasonable testing programs. ef fee-
tively implemented, are one of the
reasons that achievement us increas-
Ing and that we are not currently in
the decline phase that manifested
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itself in the late 1960s to the
mid-1970s.

The assertion that scores are on
the increase does have merit.
Perhaps the positive side of this
phenomenon should be stressed
more. States and local school
districts have committed con-
siderable resources to improving
the achievement levels of their
students. All indicators of student
achievement appear to converge on
this fact. particularly for the
elementary grades. The Amencan
public should be gratified that
achievement is increasing.

Cannell (1987) charges that "mac-
curate initial norms and teaching
the test." rather than improved
achievement, are reasons for im-
proving scores Oil nationally
normed tests. The problem with
these allegations is that there is lit-
tle. if any. evidence to support
them To the contrary. the body of
independent evidence suggests that
test norms provide a valid and
useful reference in both the norm-
nig year and in subsequent years
and that achievement at the
eleinentary level has been increas-
ing. If indeed there exist instances
of abuse of test norms and of
misunderstanding of their meaning
by educatnrs or the public in

general. then the proper remedy
should be to correct those instances
rather than to make rash allega-
tions about the adequacy of test
norms or questionable teaching by
educators.

References
Cannel!. J. J. (19871 Nationally normed

elementary achievement testIng in
A menca S public schools How aU My
states are above tke nattona/ aeerage
Daniels. WV: Friends for Education

Congressional Budget Office. 11986).
Trends tn tditeattona/ a gitevenumt
Washington. DC- Author

Congressional Budget Offke (1987)
Eduratsonal Achmement Erplana
nom and tmplteattons of recent
trends Washington. DC Author

CTB/McGraw-11111. (1977). ('alifornia
Achtevement Test. Forms r and D
Monterey. CA: Author

CTB/McGraw-Hia. (1981) Cemrp-shen.
nee Test of Bamc Skulls Forms I' and
V Monterey. CA- Author

CTB/McGraw-Hili (19851 Californta
Achievement Tee. Forms E and F
Monterey. CA- Author

CTB/MeG (19Er7 Annual na
tional normative /rend data Mon-
terey. CA. Author

CTB/McGraw-Htll 98s4 Annual gd.
tmnal normattee ?rend d.tta Mon
terey. CA Author

SRA Response to Canne Ws Article
Audrey L. Qualls-Payne
Science Research Associates

The author defends SRA's
norms, discusses some of
the difficulties in pursu-
ing Dr. Cannell's pro
posals, and points out
that we need to monitor
not Just student achieve-
ment levels Out also
trends In curriculum.
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Science Research Associates (SRA)
recognizes the concerns expressed
in John Cannell's article. "Nationally
Normed Achievement Testing in
America's Public Schools: How All
50 States Are Above the National
Average." We differ, however. m
our assessment of the situation and
the proposed alternatives. Accord-
ing to the article. most schools in
the nation perform at or above aver-
age on commercially available tests.
This 5nding. as noted by Dr. Cannel].
Is not consistent with staustical

REST COPY

theory. which says that haff the stu
dents should be above nri../ half below
Dr. Cannell expi ease:: the opinion
that this inconsistem statistical phe-
nomenon results trum using older
tests, older norms. teaching to the
test. statistical tranipulation of the
data by publishers, excluding special

.4 ',dery L Quathi-Payne.
tetrian. SmeTuy Research .4...u-iates
I'W . ?SS N Wacker Dr chiruw. 11 .
e10606-t7S0 spemalues a,hifie
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educatiou students from tbe cakula-
Um of gram avenges, and inac-
curate norms. B. goes oo to sug-
gest that these problems can be
eliminated by the use of we achieve-
ment test in all schools across the
oounny with the concurrent develop-
ment of annual norms. Our purpose
is to examine Dr. Cannon's conclu-
sions and offer alternatives to some
of the issues raised in his report.

SRA's national norms aro reliable
and accurate indicators of national
student performance at the time of
standarthzation. The charge of sta-
tistical tnarOpubition of data ap-
pears to result from Dr. Cannell's
apparent misunderstanding of the
purpooe of the various types of tat
scores and subgroup norms. Schools
may wish to compare their studenta'
performance with, in addition to
that of the national group, that of
group' more similar in structure
and student composition. For exam-
ple, a nonpublic school may want to
compare their students' perfor-
mance with that of students from
other nonpublic schools. The vsticsne
test scores, in addition to status
scores (Le., percentiles and stankies),
are offered to meet the many needs
of our customers. Normal curve
equivalents (NCEs) are required for
Chapter 1 program evaluation. To
assess longitudinal growth and
determine functional levels. develop-
mental scores, for example. stan-
dard scores and grade equivalents,
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are needed.
Dr. Cannell's alternative to the

various standardised achievement
tests is a nationl achievement test,
which would require at least two
major actions. First, this national
achievement tat would have to be
normied annually with a representa-
tive pou of sus:lents to have yearly
norms. second, new tat forms
would be needed for each adminis-
tration to elkninate possible prob-
lems of teaching to the test and test
security.

A project of this magnitude and
complexity would be very difficult
logistically and very costly. Two
major logistic problems would be
(a) obtaining curricula consensus
on the test content and (b) obtain-
ing or mandating national par-
ticipation.

If yearly new forms are not an op-
ton but annual norming is, sad if
there truly is a substantial amount
of teaching to the test, the problems
noted in Dr. Cannel's analyeis may
not go away. If new forms of
achievement tests are developed
each year, thereby increasing test
security, the need foe annual norms
diminishes significantly. Based on
Dr. Cannel's analysis from schools
with tight test security and liter-
ature on student growth. drastic
shifts in student performance from
one year to die next are rare. From
a psychometric point of view, new
norms are needed only when there

1 ()
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is a signcant shift in school cur-
ricukmi andke osier* performanm .

t nida=1 to developing and
new forms oath year.

a meehanian is needed to monitor
changes in school curriculum and
student performance. Whenever
there is a change in tithe- cur-
riculum emphasis or achievement
levels, new test forma should be
developed and standardized. If the
change is strictly a shift in student
achievement, renorming is required.
As a publisher, we must base our
dechnon on when to issue new
forms/new norms on a systematic
monitoring aystem.

There are several ways to moni-
tor student progress. One way to
accurately spot when significant
changes are taidng place is to track
student achievement on a regular
bees (Le.. annually). The entire uner
group could be used for this pur-
pose. The monitoring process should
be capable of producing user-based
norms, which can then be made
available to all customers as an op-
tional service in addition to the na-
tione norms.

There is at least one major prob.
km with the user-based monitoring
System. If the user sample is biased
and unrepeesaitative of the national
student population, significant
changes noted in the user sample
may not truly reflect changes at the
national level. One way to resolve
this problem would be to select a
subset of schools from tbe user
gaup and um it to monitor changes
in cureaulum and student achieve-
ment manually. The selected schoole
should be rspreeentative of the na-
tional population of mcbools with
respect to geographic region and
racial/ethnic and socioeconomic
status. Once a set of schools is
selected for this purism, students
in these schools can be tested on an
stated bele and nccms can be devel-
oped. As in the previous method.
annual norms will b made available
to customers as an optional sernce.
Because of the representativeness
of the mescals selected for monitor-
ing, one can, with a high degree of
confidence. generalise results from
this set of schools to the U.S. pop-
ulation of schools.

Because SRA minket' the value
of a monitoring system. we are
alreedy in the developmental stages
of implementing such a program.
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fienator PELL. I think, Mr. Tucker, earlier you said that the utili-
ty of these tests for improving education is really determined by
how those tests are followed-up in the schools. Could you enlarge
on that thought?

Mr. TUCKER. I'm sorry, Senator.
Senator PELL. I think you said the effectiveness of a testing pro-

gram is determined, mostly by following up on the results.
Mr. TUCKER. Oh, absolutely. That is to say, it's the point Al made

about consequences, I believe is what you're talking about. That is,
what you find in Europe, for example, and let me just take Germa-
ny as an example, you can get an apprenticeship as an automobile
mechanic with the local garages or you can get one with Mercedes-
Benz at Daimler Benz. Whether you get the one at Daimler de-
pends upon the grades you've gotten, the courses you have taken,
and the exams, the exam grades that you have gotten.

So, for the whole system, whether you want to be an automobile
mechanic or whether you want to go to the finest university in
Germany, how you do on the exams makes all the difference. And
that is the whole point of the examination system. It is the conse-
quences that go with it.

That is why kids in Germany, whether they want to go to a fine
university or whether they want to go to Daimler Benz, take math,
tough math, tough science, and work very hard in those courses.
And that's why ours don't, because for 90 prrcent of the jobs or
more that you get coming right out of school, it doesn't matter. In
fact, if you take a tough course, what you risk in the United States
is you get a nonpassing grade.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
Am I correct in saying that my good friend, Ira Magaziner, is the

chairman of your board?
Mr. TUCKER. No. He is the chairman of the commission that we

put together last year to produce "America's Choice." That,
"America's Choice," was produced by the Commission on the Skills
of the American Workforce, which we put together, and it's one of
four programs in our organization.

Senator PELL. Thank you.
I will not ask any more questions at this time.
Senator Kassebaum.
Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I suppose because I agree totally with Ms. Daniels' statement, I

happen to believe it's a very strong statement, but I think you
make some very good points. Just to comment on one, you men-
tioned parents as a part of the equation. As a teacher, I am sure
you have found many parents have come to you and said, "I don't
know why my son or daughter is not getting an A or a B," when in
all fairness to that student they should be getting a C or a D.

So while parents on the one hand want a good educational
system and want their children to be doing well in education, we
haven't yet gotten to a point where they are willing to see their
child get a C or D and spend the energy on what it takes to raise
the level.

Sometimes, I suppose, for teachers it's just easier to say, "Oh,
well, give them an A or a B."

13.1
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MS. DANIELS. It really depends on how much you want to tough
that kind of thing out, because it is a constant dilemma. And in
one school that I taught, a veteran teacher there took me aside and
said, "Maureen, I just want you to know that the parents in this
community expect their children to get good grades.'

Now, I want to impress upon you that they don't make the con-
nection that the children should be earning those grades necessari-
ly. They expect you to give them those grades. And, unfortunately,
that was the mentality among many of the parents. And you're ab-
solutely right, Senator, a lot of parents, because so many of our
mothers work outside the home now, which wasn't the case when
you and I were in school, that further exacerbates that situation,
that parents are not there to reinforce and do what needs to be
done, you know, the magic of the success of a student is what we do
in school but almost more importantly what they come to us with
and then what's reinforced once we send them back home. And we
constantly fight that now.

Senator KASSEBAUM. That is why I am not sure I think testing or
even a certificate of mastery helps that situation until we begin to
change our thinking about what we are willing to invest in it as
parents and as participants in the community.

Mr. TUCKER. I think, from my point of view, Senator, that there
is a couple of points to be made here. One is, grades don't mean
anything in school with respect to any specific standard. We did a
big survey in Rochester, NY, last year, and we interviewed, among
lots of other people, kids. Poor, black, minority kids in Rochester
told us in overwhelming numbers they get put on honor lc 11-1 am
quoting the kids"And all I did last year was color in the maps."

Now, why does Ulm happen? It happens because an estimate is
made of their ability in grade 2, 3, or 4 or maybe late as grade 5,
that they aren't very smart, they aren't very capable, and they
aren't going to make it. And so we are going to give these kids very
undemanding courses, very undemanding material, and we are
going to give them good grades because they tried hard. OK.

The record shows this happens all over the United States, and
the kids don't find out until later.

Senator KASSEBAUM. I bet Ms. Daniels doesn't do that in her
classroom.

Mr. TUCKER. No, I am sure she doesn't. But the record shows
that this happens in very large numbers all over the United States.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Let me just ask, Mr. Tucker, shouldn't it be
a school board who would be demanding a different approach?

Mr. TUCKER. When was the last time they did that, Senator?
Senator KASSEBAUM. Well, I was a school board member. I know

it isn't easy.
Mr. TUCKER. No I was too, and the dynamics of the school board

that I was on and many others that I have observed don't lead you
there becausewell, how do I put this?

Senator KASSEBAUM. Well, no, I understand what you're saying.
Mr. TUCKER. Right. I mean, all the pressures are the ones you're

reporting on. All the pressures are to give kids good grades so that
they can get the rewards that grades produce in our society. And
the problem is they are unconnected to achievement.
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As an entire country, we are fooling ourselves. The record
showed in the last big survey that was done of us vis-a-vis other
countries' performance in math and science, we performed worse,
and when our kids and parents were asked how we did, we said we
did terrific. The kids who were performing way above ours, they
said not good enough, not very good.

Mr. FALDET. Senator, if I may. You make a good point in that the
test scores can at points be supportive of teacher judgment. But
test scores are frequently viewed as Caesar's messenger. If you
don't bring good news, you may get shot.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Oh, yes. That's right.
Mr. Flamm. And the - is one of the problems and, I think, has

resulted in a lot of the "Lake Woebegon" effect and a lot of the
criticisms at tests when it's the message that you need to pay at-
tention to, not the messenger. Thank you.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you.
Thank you very much.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
Senator Bingaman.
Senator BINGAMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me ask a sort of general question for Mr. Tucker and Ms.

Daniels, and any of the rest of you who have ideas about it. I have
the idea that perhaps some type of standardized national testing
would help us, would help teachers and school boards and others
who are interested in improving education in reforming the educa-
tional system, to actually get more attention to the courses that
matter, because I fear that what we have had over the last several
decadesand I don't know if this is accurate; you folks who are ex-
perts could tell mebut I fear ihat we kept the number of hours of
instruction fairly constant in our school system.

In some States it has increased slightly, but it hasn't increased
significantly. We have loaded the schools down with more and
more responsibilities to do driver education, to teach nutrition, to
teach sex education, all the things that schools didn't used to do.
And the basic courses that we are adopting national goals in are
not those. We are saying we want to be first in the world in math
and science, and yet we don't have the number of hours in the
week committed to math and science instruction so that v could
begin to approach accomplishing that goal.

And if you had a national test which someone could call up and
say, "Now, look, we lre going to be tested on math, and we've got
to have these 6th graders who have got to learn math regardless of
what else falls off the table," I mean it begins to build some other
pressures into the system, which I don't think are there now.

I guess, Mr. Tucker, if you have a thought on that?
Mr. TUCKER. Well, I mean, I would say that is an eloquent ex-

pression of my point of view, yes. I mean, I think if we don't know
where we're going, as the old saw says, we won't get there. And
there is nothing that focuses the mind quite so nicely as an exami-
nationI want to come back to Lauren's pointan examination in
which it is clear what the kids are supposed to know and be able to
do. An examination in which that is not clear, which is actually
true of most American tests, won't produce the result you're talk-
ing about. But if it's quite dear what kids are supposed to know
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and be able to do and if in fact it is clear that that statement is the
outgrowth of a real national consensus, then, yes, I believe it mill
have a powerful effect on what goes on in schools.

I would like to say, however, on the question of whether that
means a national curriculum, my own view is that such a test need
not lead to such a curriculum. I think it might actually do the re-
verse, in the following sense: Most observe,.s who have looked at
America's schools from other countries are stunned at how similar
our schools are all over the United States, what is taught and how
it's taught, much more so actually than in countries that have ex-
aminations.

My own view is that we ought to set up a system in this country
in which it is very clear what kids ought to know and be able to do.
We ought to do that at a national level. We ought to have one or
more national examinations which are all keyed to that same set of
standards. And then we ought to tell people like Ms. Daniels, our
teachers in the school, "you are free, you are free to figure out
how to get the kids there and get rid of most of the State rules and
local rules and regulations that affect the freedom of the teachers
to decide how to teach these kids."

We haven't done that up till now because it has never been very
clear where we were supposed to go. So in fact we now have tons of
rules about what you're supposed to teach and how you're supposed
to teach it. We could get rid of most of those rules if in fact we
were clear about where the kids were supposed to go.

Ms. DANIEM. I think teachers have a very clear sense of where
children ought to be and where they need to go, and our hands are
tied in most instances, to get there.

I am disturbed, in a sense, by the focus on preparing students for
math and science. The goal that speaks to me is that we need to
make sure all our children are prepared when we come to school,
and we don't seem to be focused on that very much.

Senator Wellstone spoke to that earlier. But I can guarantee you,
unless we address goal 1 and do something more than pay lip serv-
ice to that goal, that we can pretty much predict the rest of the
goals aren't going to fall into line. That, to me, is the foui.dation
for achieving all the rest.

So, you know, we know some things. We know poverty is a valid
predictor of school failure. We know that children that are mal-
nourished and neglected, that are homeless, those are children that
we are dealing with now. We know that they come into the school
system disadvantaged, and those kinds of problems are special
challenges on teachers right now.

So we can get to the math and the science, but we need to ad-
dress the basic human needs of some of our students before we can
educate them. And that is what I would like to see the discussion
center on, and we seem to be way far ahead of where we need to be
at this point.

Senator BINGAMAN. Well, I don't disagree with you that the basic
needs have to be addressed before we can accomplish the rest. But
I think that, like everything in life, if you wait to do something
until something else is done, you never get the second thing done.
And I tend to think you have to work on different issues in parallel
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and make as much progress as you can on various things at once.
So I guess that is where I am coming down.

Let me ask if any of the witnesses, and, Mr. Tucker, you said you
do favor a national test, do you think it should be a mandatory na-
tional test, or should it be voluntary?

Mr. TUCKER. I do not think that the Congress, certainly at this
time, should mandate a test. I think actually that, given the enor-
mous fear in this country of anything that looks like a federally
imposed curriculum, that could actually set back considerably a
move toward a national examination system.

My own view is that we probably will move eventually toward a
system in which it will be mandatory for all kids to take some form
of examination which can be calibrated to a standard examination.
That is what we have proposed.

And I think that would be a good idea for the country, but I
think there is no evidence that if Congress tried to mandate that
now we would move there sooner than if we did it essentially
through the normal course of events.

Coming back to what I said a moment ago, I think what is really
important now is to start moving toward agreement, and a number
of other witnesses have said this, on what the framework for the
standards ought to be. The Roemer panel is moving in that direc-
tion. I believe that the administration is very sympathetic toward
that.

I think some form of either the RG.3mer panel or what you have
proposed at various times can be a vehicle for moving us toward
agreement on a framework, and that is probably what we should
be concentrating on now, plus the other two things I mentioned,
which is support for people doing research on new forms of assess-
ments. We aren't going to produce a good assessment unless people
are working to produce it.

Third, and I just feel terribly strongly about this, we have got to
make an investment in figuring out how to bring kids up to a high
standard because the exam itself is not going to do that. The exam
will be a very powerful tool for giving incentives to lots of people to
try, but if you don't put in place, start putting in place now, the
mechanisms that are going to lead to much more productive school
systems than we've got now, the exam is not going to do the job.

Those are the three things I would have the Congress do now.
Senator BINGAMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALDET. Mr. Chairman, I beg your indulgence. Mr. Melody is

accompanying me, and would it be possible for him to end with just
a very brief statement to the committee?

Senator PELL. Yes. Certainly.
Mr. FALDET. We would appreciate that.
Mr. MELODY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-

tee. I am here to second something that Burt said a few moments
ago. And that is that we in educational publishing believe we are
part of the process, and we are as committed as are you to working
toward the resolution of some of these problems. I am a senior ex-
ecutive of one of the Nation's major text and test publishers, and I

am simply here to demonstrate the sort of commitment that both
my company and the industry has for the resolu )n of our prob-
lems.
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Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed.
I thank all of you for being with us. The record will stay open for

2 weeks for the insertion of any further statements that are made.
[Additional statements and material submitted for the record fol-

lows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GOVERNOR ROMER

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to
submit testimony to the Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Humanities of the
U.S. Senate. The topics we are discussing, the pros and cons of national education
testing, educational assessment, and education reform are vital ones. I regret not
having been present to participate in your hearing with such distinguished col-
leagues as yourselves and the panelists.

I have the privilege to serve as the co-lead governor for education for the National
Governors' Association and as chairman of the National Education Goals Panel. I
want to make clear, however, that I am here today in my capacity as Governor of
Colorado and am not speaking in any formal way for NGA or the goals panel. The
ideas I will discuss have been, and will continue to be debated by the governors and
by the goals panel. They are creating interest and excitement, but neither the Na-
tional Education Goals Panel nor the NGA have yet adopted a formal policy on the
issue of national education testing. I want to begin by giving you a very brief back-
ground on the National Education Goals Panel. National Education Goals were es-
tablished to provide a common framework and vision for education reform. As gov-
ernors, we wanted to be clear that we were committing ourselves to making educa-
tion a priority in each of our *tates and were willing to be held accountehle for this
commitment.

The goals themselves have been criticized as too ambitious. In my judgment, they
accurately identify what our reach must be to make the kind of educational
progress that is required to secure our future. The goals are not gospel. They are
not perfect. But they do provide a common vision, a common way to organize reform
issues, and a common language.

Last July, the National Governors' Association adopted a policy establishing the
National Education Goals Panel to oversee the development and implementation of
a national education progress reporting system. Beginning in September 1991, the
panel will issue an annual progress report to the Nation on our progress toward
achieving the national education goals.

The panel's work involves two tracks: One short-term and one long-term track.
The short term agenda is to produce a credible report to be released in September
1991. In working toward this deadline, the panel is aware that great harm can be
done by asking the wrong questions or by trying to force existing data into new
forms. Accordingly, the panel is committed to a thoughtful and comprehensive ap-
proach over the long term, even if it means leaving some blanks in the first report.

Our long-term agenda involves encouraging the development of an assessment
system that will not only measure our progress toward the goals, but that will help
us restructure the education system to achieve the goals.

In an effort to take advantage of the expertise that exists in the country on these
issues, the panel established six working groups to give advice and policy options to
the panel about its work, both short-term and long-term. These groups are in the
process of developing creative approaches for measuring our progress in each of the
six goal areas. A list of those working groups is attached to this testimony. Their
recommendations to the panel will be released late this month.

With respect to goal No. 3, increasing student achievement, the panel has identi-
fied three waves of action and effort that will need to be mobilized if we are to
make substantial progress toward the goals by the year 2000:

Defining specific standards of student achievement (what a student should
know and be able to do);

Designing an assessment system that will allow UB to accurately and authenti-
cally measure our performance against these standards; and finally,

Moving the education system to cloee the gaps between current levels of per-
formance and the standards.

These tasks lie along a continuum from national to local effort. In the panel's
judgment, national goals and national standards for student performance are appro-
priate and necessary. At the other end of the continuum, we believe that the design
and implementation of specific reform strategies must remain locally based in the
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best of our traditions. In the middle, the assessment challenge provides an opportu-
nity for joint action. Let me discuss each of these in turn.

Standards. We need to begin with detailed goals and objectives for learning.
These objectives must be uniformly high and must reflect what future citizens of
our Nation will need to know and be able to do. Given the diversity of reform strate-
gies, an overall national educational standards framework is needed to provide the
targets at which all would aim their efforts.

Discussion regarding the process by which these standards can be set has just
begun. The following elements have been identified as critical to this process:

There must be a key role ft governors and the states, which still have primary
policymaking and funding responsibility for education.

The process must be highly consensual, participatory and inclusive Broad con-
sultation with all segments of our population is the only way to build the com-
mitment of all Americans to the hard job of educational change. In fact, the
standard-setting process can itself become part of the renewal process if it rep-
resents a shared clarion call for higher expectations and higher standards for
all students.

To make sure the standards we set are competitive, we will need to use as a
benchmark the best standards in the world.

The process would set standards, not prescribe how the standards are to be
achieved. Common standards need not and should not give rise to a national
curriculum that dictates to teachers what and how they must teach or that
limits the choices of school districts or states in selection of textbooks or in-
structional materials. The standards would be a description of the concepts,
knowledge, and skills that students should master, not a recipe for achieving
those standards.

Assessment. Tests should have the capacity to support reform and not just meas-
ure present performance. Tests also should have the capacity to measure the skills
and abilities students will need to know.

I am concerned that many of the assessments we use now don't authentically
measure higher order thinking skills. We rely on standardized tests that tend to
drive curriculum and instruction toward rote memorization and the discovery of a
single "right" answer. I am also concerned that the tests on which we rely to pro-
vide national and state samples f performance don't give the kind of feedback indi-
vidual students need to help them and their parents judge the adequacy of their
performance against national standards. These tests are useful and I support their
continuation, but for assessment to stimulate better performance by students, the
test ultimately has to be important to each student.

The notion of testing all students rather than a sample of students raises legiti-
mate concerns about local control of education. There is a fundamental tension be-
tween the compelling need for national goals and standards and the tradition and
strength of local control. We know that the most effective schools are those that are
managed at the school level. We draw strength from the diversity of approaches
that local control makes possible.

Therefore, I do not advocate a single Federal test. Instead, I am interested in ex-
ploring the alternative of a national examination system. This system would reflect
not only the voluntary participation of states, but the powerful combination of their
individual expertise. The system would be composed of several examinations an-
chored by a common set of national standards.

States, which already devote enormous resources to testing, could work in clusters
to develop and implement examinations. Each cluster's examination would be de-
signed to assess the range of knowledge and skills encompassed by agreed upon na-
tional performance standards.

Clusters might be formed around different interests and states would be free to
decide which cluster examination was most appropriate for their use in any given
subject. The interests of clusters could evolve over time and st.ites would be free to
chalige their associations.

Through an anchoring or calibration procedure, a means for equating student per-
formance across clusters could be devised. The key to this process is a commonly
agreed upon definition of what students should know and be able to do. These ex-
aminations cannot, strictly speaking, be designed until national standards have
been developed and adopted. However, we can begin work on the process of design-
ing and evaluating examinations formats. We can develop a format which will work
will in the anchoring system and begin to experiment with different methods of cali-
bration.
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In suggesting this approach, I do not wish to minimize the degree of technical
work that will be called for nor the time required for developing the system. Howev-
er, at this point, it appears that this type of assessment system is both technically
feasible, and essential to meeting our national reform objectives while retaining,
and even strengthening, our tradition of local control.

Motivating Changes in the System. The changes that this type of assessment
system could help drive include:

Schools will offer challenging learning opportunities for all students, not j.,st
those who are college-bound. For most of the 20th Century, America has had
two systems of public educationone designed to train a small group for man-
agement and leadership and another to prepare the remainder for the routine
work they would do as adults. We now recognize that a workforce dominated by
individuals who are not challenged to achieve higher than 8th grade skills is
uncompetitive in a greatly changedand changing world economy.

Learning environments will be structured to encourage and reward student
effort.

Parents will have the knowledge and motivation to be effective partners with
the school because they will understand the skills and abilities their children
must have to prosper economically and how their children are performing in
relation to this standard.

The means by which we assess performance will accurately track what we want
students to know and be abl., to do. There is a consensus emerging that the new
basic skills include critical thinking, information management, interpersonal
and communication skills, and problem solving. Not all classrooms and very few
testa presently focus on these skills.

Assessment of student learning will have consequences. If employers and col-
leges participate in setting the standards on which the examinations are based,
and agree to take performance on the examinations into account when deciding
who will be admitted to college and who will get hired at what pay level, then
millions of students will, for the first time, see a direct connection between
their performance in school and their opportunities in life.

I am a pilot. The system I experienced in obtaining my pilot's license provides a
useful model of the kind of system we are aiming toward. When I began my course
of study. I clearly know the competencies and understandings that I would have to
demonstrate to obtain the license. And I directed my effort at achieving these un-
derstandings and competencies. Some came faster and easier than others. The
length of my course of study did not depend on an arbitrary number of seat hours,
but on mastery of the required skills. I established my command over the required
subject flatter through a demonstration. The test therefore related directly to the
subject matter I was being taughtand to the skills I need to pilot an aircraft
safely.

An examination like this one, that can organize arid motivate effort, that can ac-
commodate individual differences in learning rates and styles, that provides real
( onsequences for the learner and that establishes standards of performance that all
...Ludents are expected to meet has much to offer as we reflect on the role assessment
can play in education reform.

I welcome a continuing debate on these issues. As chair of the National Education
Goals Panel and co-lead governor for education for NGA, I hope and intend to have
a close working relationship with this committee.

Thank you again for the opportunity to participate in this hearing. I would wel-
come any questions or comments from members of the subcommittee.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. MELODY

Mr. Chairmaii and members of the committee, my name is Michael E. Melody. I
am senior vice president for College and Test Publishing fo: Houghton Mifflin Com-
pany. Houghton Mifflin Company is a publicly held, Massachusetts corporation
which has been located in Boeton for over 150 years. The company is a major pub-
lisher of textbooks and other educational materials, including assessment instru-
ments, for schools and colleges, general interest and reference books for adults and
young readers, and computer software for educational and business applications, for
both domestic and international markets. I welcome this opportunity to contribute
to your important work.

VVe employ over 1,400 people in Massachusetts and about that many more
throughout the rest of the country. Houghton's annual Massachusetts payroll is
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more than $45 million, and we spend over $125 millioa locally with freelance writ-
ers, artists and photographers, printers, paper merchants, trucking companies, and
other suppliers of goods and services each year.

Among our employees located elsewhere in the U.S. are nearly 400 people at two
locations in Illinoisour midwestern regional office in Geneva and The Riverside
Publishing Company in Chicago.

The Riverside Publishing Company, a wholly owned subsidiary of Houghton Miff-
lin, publishes standardized tests in a variety of formats. Perhaps our best known
program is the Iowa Test of Basic Skills which was first developed in 1935 under the
direction of the staff of the College of Education at the University of Iowa in Iowa
City.

Houghton Mifflin first published the Iowa tests in 1940, thereby making them
available to schools nationwide. Our relationship with the University of Iowa, now
through our subsidiary The Riverside Publishing Company, io one which has flour-
ished for over 50 years. Millions of dollars and volumes of research data have been
invested by both the University of Iowa and the publisher to developing and revis-
ing this testing program in order to keep it up to date in order to meet market re-
quirements.

In addition, Riverside publishes the Integrated Literature and Language Arts
Portfolio Program, a performance-based approach to evaluate student accomplish-
ments in these critical areas of instruction and is developing a state program in per-
formance-based testing of reading, language arts, and mathematics for Arizona. This
project has attracted nationwide attention.

My primary purpose is to use this statement to provide a context for the consider-
lion of the pros and cons of a national assessment program, from the experience

base of a commercial publisher of standardized, multiple-choice tests. This is a par-
ticularly relevant perspective inasmuch as one rationale for a national assessment
program is to compensate for the alleged deficiencies of such tests.

Houghton Mifflin and The Riverside Publishing Companies, and the other tnem-
bers of the AAP, remain committed to providing educational assessment instru-
ments that are fair, valid, and reliable; to making use of technology; and to provid-
ing assessments with diverse formats, including multiple-choice, performance assess-
ments and portfolio programs.

As Congress and others look at the issues involved with a new national assess-
ment program, an understanding of current testing practices and the uses and limi-
tations of testing should be helpful. Test publishers provide onebut only oneof
the key elements in the instructional process. Our instruments provide information
on individual performance, based on a sampling of skills and knowledge. Contrary
to what is becoming the conventional wisdom, our tests can assess both basic skills
and higher order skills, and can be administered in a variety of formats, such as
multiple-choice, where the pupil selects an answer that is either right or wrong, or a
"performance" format, where the student's performance is considered to be better
or worse in terms of how that answer is arrived at and delivered.

The problems of education in America today can not be attributed simplistically
to inadequate or inaccurate information derived from standardized tests Standard-
ized tests are not the only source of information on how well a student or a school
system is doing. We have not made that claim. To do so would overstate the power
of a test and undervalue the role of the teacher and the school system to provide
relevant and accurate information.

Test-derived information can be used for many purposes. We believe that the most
important use is in diagnosing individual strengths and weaknesses to improve the
instruction of that pupil. Scores can also be used to determine how an individual
compares to students nationwide as well as whether that individual has mastered
local, State, or national instructional objectives. Individual scores can be used by the
local and state education authorities for their own accountability purposes, to evalu-
ate the results of the effectiveness of instruction, and to evaluate and improve cur-
riculum.

To assure that tests are used effectively and appropriately, publishers provide spe-
cific guidelines and suggestions for the interpretation of test scores and how to
present the scorr s in ways that both pupils and parents will find helpful; how to
diagnose specific strengths and weaknesses; and how to use test results to improve
classroom instruction. We provide in-service support to *eachers and test adminis-
trators. These efforts are in accordance with the Standards for Educational and Psy-
chological Testing and the Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education. (Copy at-
tached at end of this statement)

To assure the school systems. parents. and the public of the quality of the tests
being used, publishers also docunAmt the reliability and validity of their tests, and
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support their tests through extensive research and development efforts. Riverside's
test authors are eminent educators and psychometricians with expertise not only in
test construction, but also in curriculum development, instructional application, and
the psychological implications of testing in school and university settings. Over 50
years of research at the University of Iowa and over 300 research studies have pro-
duced information about test construction that is the foundation of excellence on
which Riverside's tests are built.

These same standards that have been applied to multiple-choice tests are also ap-
propriate for performance assessments. It is important to stress that these formats
are complementary. Performance assessments should not be considered a panacea,
nor as a mutually-exclusive alternative to multiple-choice testseach serves special
purposes and has unique advantages and disadvantages.

Performance assessments are not new. Teachers have traditionally evaluated
writing skills by grading papers that students have written. Riverside's Iowa Tests
of Basic Skills and Tests of Achievement and Proficiency include writing supple-
ments for grades 3-12 that have standardized this process by giving students a
standard set of topics and standard guidelines for completing the essays. The essays
are then scored using a standard procedure. Since all students follow similar direc-
tions and are graded in a consistent manner, the score for each writer's essay can be
compared to national norms.

As mentioned earlier, Riverside also is developing a statewide performance assess-
ment for Arizona. It will complement the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, enabling assess-
ment of progress over the school year from both a national and local perspective.
The new test will be administered to grades 3, 8, and 12 in the spring semester. It
requires written responses to questions, inetl.ding short answer and essay responses
in the reading and writing sections, and graph and chart constructions in the math
section. Arizona teachers will be trained to score the new tests, to assure that the
results will be fair and comparable. Dr. Monty Neill of FairTest spoke positively of
this project in his comments.

While it is true that performance assessments are not new, it .s also important to
point out that the use of this format for a wide range of subject areas in a high
stakes context, where the results are to be used for comparisons of individual stu-
dents and for system accountability, is breaking new ground. Accordingly, these ex-
panded uses for performance assessments should be approached very cautiously to
assure that they do meet the essential requirements of fairness, validity, and reli-
ability.

Which format is used, of course, begs the question of what is being assessed. It is
unfair to criticize multiple choice tests for not providing information on how a pupil
is performing on national standards when those standards do not yet exist. In the
absence of a national consensus on a standard for what should be taught and tested,
standardized tests that compare a pupil to students nationwide have been the only
objective and accurate appraisal of achievement beyond the local curriculum. We
are now in a transition period, during which a consensus is growing that minimum
national educational standards are appropriate and necessary. But that consensus is
not yet attained nor has it been tested.

Is there a national curriculum now because publishers sell their texts and tests
nationwide? We believe not. There still remains considerable diversity around the
country on curriculum and the scope and sequence of instruction. Recent advances
in electronic publishing also make it far easier and more cost-effective for us to ac-
commodate the demands of our customers to respond to their needs. It also makes it
easier for us to respond to rapidly changing national educational movements and
the resultant market demands.

To provide one example, in 1988, the Bradley Commission on History in Schools
released its report. "Building a History Curriculum: Guidelines for Teaching Histo-
ry in Schools, recommendations intended to imprrve the teaching of history as the
core of the social studies. Houghton Mifflin Company responded to the Bradley com-
mission's guidelines with Houghton Mifflin Social Studies 1991, a kindergarten
through eighth-grade textbook series. Through this program, Houghton Mifflin met
the Bradley commission's guidelines and put its theories into practice. The books
have already been adopted by California. Arkansas, Oregon, IndLna, and West Vir-
ginia, but it would be premature to say that it has nationwide acceptance. If there
were to be a national assessment on social studies, would it reflect the Bradley com-
mission's guidelines or traditional social studies instruction? Would two assessments
be needed, so that systems that have adopted the guidelines will not be disadvan-
taged? Would assessment be delayed until there was a national consensus on the
Bradley guidelines? Should there be a national consensus on the adoption of the
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Bradley guidelines? These are very practical considerations that must be part of the
decision-making process toward a national examination system.

As we know, similar situations exist in mathematics and science as the result of
national standards being developed by the National Council Teachers of Mathemat-
ics, the Mathematics Science Education Board, and the American Association for
the Advancement of Science, as pointed out by Mr. Shanker.

Our authors and editors do go through a consensus process in developing our
tests. We consider:

current emphases in instructional materials, such as textbooks,
recommendations from national curriculum committees and teacher training

specialists,
critical evaluations and suggestions of classroom teachers and school adminis-

trators who use the tests,
social utility studies in relevant curricular areas,
comprehensive item tryouts and research studies to determine frequency of

error, particularly in language and mathematics,
independent reviews by professionals from a variety of cultural groups to assess

the fairness and appropriateness of items relative to demographics, race, and
sex: and

topic importance, biased on authoritative judgment, instructional trends, and
public opinion.

Other test publishers go through comparable processes. The diversity and dynam-
ic process of publishing instructional materials also mitigate against homogeneity
and minimize the chances of a close alignment of texts and nationally-available test.
Factors against such alignment include that fact that there are many more textbook
publishers than there are test publishers, texts and tests are being constantly re-
vised in differing cycles, and tests cover multiple subject areas for which there are
likely going to be multiple texts from different publishers. Tests, however, may be
selected to more closely correlate to the local curriculum, which may facilitate a
school system's use of the test to evaluate progress on local as well as national ob-
jectives.

Finally, let us recognize that o'er the past 20 years there have been real gains in
basic reading and numeracy skills, with the greatast gains being realized by minori-
ty students. Minimum competency is now nearly universal among high school grad-
uates. That does not mean complacency about higher order skills or the condition of
drop-outs, but there is cause to accept that there have been successes. These gains
have been recorded on numerous tests, not just on standardized, multiple-choice
tests. If minimum national standards are established, and if those standards posi-
tion our students to meet the challenges of an international economy, perhaps in a
few years our assessments will show comparable gains to those shown on basic

To assist the committee's deliberations. I am submitting for inclusion with my
statement materials which The Riverside Publishing Company has developed re-
garding performance and multiple-choice testing formats. Although I can speak only
for Houghton Mifflin Company and The Riverside Publishing Company, I am confi-
dent that I speak for the commercial textbook and test publishers in general when I
say that the industry stands ready to share our publishing expertise with the com-
mittee as you strive for a solution to the critical issues we are all addressing.

[Additional copy supplied by Mr. Melody followsl
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Prepared by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices
The Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education states
the major obligations to test takers of professionals who
develop or use educational tests- The Code a meant to
apply broadly to the use of tests in education (admissions.
educational assessment. educational diagnosis, and stu-
dent placementl. The Code is not designed to cover
employment testing. licensure or certification testing. or
other types of testing. Although the Code has relevance
to many types of educational tests, it is directed pnmanly
at professionally developed tests such as those sold by
commercial test publishers or used in formally adminis-
tered testing programs- The Code is not intended to

The Code has Teen developed hs the Joint Committeenn Testmg
PraCt1 Cal S cooperative effort of seserlt professional organieati,,ns
that has as its arm the adnanrement. In the Public interest. of the
Quality of testing practices The Joint Committee was initiated by the
Amencan Educational Research Association. the American Psychoko.
cal Association, and the National Council on Measurement in Edon-
two In addition to these three groups. the American Awociation for
Counseling and Development Association for Measurement and Eval .
ultion in Counseling and Development, and the Amencan Speech.

14 5

cover tests made by individual teachers for use in their
own classrooms

The Code addresses the rules of test developers and
test users separately. Test users are people who select
tests, commission test development service& or make
decisions on the basis of test scores_ Test developers are
people who actually construct tests as well as those who
set policies for particular testing program& The role,
may. of course. overlap as when a state education agency
commissions test development seivices, sets policies that
control the test development process, and makes deci.
stons on the basis of the test scores.

a

languageHeanng Association are now alsosponsors ni the Joint
Committee

This is not coPYrilhted matenal Reproduction
and dissemination ate

encouraged PIUSe cne this document as tedlows.

ode of Farr Tamp Preences in Edkranon ashingion 1,k
Inint Committee on TesUng Practices iMsuling Addiess horo k ii
mutter on Testing Practices. American Psycholgical
1700 17th Street. NW. Washington. DC 20036
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Code of Fair Testing Practices In Education
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The Code presents standards fur educational test devel.
opers and users in four areas:

A. Developing. Selecting Tests
B. Interpreting Scores
C. Striving for Fairness
D. Informing Test Takers

Organizations. institutions. and indwtdual professionals
who endorse the Code commit themselves to sateguard-
ing the nghts of test takers by oIIowing the pnnoples
listed. The Code is intended to be consistent with the
relevani parts of the Standards for educational and Psy.
rhologwal Testing ANA APA. NCME. 1985i However.

the Code differs from the Standar& in both audience
and purpose The Code is meant to be understood by the
generti public it is limited to educational tests. and the
pnmarv focus is on those issues that affect the proper
use of tests The Code is not meant to add new pnnoples
wet and above those in the Standar& or to change the
meaning of the Standards. The goal is rather to represent
the spirit of a selected portion of the Standards in a way
that is meaningful tu test takers and or their parents lir
guardians It a the hope of the Joint Committee that the
Code will also be Judged tu be consistent with existing
codes of conduct and standards uf other profesmonal
groups who use educational tests.

A Develiwing Selecting Appropriate' TcsIs'

.

Tat developers should provide the information that
lot WIN used Woke* appropriate Sesta

..

Test Developers Should:

I. Define what each test measures and what the test should
be used for Llescnbe the populationisi for which the
test is apprupnate

2. Aucurately represent the charactenstres. usefulnest and
limitations of tests for their intended purposes

3. Explain relevant measurement concePtS aS nesessars tor
danty at the level of dew that is appropnate tor the
intended audiencels1

4. Descnbe the process of test development Esplain how
the content and skilk to be tested were selected

5. Provide evidence that the test meets its intended
PurPoseisl

6. Provide either representative samples or complete «Ties
ot test questions directions answer sheets manuals. and
Score reports to qualified users.

7. Indliate the nature of the evidence obtained concerning
the appropnateness of each teM for groups of different
racial. ethnic, or hnguistic backgrounds who are hkely to
be tested

S. Identifv and publish any specialized skills needed to
administer cash test and to interpret scores correctly

Many id the statements in the Code reef to the selection il exist
mg tests However m suitoemzed testing programs tot &whis
ers art engaged In constnret new tests In those situations. the

Test users should felect testa that meet the pumose
for whi: h they ars to be use.d and that are appropriate
foe the intended test-taking eoPollboni

Test Caers Should:

1. First define the purposc fin testing and the piipulat..ii
to be tested Then. sefeci a test for that purpose and that
Population based on a thorough review of the available
information.

2. lnvemigate potentially useful sources (it imormation. in
addition to test scores to corroborate the information
provided by tests

3. Read the matenals prnsided by test developers and assitsi
Using tests for which unckar or incomplete information
is provided

4. Monte familiar with how and when the test .as deset
oped and tned out

5. Read independent evaluations ot a test and ol possible
alternative measures Look tor evidence required to sup
eon the claims of test deve'opers

6. Examine specimen sets. disclosed tests or samples ot
que,..)11S. direCtion& answer sheet s. manuals and ...ore
(ports before selectIng a test.

7. Iscertain whether the test content and norms group( SI
,omparison grouptst are aPpropnate Mr the intended

test takers

S. Select and use unly thnse tests for which the skilk
needed to administer the tem and interpret scores cor
redly are available

test desvlopment proress should be designed in help mur .. thal
the .ompieted tests .11 be m sumplanse with the Co&

G

3EST DWI AVAiLABLE

J
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BInterpreting Scores

.1-T-rest developers should help users Interpret scores
I correctly

Test Developers Should;

9. Provide timely and easily understood syore report, that
describe test performance clearly and accurately Also
explain the meaning and limitations of reported scores

10. Desenbe the populationisi reprzsented by ans norms
Or companson grouplo. the dates thc sissta were gath.
ered. and the process used to select the samples of test
taken.

II. Warn users to avcsid spe,ific. reasonably antscspated
misuses of test scores

12. Provide information that will hells users follow reason .

able procedures fur setting passing syores when it is
appropriate to use such scores with the test.

13. Provide information that will hells users gather ess
dence to show that the test is meeting its intended
put met

: Test users should interpret scores correctly.

Tett Users Should:

9. Obton information about the scale used for reporting
scores, the characteristics of any norms or companson
grouplst and the limitations of the Score3

10. Interpret scores taking into account any major difier
ences between the normS Or companson groups and
the actual test takers. Also take into account any differ.
ences in test administration pratticeS Or familiarity with
the specific questions in the test.

11. Amid using tests for purPoses not specifically retum.

mended by the test developer unless mdence is
obtained to support the intended use.

12. Explain how any passing scores were set and gather
evidence to support the appropnateness of the scores

13. Obtain evidence tO help show that the test is meetsng
its intended purposetst

Striving for Fairness

! Test developers should strive to make tests that are as
fair as possible for test takers of different la ces. gen-

; der ethnic background* Of handicaPlartfl condknorm

Test Developers Should:

14. Review and revise test questions and related matenals
to avoid potentially insensitive content or language

15. investigate the performance of test takers of different
races, gender, and ethnic backgrounds when samples of
sufficient size are available Enact procedures that help
to ensure that dsfferences in performance are related
primarily to the skills under assesSment rather than to
irrelevant factors.

16. When feasible, make appropnately modified forms of
tests or administration procedures available for test tak-
ers with handicapping conditions. Warn test users of
potential problems in using standard norms with mods
fled tests or administration procedures that result in
non-comparable scores

14 7

ITest users should select tests that have been devel.
I oped in ways that attempt to make them as falr as

Poes:ble for test takers of different races, gender, eth-
nic backgrounds, or handicapping condition*

Test Users Should:

14. Evaluate the procedures used hy test developers to
avid potentially insensitrve content or language

15. Review the performance of tat takers of different races, .

gender. and ethnic backgrounds when samples of sufh.
cient size are available Evaluate the estent to which
performance differences may have been caused by inap-
propnate characteristics of the test

16. When necessary and feasible. use appropnatels mods.
hed forms of teSts or administration procedures for test
takers with handicapping conditions Interpret standard
norms with care in the light of the modifications that
were made



Code of Fair TeSting Practices in Education

143

I) Ilitstt ming lust Luker.

Under some drcumstamma test developen hive direct communication with test takers. Under other circumstancea .
test users comenunkate directly with test takers. Whichever group communicates dinctly with test taken should
provide the infonnanon described below.

Test Developers or Test Users Should:

17. When a test is optional. provide test takers or their parents guardians with information to help them judge whether
the test should be taken, or if an available alternattve to the test should be used

18. Provide test takers the information they need to be familiar with the coverage of the test_ the types of question
formats, the directions and appropnate test.taking strategies Strive to make such information equally available to all
test takers.

Under some circumstances. test develocers have dtrect control of tests and test scorn Under other cocumstanses. test .

oars have such control Whichever group his disect control of tens and test scores should take the steps dumbed ;

Wow. I

Test Developers or Test Users Should:

19. Provide test takers or their parents guardians with information about nghts test takers may have to obtain i.opies il
tests and completed answer sheets. retake tests. have tests rescored. or cancel scores

20. Tell test takers or their parents guardians how long scores will be kept on file and indicate to whom and under what
circumstances test scores will or will not be released

21. Describe the procedures that test takers or their parents guardians may use to register complaints and have probkrns
resolved

Note: The membership of the Working Group that developed the Code of Fair Testing Practices in E4ucation and of the
Joint Committee on Testing Practices that guided ,he Working l,roup was as follow&

Theodore P. Bartell
John R Bergan
Esther E. Diamond
Richard P Duran
Lorraine D Eyde
Raymond D Fowler
John .1 Fremer

lCo-chair. )CTP and Chair.
Code Working Group)

Edmund W Gordon
Jo-Ida C. Hansen
James B. Lingwall
George F Madaus

iCo-chair. JCTP)
Kevin L Moreland
Jo-Ellen V Perez
Robert 1 Solomon
John T Stewart

dditional oortes ol the Code mat, i.e .i'ia,nrd nom the \
Coonoi on Measurement in F.du,stion 1210 Ststmeenth Street.
NW Washington !It. :WU, Single %noes are nee

Carol Kehr Tittle
(Co-chair. JCTP)

Nicholas A. Vacc
Michael ) Zteky
Debra Boltas and Wayne

Camara of the Amencan
Psychological Association
served as staff liaisons

1. .1 s



Bradley Comtnission Recommendations

I Thai thc knowledge and habits a mind to be gained from the study of
history are mdispensable ii he education of citizens in a deinor tar y
1 he study of history shivild, therefore, he requited of all students

That such study must reach well beyond the acquisition of useful info,
ma hon lo dere ;up tudgment and perspective, historical study must often
fonts upon broad, significant themes and questions, rather than short
hstd memorization a facts without context In doing so, historical study
should provide content for facts and training in cntkI lodgment based
upon evidence, including original soun-es, and shook! euluvate the
prrspet live ationgfmm a chronological wee, of the past down to the
present day lhereforr it folktws

I hat the curricular time ese-noa I to develop the genu toe understandtng
and engagement no mary to exert oing lodgment must he considerably
goiter than that presently I ommon in AnWlIcan se halrl programs in

1 t hat the km,tergarten tht,mgh Rrade sis sot al studies lIffiCUlt1;11 he

C I la; ;ha I "nin` ;wan 40 arntnen4L, ti the stare, and I4; heal st hool
distr., Cs 11,e miirlementaz,,,n ,w1 a us al ulum Tritium-A no

um nue it s4 ars .4 Ipst,,ry, ami.ng the na year s spanrung grad-,

f, I hat cry ardent stultd,1 base an umterstandmg of the world that
en, ompasscohe hotor., ii estrum estil tsroples of Alit, a ,the Amerxas.
A11. and

I ta; hat, tr t an best hc understood when the toles"( all ousteuent parts
rev, ire 11 ;mks!, thetelote the histury 411 %%Mtn, fat al Ind ethn

mas4.abes and nten and .o.rnen of all (laves and conditasns should Ite
imegrated m14. hoha., at dtstntitn,n

I 1,110tI, 414rtheIntn 4.1 a ...Manual pntglam in history f preleelhly a mator
numma lb, a minor) Jr the .,11ege it untsersity lesel he orquIreff fix the

e, atti in tit teas hers iius sal %cadres in the mddle and high se hcsils

rhato.lkle and unisei sas departmenoof Instrtryronew the struceare and
I ,mtent of maga /,rograms I. a thrtr suitability tn the needs ttf plosperlar
telt hem attl, 'pm al altenlv.ntti the qtaltpi amilwelmets ti those surrey

wh..se monierpans art- most often taught in the sc lbxds world
hist. in, Wi-si-mi adaa4411. and Anlerx an history

wurtnth In"...nter perrnat.on ft..nu the Itorm5e,, t . comm.. nn
ilim..ly in s. tuq, .. sy- nolaIns Illatnry t urrIaleltnn. CIVIOrlIncy roe
TeuilIne Ilistary In 4; baobi lhe ;Art, irpn vrelrhir Inscn the Srir,nitl "um J
1..1 11...,..ty Wrse.,.1 n.r.c Sour A I Wrs11/11, CM%

(Orlytighl l) 1991 by IlonithInn mono company M riots reword

esponding to the

Bradley Commission Report

on Teaching
History in Schools

HOUGHTON MIFFLIN SOCIAL STUDIES

In l9f18, the Bradley CommisslOn on HiStory In
Schools released fruadrng a Hisicayeufficultom
Guideltn it sfor Thacbtop HtslOrY in Saffoit. etc

ommendations intender:I to improve the teaching of
htstory as the core of the social studies The facIng page
lists the nine recommendations the Bradley Commis
sion addressed to all citizens who hea r r esponSibil lot for
designing and Implementing courseS of study in our
schools

Houghton Mifflin Company responded' to
the Bradley C011Inleisloo's guscleIlnta with
Hougbron MOlin Social Studies 01991. a

kindergarten through eighth-grade textbook series
Through this program. Houghton Mifflin endorses the
Bradley Commisaion's guidelines and puts Its theories
Into practice The following is an analysts on how
iiousbron MO lin Social Shams reapoods to thow rec.
ommendaticots pertinent to texthooks



EllThat the knowledge and habits of mind to be gained
from the study of history are indispensable to the
education of citizens in a democracy. The study of

history should, therefore, be required of all students.

I loughttin Mahn is committed to
tuoviding all students. not lust , 01

lege bound high w hoot students. with
the spe, 121 skills and knowledge'
needed to make the de, tsionstlienute
rat s will thrust upon them I I 11111

end. a Ices gtial iii //oughton Mr/flot
socrai Vradtes is to help all ..tudents
Iv, time zrsjw.Itcisi alld IRV t III
nIts ilt Iii wrniv first efiltitv

//4)1.9ihtlin %.,4 la! cl",1"
iv It hes the Anicoi 111H1 Ilsarlil hay.,
pont till,. ii, Icimv I Ii 111 lllll It )11

111/ftl r.1 1)0 111)11 r. `.1Att

While teaching the Ideals and
basic principles that unite
all Americans. Houghton
Mifflin Social Studies re-
sponds to th needs of stu .
dents of all abilities and
backgrounds.

1 ht..mahooi it,, tt..g, int k 'Ii
1111 11...411 trit a11.. I 11.11 1

and fen, I ...al .101.01/1 11,1, 1..,

111111h tit ;at I. Ii iss. itt.lt 10 r. 11
s%rItI...1 1 OW . trl

11.1g and the .11,1 01 11..

.t1 ri% iii gt ill l.l III
de Ills riq.1..1, 1111. ft ..r.11

Arileflt ii, 1.11,114.1.. is rip 1.11.1. il
111C 111Vely ItsIl And thlt111,

h n4gh4, mitifflin 5,5 !al ..no
IIii 1/.111141, flhl'uiS I %

gil pit 11 .1113,1, 41..11

1t .111.1 in

fnm lithoh., for instant I 1 (sing hAil
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etc study the Pledge of Allegiance and
the song 'AMCrICI In subsequent
glades student.' consider the values
and beliefs espressed instn h popular
American songs 25 'America the
Beautiful' and '1 his Land Is Your
Land And key Arnencan documents
ctu h as the Declaration of Indepen
dent e and the I Intied States Consuto
into tonameiust two. are presented
in then entirety

In the cattiest grades students also
examine the beliefs and vakies that
isii 81411,..111 4.1.1 ;d:Alt!us tit `111L3yt

I, attain annually In kindergarten.
snit k-nis reale t a le nda es tha
so, ti holidays as ( hiimmas and Pats
osci hi sciond grade students learn
al tom Independence Day and Prot
dents Day his is !Armed up in
thini grade as studentLc explow the
tootstil (-terns.. Day. Memorial Day.
And rub. ti Day

mole Ica oling of those belwfs.
lllll iiaddions that shape OM 111

11,111 dennit- yoting trainers also
stoth Ilk tights and responsittiltnes of
es, t, I oat d \lairs t nuen Its se,
..nd glade. Students team the duties

q/141,1If
I. fa k is 1 itt t.%11111!(.. Art 1.111tIVitlg

1. sm. 1 11u A11t1 %ult., min ot the
l'r. snl ill quilt-ills (tang% watt in 1
it ma, making exert tsr ii atm h

iht 1 11141%., Iht 111,1111. 1.1 two plan.

att.15..11. lot the Niter tine
S. the sopli.sittAlttrt1nf 111%4111111111

%Nall ea, h wade, students

grapple with more complex demo
t ra tic procedures For instant e, while
studying the turbulent times IA Re
construction. eighth grade students
examine the laborious process of
antendIng the Consomon

While leaching the ideals a nd hasiC
principles that unite all Americans,
IlouRliton MOlin SOCial Aludies re.
%ponds tn the nteds of studeots of all
ahtliues 3nd backgrounds Through.
out the program,Imsons and chapters
tnform. motivate, and invohe students
at all stages of cngniiive development
and academic abdity Teaching sug-
gestions and strategies contain rnul
tittle leveLs Instructional support
that lange from lea:her centered ac
!mtg.!, for those studencs who re
quire additmnalteac her modelingand
gutdance, to student centeied at tit t
he., for those students who can apply.
traesfet, and extend knowledge and
skills independently

knaghton Mifflin Soctal Studies is

also sensitive to the Mat ki`d imli tr..44
umber of students %hi se hist

la.. - English In it...commit
met ach all students. the. pro
gum is designed to facilitate
MUM AC CCM 103003i StUdICS concepts

for students from a wide varfety of
cultural and lingurstle backgrounds
A unique visual learning strand.
prominent instructional visuals, and
specific access strategies provide
channels of access kw students who
arc acquiring Enghsh language
proficiency

The au thors ndechlors of I loughltm
Mtifitn Social Studies believe that a%
011/CM of the United %Iles all mu
dents need the kaowleitsie and slitlis
gained from the studs of tummy
Tlyrelore. I louRhinn slilihn Social
Studies ts designed to instill in all
students a working knowledge of out
ik mot rant process and an a ppm, A
tion of the values and beliefs that
untte all Americans

eiThat such study must reach well beyond the acquisition of
usefti information. To develop Judgment and perspec-
tive. historical study must often focus upon broad, signifi-

cant themes and questions, rather than shortlived memorization
of facts without context. In doing So, historical study should
provide context for facts and training in critical Judgment based
upon evidence, including original sources, and should cultivate
the perspective arising from a chronological view of the past
down to the present day.

!be authors andednorsof Inwhtem
mtplin %-n tat Smarr's I onctir that in
tinter that hteve genuine iimpiehen
stontifimptvianos.sues students rwed
time It texploie top, Iowa, tweskills
ill meaningful context.%. and to Wale

their learning to the world in which
theylive Therefore. Ihrwhinn Aftfilin
%Ivied Sludiesis designed ni 1ir1 ird the
time regti tred to at tuese an i depth
Inspirit al fix us tons:del. hir in
%tame. the portrayal of slave hle in

152



nineteenth century America All too
ruloe'llly . textbooks allot only one
it lw° pages to this topic Within

IN Kr pages there LS usually only toe
illustration. whir h ralen is a generic
handbill advertising a slave auction
the existence .cf slaver/ is presented
from the pempective of the southern
farmer and viewed as a shortcoming
of an economic system White the
harshness of slave life maybe referred
to. it IS rarely dealt with in detail
I ikewise. the unique African Amor
cart culture that &vett Ted du ring this
time is (then imerlooked

Throughout the program,
Houghton Mifflin Social Stud-

extedds the treatment of
vtral themes and fully devel-
VS the lessons of the past,
m eking the study of history a
practical human story.

I mghton 'griffin so, tif ttudtes tin
the ither hand clechi ates entire ir-s
son tothe cssor of slavery In Amenra
Will Het fifth grade). frit e5.1111ple ,1111.
al; lagl. lesson that I. oses 5 Ich rift
slave life desc Ors slavery Ii 41, Ihe
ler per Me of Alin Ans Within thus
Irks ul 111Cfe are St's c ii %Anal,. Once

whit h Ale startling phi.tographs
that pccoray the u met reality of da
cerv slavery is ile s, OSA as AO Allagt

fl,I'Llo111 arid human
rtglas

sun? ingtodes Ow, rut. Al lodgment
io uudents. I loughlon Afillhn So, ktI
vmheilm,,orsikuulcdtosrtant- aod
adchtn vial perspective on nupir c 11141
trathin I ,f11% yulfOly re

tr example a ts pn Al tinuttuucuk
might state to tine sentence that %lase

families were often broken up with
the sale of a fathei. rnixhcr. (ir child
In America Will Hr. art excerpt front
an annAneigraphy ,cf a fomwr slave
vividly describes the gorl and sorrow
experienced as a family is broken up
at a slave auction While snme text
books may mention that slaves cre-
ated their own communities and cul
ture. Ainem-a Will Re integrates nu
metous examples of how slaves
adapted foods. crafts music. a nd

to express their Art IL an hentage
and preserve their own culture

fly providing such detailed cover
age and additional perspective.
llnughlon AilillinSot-talshuiles helps
students achieve a Level of under
standing that promotes genuine mom
prehe,mon cif important issues As

illustrated herc, when students take
an in depthInolc at slavery they gam a
deeper appreciation for human rights
and better understand the ideals of
freechun that have chaped the I united

AA students take the time to
explore the evolution of African
Amencan culture. they develop an
appreciation for the multicultural.
plui a Iodic nature of American society

Whether the topic is slavery in nine
teenrh century Amenca or citiwnship
rn the Golden Age of Greece.
MuRhInn Afiffiin AOC fill SlUdieS trite

grates koowledge and skills front a
with- range of sounes and enables
students to go beyond the t lass011Int
to seek an understanding of the social
world Throughout the program.
Ilm4Rhtnrt Mlffiln Social Ctudies en
whits the treatment of vital themes
a iiict folly &sell vs the levams (4 the
past. making the study of hist:try a
practical homan s:t try

11111

That the kindergarten through grade six social studies
curriculum be historycentered.

In llnughinn Miphrt Snclal Studtes
the following key instnactional goals
from the scope and sequence estab-
lush the program's commit/m/1i to a
comprehen.stve history curriculum

Create a sense of empathy for the
past

Analyze the sometimes complex
cause a ndeffect relationships of
ideas a nd events, recog nizi ng a Lso
the effects of the accidental and
irrational on history

Recognire the interrelatedness of
geography, economics, culture,
belief systents. 3nd political sys-
tems within history

In thc pcimary grades, students
quickly move beyood their own world
to broaden their sense of time and
place In kindergarten, young learn
ers ale introduced to the concept of

ha nge over time through the com
parison of posters depicting, fot ex.
ample. 2 neighborhood long ago and
today The program also gives stu
dents new insight truolheir communi
ties and helptc them make connec-
tions to the larger world In first grade,
for example students examine the
growth of a town into a t ity and ob-
serve the role of a bridge Anil trans .
portation in linking the crty to the
wider world

throughout lloughion Mfffluiu Sri-
( ral Strafes a variety of lesson formats
ills Ile silltiesOLS 10 explore the gen
graphic. soc lal a nd ec onomic aspec ts
rcf the world At every grade. hula
tury.luographies. and primal," Unities

introduce young learners to people
and events in other times and plates

By the third grade, students begin
their study of the United States Ls they
learn about its early people and their
cultures I n the fourth grade, students
continue their exploration or the na-
tion as they survey each of its five
geographicregions fromanecnnomic
perspective, both in early Umes and in
the present day_

In the upper grades, modems con-
tinue tra study pography, economics.
anthropology, a nd polo Ica I science as
well as the expressive arts and the
huma rinses within the context of his
tory In the fifth grade, students ex
amine United States history from the
appearance of the fust people up to
the Civil War In the eighth grade.
students review early America and
focus in depth on the pennd ham the
Coast ituuonal Con vention to the First
World War

Houghton AVM Sot la! Studies
offers two years of world history in
grades six and seven In grade six
sm dents study the ancient world from
its beginnings through classical coihi
zation up to the decline of the Roman
Empire I n the sevent h grade studasnis
expand on their knowledge hy study
mg the ovihrations of Africa, China.
Japan, the Americas, and Europe from
the fall of Rome through the Middle
Ages to the Enlightenment

Throughout the pmgrarn, history
provides an organizing framework to
explincthemany dssciplines that make
sip a social muthes education



That every student should have an understanding of
the world that encompasses the historical experiences
of peoples of Africa. the Americas. Asia. and Europe.

ittug Nan 411ifirn ral %paws
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wan, in prin., es.% both voluntary and
t.,.,i',I hat Nought so many darer
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Through Houghton Mifflin
Social Studies. students gain
an understanding of the
unique nature of world cul-
tures and the characteristics
shared by all civilizations.

rughtoryMyflin s.c tal %hale% Alto,

takes AO 11.,11,.1 1,21ant et! Itflolt 21

oIlt.iAl tonne, I

on foit, and 1111. mesiage
,rf loft I kis., I i5I lc giadel 3(1,1

Yr,s, Iht. I enlitnec Res t11111 wadi.)
Icrtr, lir ilico entire tett to Ira, fling
Ilic t ilIIIlIillk tilage andt .K1111141111,11,

i,1 Ali. a_ Asti_ Itle
SliddIt I .11. Ill, %Intl II At and Icc
iri. In glade stt. %kite porsurog air

itid% .11 Itir ant wilt iti/j,
ill us II Mt my.. n1t11.4 %II, %. ant',

111, 11,111,5.1nel mkt liv Ust-iI Ita sitult-ilis gain All

standing of the u nique nature of world
(bores andthec karat tenuics shared

by all ivilintions In glade seven
while studying the accomphshments
of the Muslims, the Aztecs, the Bantu.

a nd the prnple of the Kongo. it Inanti
a few-students learn how thc es
ha nge of Ideas. scientific develop

menet, and arsiq,c achievements help
cultures grow and develop

That history can best be understood when the roles of
all conctitturnt parts of society are included; therefore
the history of women, racial and ethnic minorities, and

men and women of ail classes and conditions should be inte-
grated into historical instruction.

Houghton Minn belleves that a
truly democratic educaunn demands
that vc acknnwledge not only the
familiar heft/CA and noted plotitit ran%
hut also the common people arid
unheralded leaders who worked in
Irlanv roles to shape history From rt.%
in, epluirt Oran Mifflin Socha/
Studies w.c mill around the pon
tiples of a gender sensarve.
multicultural education These pm
ivies arc set forth in the following
key mst ructional goals from the
wog aro's scope and sequence

I sevelop an awareness of the
turr of social classes and the

hanges rn MMUS of women and
rai rat and ethnic minorities in LI S
six Imy and other societies

I )eelop an appreclation for the
n irlItz;li ufiteutrya I. pfuralotri nature of

s omprehend the history of
women, innionues. and the run
range .4 scrcual classes. ru* 11151
11.0 1111.1,11,/ of the elite or the
ingal,k..rsdwidual

I., a, Nese 1 loughtim
AfifilIn 'tot, Ial %twit" integrates 11W

BEST COPY AMLACif

content with numerous perspectives
Throughout the program, the au

thors weave int i the narrator(' of his
tory the voices and experlences nf
individualsof manyethnk groups and
from all statkins of life In the early
gradex. these include biographies cif
suc h Ind ividu als as Yoshik n Uchida, a
prornmeat author of children's litera.
ture: Roberto Clemente. the humanl .
tanan and hall-ot fame baseball player.
Akita Canady. the noted surgeon, and
Eleanor Roosevelt. the popular First
Lady and renowneddiplonixt In later
grades. students read the expenences
of Luther Standing Bear. the Sioux
Indian Chief and author. Jackie
Cochran. the world class pilot.
Samantha Snuth. the international
peace activist. and Jessie de la (Arl.
the labor organacr and politicran- -to
name a few

Because the authors and editors of
laughton Aftlflin Social .Ctudtes he

Ireve students should hear the yours
of the people who made and lived
history, the program also features a
prohislon lii prImarY 5,,tn( eN And
Nature Student.% read front the slave



tlsodall I ilulano.
`sorthop ao.1 I k

yet., tics of Itla, k
I ins k hict toceph Mann% I miser
King. Ii and Pablo de la t metta. the
thanes and r wirnalsof I llen kokiyama .

hark cc I linen, and an anonymous
s, townies(' iefugee

rwoughout Ihe program, the
authors weave Into the nar-
rative of history the voices
and experiences of Individu-
als of many ethnic groups
and from all stations of lif.

In addinon students gam diverse
penile, uses lin lush to i hit nigh such
Illetatufe as 'Carrying the Running
Av.ays.' a true 'Jaye narrative alviull
the I 'mkngi, uuiiil Ra,lioail, low the
luntle Pleat the Rahl 'it.' a ( hen ,kee
folkt ale. "A Jai of Dreams," loistukii
't httla's suns alsiot the daughter lir

Japanese tnit tigi alit& and 'I lie Vrii,
age of Siinhail Sad": an Anahian
14Ie front the , olle, hunt (hre
land and f !ne Arabian \IghLs hi fa, r
the in, losiou "halal Iiii-ta
tipie hewn, ei en el kundengativii
two,outti Slit, Ali Mime% ?V.( k.J1

Songololo and fiafia-- The/nurvicy
Throughouttl-wpitigram, I/oughtn't

Mtifirn Social Studies inshlh in Mu
dents an empathy for people of other
linieS and places For example. Ow
personal insights provided by 'A Mo
tnent in Time'dtaracterS help students
identify with common people as they
rurory through history In the each
cM grades, students ottserve 'A Stu
won' as she prepares for a n operation.
a 'Pioneer on the Oregon Trail' a % she
collects supplies on ibe ba nks of the
Platte River, and 'A Vaquera' at a
roundup near San Anionic) In later
grades. Mudenls examine 'A School
Reformer' ai a rally in Virginia. 'A
Ronian Fngoseer as he works on a
road outside the city of PISS, and 'A
KongoKung' in tlx. capital of IMba nsa

ln every grade, students take an
in depth look at people like thent
selves whose deCISIOnS a nd scurnis
pri nmled the Cilit ill glass rclotS sup
twirl that furl.s important thstorit al
movements Hy int tutting the conin
Isitionsofescryday men and womert
munigrants. and vanouseihnit groups.
ihnqinion Miffli PI .1(5 gal .Sluchrs pro
vides s dal insight into the strength of
int( demo.' ralis ciii lee/

Criteria for All History Courses and Curricular Patterns

Tashiece the dewed tummy emu fled , mut tillini ih, lli id!, i t .e.

mom° n endorses alternate c ourse %Norm es ai the Ovals-mars muldi,
and high school levels All of the Commission's recommended cut

nadir patterns, while different, evolve (roma shared educational phtlosophy
Throughout BUlldIng a History Ciarrk WWI!, the Commission stresses sm.( Inc
criteria that should he maintained in every history course and curricular
pattern llie following is an analysis of how I loughion Mifflin Social Siudtes
integrates three of these enteria throughout its program

An loterchiciptinary Subject

One criteria dist is fundamental to
ago( the Commission's recomme nded
omit-lila( pattern.% require.% that hi%
tory he taught as an interdisciplinary

lhe report Mates, 'History.
by itS nature. is an interdtsciplinary
sutirct It should never he rector edit)
a thin rec dal Cif successive dates and
faits liot calry what has been called
Thick nariative; whic ti (timbales
lively storytelling and biography with
onceptual analysts drawn from ry

cry relevant discipline '
llnuRhio.t MOM Serial Situllm is

built on the premise that social stitches
clniuulil he taught as lust that .2 sos al
study a study of people in then so
tal world A c omprehensive smut

study has to s (insider how people
live. %ink, worship. and playtogether
It has to consider how they govern
themselves and how they make im
portant deosilms Attempting t,i rep
tesent all of the elements of life . the
progjam presents knowledge iii the
...nal world in a hi aisul and irnerge
laird ma nuci

Attfflin Anctal studies
pink, itself I HI its rii tilV

that ill as, feint

ography, economics anthropology,
stvcrology, psychology, political sil-
ence, and phdoesophy as well as the
expressive arts and the humanities
literature, music, a 'Land a rt u re

Houghton Mifflin Social
Stvdres provides students
with *multidimensional view
of the world and a practical
understanding of the Ideas
and Issues that have shaped
history.

A letson in Thu is My Country
dlustrates the pot nt lit

tear hung about the gold and stIsct
rushes of the mid a nd late nineteenth
century, the lesson begins with an
execrpt from Klondy Nelson's
I laughier n ihe Cold Rush The ex
ten ph prtivilies a colt glut firsthand
sr c ourit of a mining carol, as seen
through the eye% of a young gut Thts
rs followed with a conctse hIstory of
the West', many 'rushes andthegeo
wapitis fact,us that shaped the nugra
him to and the settlement of mining

amps 15s



the text then des, ohcs the esolu
lit iii if IlltflifIg lt un, iltigv ti,, k-gAl

rtl't Ss of filinga i lain,. and the six tal
ITU kroli nulling k amps and it,Sns
-the less, ins A Mnatent in I MX ik

, 'A I 'fly finer as he pa ns lot
g I ilinfeaturedem rthes the MIMI'S
II i,iIS t lothing, diet background. and
Ott-aim Additional mien 'se% and
strategies ii mnek t the gold rush to
Si trine lw des( !thing the natnial for
itlAtit in of plat CI !lid mining of it
Ailitim mat e %eft Net halletige

Less Is More

Am Abet 111A1 is kis. ft 1 Al1 o

,,,m,ssit t tilt It idal patterns
is the 'les, is intim

I ii sears iI,i tiiiliiiiiiijl six 141 stud
ws II,liIi 1111 If II has MU% CS

antic ia. Ii Ii. history a tumoilat pat
tern Mai Allt it1111, It, teat h I gervial

is -is him, I tit i-ximple the
nited %IAN, hist, on, slot

505 11,015 heatin lo in, liii Agt. ..1
I SjiIiliiiIiiIi Iii Illt lilt 4111

St hiNt se Al 1 I itig I Ii Ililili
11 Sill I, i 1.1W, !IC tilialskI

I. Inc will 1111, iiIliAi.. iii Ili a Ili. ottitigh
111.1 tint I N. %MITA lio I
Ma Wit III o t til.to It t o o .1.

nutt...tAI ,u-s lo Si, ss,ili lilioss 1111 IbilIlit
pi tieing I mirk I, Is is

,111,111st this sli. .ini.. l g Iii
It, hlk.s 1,.flhiii 5,..1 Ill ILI.

dual tuu- 147 11. .1%111

I A dwelt. I. vit Poi Ii

116. SOU. :I'd' M.' 0110.1111 1,14

inn, 2. lin se shill, id olk/

told lllll 1
51401111 a01 In ii, VkliAll

1 5 (.1

sit Inc nis 1,1 i,,nslillr some of IN- l.1111
141 155111.5 faked tw miners as lilt's
U. ii ki.d m the helds the lessim
It ices with a soul horn 14y the t,real

I liow an exciting historical
novel hyskid I letschnlan that describes
life (lutng a gold rush

By maintaining an interdisciplina or
!Want e. I loughton MlJJltn Social

ituliesprovIdessiudentsw.tha multi
dtribensional view of the %odd anti a
prat mat understanding of the ideas
and issues dill it si shaped history

Ira% lug out mut h that is ii nered liv
Ow ii stlal

%hating the ott...m. the authors
and edit. s ha -gned I Inman, un
It t/p1 n SIll 1,11 Altairc at 4 Ii nlinuum

ith a natrowet k Monolog's al focus
Instead of Irpeatinggeneral oservirsys
of tumor5 sliatiVIIIt take a &tatted

lit dimensional look al sprt

Houghton Mifflin Social
Studies gives students the
time to make an in-depth.
multi-perspective study of
history.

Afliple. ill
It'Aol lii ItttlIllift lii 101111-. Tall Id
I "Ili II 51411 5111511115 il lii fifthgraile

ii aga in the cite and Net
again in itii ik synth grad,. sitithnt.

g 1111, rh a Urn lir 111th grade)
Ilk us ql 1 litloiIS lit
Ilit Alipt Jillit t' 4 the first ix Iliac Ili,

us 11 NA lIttql at 1 %fon.

+jot /1 rltirhi, ighthgtailkI stilitems
51.-Ve jils Alf0.111 aim lucius

.1.131 ./t 1 itilttt `,1A1t, Inst. if Ito .111 lin'

onsuntin ma! 4 tins emu in In i-si Ills
surrounding %mid Vt. at I Ilti-4
iltrttpucheisstvc studies i iimbitte

mate a su did fuundatum fin the studs
of twentieth erritturr 1 ntletl
history in lhisliiry of the I balled .5141eS
(eleventh grade)

lly nanowing the c hronolnlio al fa
cus, lioughion Mifflin Soc Studies
gives Mudents the lime to make an in
depth, multi perspective study of his.
tory It also gives students the tune to
achieve genuine comprehenston uI
signifit ant IMUCS. iSAUCS that will re
appear in future course% and through

1,111 111( II lisrs iii. ill I Sit . 1,

stilt/slog Put.11.111 h
14 I 11 14..5111,10115r it A Milli AI lit I pi Ihm

itf dissent inn 1lliil,St I luting!,
this in depth study. students a/ hieve

mitre accurate understa filing of
seventeenth-century Amer,. a In ad
damn, berauseMudentshave had time
to understand the roots of dissent in
lnited Crates history. they will have
greater perspective when they study
the ena(tMt'nt of (he Sedition Act of
19IR in A More Perfra I 'Mon and the
civil rights prntesLs of the 19(gt% in

Iblory of the !blued Siatet

Education for Democratic Citizenship

A third 1 men.] that reverberates
through all of the ( innititsmon re,
ommended curneular patterns is a
ctinunItment to the eitUCalitill iii
ilemot rant cmeenship ( "minus
slIm states, 'lake the Committee Ill
Trit and all of its successors the lira
dley ( ontmission Is consigned with
the i ential role of Insic in, for tI5 lc
education 'the social studtes have
always takeneducation fi it demos Ian(
tiirenship and fin dr public gou

as then I innu or aim
in its response to the Bradley

c I iililiiis.5Ii itis hist if mitt recomrnen
datums. hI,iIJRhIIill t Ifflin S,ii la(
liadiet itc inimigment Ill
.11.4111111g in student% an aitp114 Litton

o it 1 Ka Sliilitl national Winos Anil 2
slosiitingittitiwledgioilliletiediix LAW
1iiIil vs, lull thc Nits, alit in ,.f
/jib I lil/elisi1111 111110 jt0 be%

supphtng a 1,1,1011, al wasp
lllll politic al siston II J g.ial ml

mkt. Alio IS Ito Ist lii At 115 1'. t At

in g, intelligent I lute nshm students of
all ages need lit be taght t us 11 tc
AttitristINIttv inointunt litin with 511,11111

decision making esters-Am.

By studying democratic prin-
ciples and civic responsibil.
Ity in conjunction with sound
decision-making exercises.
students develop the solid
knowladge anti PriCtiCal skills
newded to be active, caring,
intelligent citizens.

In the earliest grades of /ft tight, in
Af t/Pun 4 141 Straduet 51RIIIpt Iv/cwt.
studs tights and responsibilities at a
Avn WM(' 211th !WIS. mal level In /he
Li WU I See tkinderganen I. students
practice gsming along and %%Moog
ii geoer thioug Ill/Mutt MS
la ks alit/ tisk iila ytlig rzet liirs A

wiles lit at lis MI, !cc...on bilis,
0.111,k-fits ak-1114 itilt, 4lii luu iiih-nsta no



why it is important to follow rules
!xi:ft in st hind and outside of sr hixil
'tudents then nuke signs that help
"diets follow rides In a lesson on
ft lendship in / Know a IYac (first
wade I. students cliviiss ways Iwo&
shin,. friendship and respect for orh
cis and then they apply lesson ex
amok., to 1, lassrt xmi situations

Ihrixighi nit Houghton Ahilhn Co
fal %tudie.c., tesp(iosthility mats"
ii veyed dm nigh giaphii in ra

trimr courage. anti v., emit Int 1 (1(

MU' res1/1/,` / Kr11121'

grad( IrAin 411

11.(11(110 C liniente fide his
2. IIII.wItirt11.. s 2112,0,211 lillyri an.
iilet I ( 1,1

,11/7.1, .41111 his hoinanitanan deeds
that air inginngincti I 114(.wi..e as sill

hills studs I 1(.21.1 41...1.1,,11. they
Irani het ( alert as A

as %ill as hei struggle 1.4
lllll 411 flkluts
1)4201,1 III., insp0

losaig il,, tutu. IS 11111 cif,

irs 11.444111.41 s1.111..1

11( 911 III( Bradley ( 111111111,1,11

ot% Inch %All. limp 111,1(no..In 1,1

4.g st ivuls 55, ir. il.. I,, 1,.1 !ILI!
411 I 1,1111rtti 131 ,1 .1111,11 /At

ihe kn...11..Igt 211 l tttt 1,12.A...411111

hos!. orni211 111( loinlatton 4 a

"Non .4 I. Ast 111,1 11..
gnis in the iAsSl. iOU 20.11151W"

.11 it It Its limo,

1 t;

Ilona I sole models, students are chat
longed tilt "colder the effects of tech.
tiologica I, et tint )1111C, and cultural
ha lige, and the resulting choices we

must make Presenung meaningful
knowledge of the social world is a
fundamental concern of the authors
and editors of Houghton Mtilltn So
cud .5tudk,s From the outset we be
!lewd that instruction needs to focus
on information that shows students
how tichly all the elements of SO( la!
studies touch everydaydecision mak
mg We hclieye that stx-ial Mudies
should not unity allow us to under
stand howothers have madedectsions
hut also inform (UM own decision
nuking and our awareness of current
MIK.% arid soc al ( ,Iflt CMS

liv undying dentwiatir principles
and vii rcaptinslinlity in contune
lion with sound decision making ex
iii uses stink-nts develop the solid
kill iwledge and lira. mai skills needed
tithe at Ilse.. ainig, intelligent I itaerts

ii..ns A foliar in whit II i,,,lav s Mt,
%hilts 112se s. Il It/unslu.tlgr. know

ben anti floss louse skills and pos
sess iii tnitiCtstantitng tif involved
:11,(.11,11.11 y. ill IV a future in whiai

the prim tricsoltictno, rat y will Rpm
211.11-1tx.risl, lloughlonMifflintspnuil
lu be a part of the proses% of t reahng
hi. Art .11 (imming v. raring
dei makers ssiso lair both in'
1,1(1 n411.1i1 And fi I tvill.(2111q1

II For further information about
Houghton Mifflin Social Studies
contacttheRegionalOfficeforyour area.

7055 Am./0er Industrial Dr
Atlanta, GA 30360
Tel 404-44,3-5881
I (800) 241-9612 (Outside GA)
1 (800) 733-8786 (Within GA)

13400 Midway Rd
Dallas, TX 75244
Tel 214-980-1100
1 0400) 755-2828 (Outside TX)
1 OM) 442-5628 (Withtn rx)

1900 S Batavia Ave
Geneva, IL 60134
Tel 708-232-2550
1 (MO) 323-5663 (Outside IL)

925 P. Meadnw Dr
Palo Alto, CA 94303
lel 415-857-0211
1 (1100) 222-8460 (Outside CA)
1 000) 982-6111 (Within CA)

101 Campus Dr
Princeton, N: 06540
let 603-452-0200
I (4)0) 7 ii- 7075 (Outside NI ti Mt')
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Multiple-Choice
and

Its Critics
Are the "Alternatites"

Ain Beller'

N Vermont this fall every soldent in the fourth and elcenth
grades will be issued a special wider It will sontain J
-portfolio- of the students best wnting to be graded in
the spring not only by their own teachers but also- in
some cases-by teams of outside evaluators

In New York last year all fourth graders took Me
same unusual test-manipulating lab equipment Rea
proficiency was rated according to a common sidle

In Maine all eighth graders had to wnte an essay
about the same photograph-a satellite picture of a livesi
fire near Los Angeles-telling what at threatened Jnd
offenng a plan to handle it

These three examples and dozens more like them
around the country are the visible signs ol heated
debate-both academic and political- about testing Mui
tiple-choice tests. which have expanded in nurrher J nd
influence for more than a decade since the tate tu-tos
have come under vehement attack In their stead then
detractors propose "alternative assessments
demonstrations of oerformance. and t ollections or p.41

folios- of student work
These alternatives their proponents say are TM e

authentic- than the familiar hilin.the.huhtsle esams
and more fair. they will shift the cumculum to tovhcr
order thinking skills arid entourage better teashing

However, even though a number ot %tate are csper
imentang with the new assessments-most notahls I
forma. Connecticut. and ermont -the atternao.e .
themselves are fax from fully developed The ..uvs [hes

. . . . .

In addition to traditional

multiple-choice design. students mos

face on array of new test formots

1 f; 3



Sfir triple (-limit, and Its r'rinci

raise we important hut the ettect, the% may base are tat
rrom clear

Ironic all% multiple Nu, e test, themsel, es came into
widespread use mer the past tour decade, partly in an
etfort to Arsine the sers fairness that ihe critics say
the% iack The% too were once an alternatise ir4-
ditional essay csams The topics ot those exams were
decided as arbitrary by an earlier generation ot test crit-
ics their grading was denourwed as inconsistent and
influenced by irrelesancies, such as neat handwriting

Of course, attacks on standardized. multiple choice
testing are nothing new A nlaiot assault was mounted
in the l9708. led by the National Education Association
!Nast 4119/2 the rt ac even called for a moratorium on
all standardized testing Later the teachers' group was
isined hy Ralph Nader. the consumer activist, and by
the National Association for the Advancement of Col.
ored People INAAt'Pl

Despite eatensise attention, the critics were routed
not so much by sChOol officials and testing organizations
as by the genuine grass roots push for minimum com-
petency ekaills as an antidote to "'worthless diploma.%
Also. in 1983 the National Commission on Excellence
in Education used test data as the linchpin of i's report
that American schools were beset by a "nsing tide of
mediocnty That ushered in more testing to set stan-
dards for students and to hold schools accountable

As Barbara Lerner. the psychologist and lawyer, ha,
noted. many of the arguments now used against multiple
choice testing are the same as those used in the earlier
assault and many of the same people are making them
However. there are several new elements in the ferment

SOm E 01 those who earlier had defended testing -
must notably Albert %wilier. the president of Me
American Federatton of Teachers-hase now

turned against multiple-Owlet tests And two new at
gurnents have been added to the critics arsenal Multi-
ple-choice tests test facts not thinking, and preparing
for them encourages had teaching In addition, at least
some of the crows-though IIS no mean, all-are really
looking for steralardized alternatives to the format ol
multiple.choice tests Bs ontrast, in the 1970% the St A

o . ....ft.-, .....uni , ... ,,,ed

A. K..: 1 7.1 ,eretrai A...

R.... . .

E;
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and Nader estolled the s [nue, or teacher judgment and
grades is ithool any outside esams

As Lerner noted the traditional atguments Igainst
multiple-choice tests boil down to three points

I The ability ot tests to predict future penormance
in days or outside is tar horn zerfect

2 The tests don't measure mans traits that are im-
portant such as persistence and the abilin, to organize
time and work

a The tests are biased against mmoritics. the poor.
and. perhaps women

The hrst two points ate true but far from telling the
third Is false 3nd has heen disposed by solid empolial
data over abd over again.- Lerner said

In fact, the first two points are arguments against any
type of timed, standardized exam- multiple.choice. es.
say or dehned performance There is no es idenie that
any test tormat is better than any other in toretelling the
future or divining character or motivation

However, as a National Academy of Sciences sm.
mittee concluded in 1982. there is a wide t arty of est-
dence that multiple-choice tests -can be useful predic.
tors- of lob performance and college grade% if they are
properly developed and interpreted This is so because
the intellectual skills and abilities that the tests measure
are, in fact, important factors in determining how well
students and workers perform

IP general, the tests predict less well than grades
but standardized rests plus grades predict much better
than grades alone because grades vary enormousls (torn
leather to teacher

Of course, the tests don't measure eserthing im-
portant Character and creativity certainly wont. as Let
ner says, and neither can be gauged by a standardized
test However, neither quality really can he substituted
for the academic abilities that tests do measure To suc .
ceid in college a student needs preparation tor college-
level work, rto amount of real or creative flair an make
.1 student at a hfth-grade level ot achiesenient sapahte
ol handling its ngors And academic tests can %leads
show where students stand academically

But academic ability alone is not maths lent lot _kJ
citmic success Effort and self.discipline are needed 1.s.
This. ot c;ourse, is the fundamental lea.gm wh, ans
academic test cannot make perfect predictions

Howeser according to the Natio...d Acjdr , .1
ences report the tests do ntA discriminate 5. es
or +Octal class Regardless ot these las too sk.ckni. +.11h
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similar test scores get similar grades in similar courses
Indeed, the only slight exception to this rule is an un-
expected One Blacks with a given test score tend to get
lower grades than whites or Asians with the Sallie test
scores In other words. the multiple.choice tests tend to
oserpredict slightly for blacks not to underpredict. as
the Critics contend

Overall, women woh given test scores get higher
grades than men but if the sexes are matched by the
courses taken. the difference begins to disappear More
high-sconng men enroll in science and math, where
grades tend to be lower, than in arts and humanities

As to whether males or female perform better on
multtple-choice or essay exams the evidence is incon-
clusive. according to a major new study by Ross E
Traub and Kathenne MscRury of the Ontario Institute
for Studies in Education Females do score relatively
higher on essay eums in Great Bntam. Ireland and
oastralia. they report. where both essay and multiple
choice questions are used The samt is true on the Cal
ifortia BM exam. winch has one-hour and three-hour
wruten sections a well as a multiple-choice test ...ut
the authors note another body of research that shows
females wnte more neatly than males and that neat hand
wntIng is associated v.ith higher essay scores

. - - -
There :mph is no evidence that ant test
format is hrtler than ant other m Mane/ling the
future or divining churat ter to mot:v(2(Mb

an mem Owns ham awn mann nowt

THERE seems to have been little systematic re
search companng score gaps between blacks and
whites on essay questions and multiple choir A

study of ihe California Bar exam indicated that 4.1fhog
the lengthy wntten performance test in lois-t d.a loi
narrow the gap between whites and minorities the r..
rate for all groups went down when the Csam s hapreJ
but the proportion of blacks passing remained more th.in
40 percentage points below that of whites Indeed thc
study by Stephen P Klein of the RAND Corporation ..o.,
that if the performance test scores were adjusted n. ,ake
into account the lower reliability of perfonnansr ie.,:
grading the racial gap would be even wider than
multiple-choice

4 recent report by the National Asseomeni .,I / du
cational Progress ttiwEio on its !OPi writing esain p,.,r1.
to the ,ame conclusion Students were gr.rn a tl a 11 1,,t,
to answer each exam question instead t thr I' .o or
time limit imposed in the past The =past ot ,Ic
more time was substantial. raising the a, Crap- ;,1 ,
mance of white students while blacks and Hop.in.,......v
little changed Thus, the racial gap appearrd to w...1,-
compared to that on the shorter wnttng test. .5.-tf .1

had been just about the same as on s AEI, s aussti, .,
tiple-choice exams in other subjects

The explanatton. according to NAEP
that giving more time allowed -pretty goxl w -ii- '..
organize their thoughts better and write Miler 1- v

while those who could produce only alumna' .
didnI wnte ens better According to the v., .1.,.., :.'
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portionately more whites than blacks were in the -pretty
good category. so more whttes than blacks mosed up
The same thing happened several years earlier in South
Carolina when that state lengthened the time for an .
swenng each writing test question

One of the main cnticisms in the current wave of
opposition to multiple-choice tests is that the tests them-
selves are too simple As the Vew York TOM'S pin it
"Standardized multiple-choice tests have drawn inc teas.
mg bre as too simplistic. rrseasunng the ability to ret-
ognue knowledge rather than Me ability to think and
solve problems

There are two problems with this accusation First.
a test of knowledge .s not necessarily simplistic For
good reasons It is a major part of the sophisticated mut-
tiple-chotre licensing exams for physicians and engi.
'seers, as well AS of tests of fifth.grade science Even
though knowledge may be in disrepute among some
education theorists (though not among the public). no
amount of reasOntng about a subject can mak,e much
sense unless students first know something about it Even
the cntics concede that multiple-choice tests are an ex.
cellem way to test what students know, a consic:eration
not to tt lightly disregarded

4

tio

weiN 4.W mwilpig
4,1

P... R..... 5.. 147 I., PAU

etturse. mant multiple.. Ittitce te, IS are simph.
lbw minimum cianprit-tics testi tor high cetund
erailualwn are pregrd dr a patiit nivh kit,/

_

Secondly. many multiple choice tests are more than
Juil lests of knowledge In fact, the most widely known
multiple-choice exam. the Scholastic Aptitude Test, tests
very little knowledge. it is almost completely a test or
analytical and reasoning ability at quite complex and
sophisticated levels The multiple-chrace questtons on
Advanced Placement exams-about half of each test--
often require sharp analysis with a command of facts
Many airs standardized tests, particularly at the high
schoo, level, also probe the ability to draw fair inferences
and reach tenable conclusions

Of course, many multiple-choice tests are simple
Most minimum competency tests for high school grad
nation are pegged at a junior high level But the decision
to have such easy turns is a political one, reflecting a
fear of "tou many' failures An exam's level of diffi-
culty is not a function of its format Indeed. New Jersey
and a few other sutes have moved to higher standards
on harder, more analytical multiple-choice exams

The nationally standardtted tests for elementary and
secondary schools vary considerably in difficulty and the
amount of reasoning demanded by their questions Un.
fortunately, the ones most widely used by public schools
are at the low end of the scale for obsious. wlfserving
reasons By contrast, most pnvate schools-and a tew
public school distncts-use much harder, more analytical
tests sponsored by the Educational Records Bureau

T the very highest levels of complexits. of course.
an essay or wntten r :formance qoestion Lao
show higher performance than a question that

is multiple-choice After all, the answers aren t limited
by the choices presented. there is no ceiling on .rca
may or insight But for most testing in most s. hoots
there is considerable room tor more challenging matenal
on multiple-choice tests h is an educational and pouncal
decision try school officials whether or not to ado,- 'iv
such challenging exams. not an issue of test formai

Conversely, not all free-response questions are Linn
pies Many are simple. till-in the blanks attairs I ,en

nuen essays can be rigid and sir-71istik hir evanpie.
Marstand's wnting test tor high m.hotil
quirel a highly structured essas The hook !..10
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what that structure will be arid so they teat h it Some
English classes %top regular work two weeks before the
esam while teachers teach the essay formula Most stu-
dents do well et en in ninth gradethe first time they
take itbut its impact on student wnting outside the
"formula essay seems minimal Of course. that is pie
cisely the criticism often made of highly structured mut-
tiple-choice tests whose exact parametersand some
times exact questionsare well.known to teachers and
schools

The charge that multiple-choice tests have become
the focus of leaching to the test" and have distorted
and narrowed the cumculum is a serious one There is
some evidence that it is happening. particularly in
schools where achtesernent has been low Sales of test
preparation books have boomed, in some districts esen
kindergartners are taught to fill in answer sheets

How widespread and how harmful these practices are
is highly uncertain Over the past decade. performance
in the basic skills that schools and tests have stressed
does seem to have improvednot only on commercial
tests but also on the National Assessment which is given
on a sample basis !though sAn.e gains art more modest)
Although improving basic skills is not sufficient, it's not
to be sneered at either, especially compared to the gen.
ersl detenoration of all school achievement that took
place from the mid.l9o0s to mic1-197Os

Also, the practices that critics often dislike seem to
be a result of how multiple-choice tests are normed.
administered, and used, and not an inevitable conse
quence of the format itself A different type of test may
well be subject to the same problems If a performance
test were repeated for as many years as multiple-choice
tests often are, students might well be trained to perform
the tasks tested and know little else about a field

Actually, there is consakrable irony in the way many
school distncts prepare their students for the tests be
cause there is very little evidence that general test

wiseness" has much to do with test results What may
well have an impact is training for the specific topics

-

At the ten hiehrst levels of coniplevor. ill
cobrtr. an essas and written performame
question can show ?light.' performance than
quection that (3 multiple.ehoice After all the
answeri aren't limited by the choices presented.
(here es no ceiling on creattsas or insight

and question forms themselves or sery close facsimiles
Ard that, as the president of Friends tor Edu,:alion
John Cannell has charged, amounts to something like
cheating

The solution is to regularly give new tests to create
new norms based on actual performance. and to impose
tighter test security All that ma) cost more mones. but
it can be done with multiple.choice exams

In large part. these problems of testing base been
created by the we', standardized tests are used to et al
uate schools and school systems. not just indisidual %tit-
dents There is no way, however, that the genie of pub-
licity and accountability can be put back in the bottle
Nor should it be Parents and the public really ought to
know how their schools compare to others Howeser.
thiS can be done accurately through sample testing from
a large bank of questions (mostly multiple-choice). as in
the National Assessment These assessment exams can
randomly test broad swatches of cumculum. making it
difficult to cheat and encouraging broad learning, rather
than the narrow preparation encouraged by narrow tests
whether multiple-choice or some other tspe

Indeed. multiple-choice questions have the great ad-
santage of being able to test a much broader range ot
topics, compared to essay or performance examinations

According to the cones. multiplechoice tests nate
harmed the curriculum in another way By testing with
out writing they have encouraged schools to reach with
out wnting. and this has been a senous loss Achlails
the best evidence is that schools where students write
often get higher scores on multiple-choice lestseer
tainly on tbe sAT-verbal and on other tests too that require
analytical ability Tests that include wnting undoubtedly
will encourage more of it, and writing itself, in contrast
to esery other sublect. can only be tested fully bs written
esams

But this too is riot without pitfalls Ben when great
pains and expense are taken to &Neve untlormits ins
g ding that involves human graders anti ludgment 1.
rr are prone to inconsistency than machine scoring And
ecause fewer topics can be tested in a pamt ular tenFin
if time, any written exam necessarily samples a smatter
lice of what students know, unless an esam gets to he

unreasonably long Compared to multiple-choice tests
similar length. written exams more arbitrarily emphatii;
one toptc or another with which a student mas tor mes
not) be familiar
it unrinued on page JOi

167
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MultipleChake
(continued from page 171

THERE may also be some confusion User what
"authentic- tests actually test For esample on

a reading test that requires written responses
rather than multiple-choice. it may be umlear whether
reading comprehension oe *ming abilits is hong mea.
sured In an open-ended science Or math test that .iresses
strategies and problermsolving. the test ma, he meacur.
ing ger,ral ability-the old IQ ot intelligcnse .,..tin-
rather than mastery of conterr

Teacher oblenattons and checklists si.,,, . tar

problems When there is no v.ritten prothi.f ... N. r sai
uated tne scorng of these tests is mush less sonsistent
than the grading of essay exam>

Ruth 'siitchelL associate director of the Council for
Basic Education, noted this problem hrsthand in a recent
obsersation of performabs e asseAments being des eloped
in Great Britain Although she admired the assessment
tasks themselves Mitchell wrote that reliability was
compromised because during the Course of the day the
teacher became more proficient al introducing the task
'dropping paper helicopter% with different wing lengths
to see which tell fasterl to succesuse groups. and the
children benefited from watching the earlier groups

With these problems and others the Bniish hase de
cided to delay introduction or the new tests by a sear
A similar delay for many of toe same practical reasons
has occurred in Caltfornta. even though that state's Ed-
ucation Summit resolsed last December that all mul.
tiple.choice tests should be ehmtnated

'Maybe that was hasty Maybe it's ilkonceived
Maybe it won't happen anyway. Dale Carlson director
of the California Assessment Program. said last spnng
-But we re trying .

The portfolio evaluations face another obvious prob-
lem Whose work is being evaluated' For teachers eval-
uating their students' wnting. the uncertatnty probably
is not a concern, though even in this case las in science
fair protects and college admission essays) parents may
help. and students with well-educated parents-mostly
in the middle elm-will probably be helped the most
However, if portfolios are used to evaluate SChOOIS or
school systems there can be no assurance that teachers
haven't improved the work. thus confounding the as.
sumpoon that II represents performance

If multiple choice tests are abolished and replaced
by some other type of uniform. reliable exams, who
does well or poorly is not Meets to be much different
frorn *hat it is nov. On the California Bar exam. the

largest program .0 tat to 'lase in,orpotaled perlorniamv
testing. the rank order .it apphs ants is nearls the same
on the performance essas and multiple choise scs tion
Low-scoring students wore low on all three parts high
sconng candidates score high on all three

At5 ording to a new studs. the same thing ts true n
the true.response and multiple.chmee pan. 01 the Ad
sanced Placement computer "fence exam Seseral sim
du studies on other test hase yielded similar swish,
%ions. although low.perforrnmg students seem to do
relatisely worse on essay exams hesause the pertormanse
ceiling is raised !although this may he iountethalanced
by lower reliahility tn scoring)

Thus, for two of the main purposes of testing -place
ment tor admission) and evaluating institutions-the
form of the test seems to make little difference

For the third main purpose-the direct improsement
of learning through individual diagnosis and instrusitonal
feedback-the essay and other free-response exams err
laud) can tell more than multiple.choice They can show
how students get an answer or make a mistake. not lust
whether the answer is nght or wrong

This may well be of more help to teachers than
multiple.choice test scores But teachers themselves al .
ready give massy such tests Whether producing and
sconng them according to a state or national standard
makes much difference remains to be seen

Although the denunciations are stern and the contro .
verSy sharp. there may soon be a place in large-scale
school testing for both multiple-choice and some ol the
performance alternatives though few of the alternanses
are actually ready for use) But despite fersent claims
it seems unlikely that any change in test forrnat will 'lase
as much impact as harder test content and higher test
standards might have

What's tested anu what s expe.ted matters math
more than which way the testing is done
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EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE TESTING:

OR, DO WE REALLY NEED ANOTHER KIND OF TEST?

by F. L. Finch

California Educational Research Association
Santa Barbara, CA November 15, 1990

The following ideas about educational performance testing resulted from

practical experience in developing, administering, and scoring the research

editions of the Arizona statewide performance testing program. Other issues

emerged during the development of Riverside's Integrated Literature and

Language Arts Portfolio Prooram. One basic principle applied to these

projects was that the use of multiple-choice item formats would be minimized.
At the beginning of each project, we assumed that the interest in alternative
forms of assessment reflected a genuine desire for qualitatively different
tests.

The edicational community has expressed a strong interest in alternatives

to, or supplements for, existing tests. This interest comes from, at a
least in part, a belief that the format of traditional multiple-choice tests
places limitations upon what can be measured. This is true. It is also

true that the seriousness of these limitations has been grossly overstated

by some.

It is also true that the advantages of various alternatives to multiple-choice
tests have sometimes been exaggerated. This sentiment was recently expressed

by Rothman (1990) who stated, "Some skeptics are charging, however, that

it is prematur to throw out traditional tests in favor of the new method...
Advocates of polormanc aSsessments may have inflated their value by claiming

that they would improve teaching and spur instruction on higher-order skills."

(p. 1) Even so. most test publishers believe that we have the capability

of producing a new generation of educational assessments, and we are in

the process of providing them.

The phrase "LAW OF THE INSTRUMENT" is 'Ammon usage among experimental

psychologists. In brief, the law of the instrument pertains to the common
error of attempting to use a favorite measure for all pOssible purposes.
The term also includes the tendency of researchers to find excuses to use
specific instruments. The traditional elaboration on the law of the

instrument is: "If you give a child a hammer, he or she will find a lot

of things that need pounding."

1 G ,(1

42-921 0 - 91 - 6
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The law of the instrument reminds us that machine-scored, multiple-choice,tests snould not be viewed as the solution to every
measurement question.They are effiaint and accurate, but they are not a universal panacea.The point that escapes many critics is that no reputable test publisherrecommends objective tests for some of the purposes that the critics oftencite as examples of inappropriate uses of tests. For example, those whOassert that students cannot be described by a single score ignore the factthat no knowledgeable developer or user would do this. (Standard 8.12)

In the 1920's, criterion-referenced
tests (Berk 1984) and life-skills tests(Finch et. al. 1980) were viewed as alternatives to traditional educationaltests, but these tests typically retained the multiple-chOice item format.Ksny CRT and life-skills concepts were later integrated into mainstreamachievement tests.

In the last year or so, the educational community and some political action
groups have becoee interested in 'performance testing." Many articles havebeen written about "authentic assessments'

as "alternatives' to "standardized"tests. This single sentence illustrates three problems which pertain mostlyto semantics. Semantics, as we all know, deals with the relationships betweensymbols and what they represent. The discussion of testing issues has beenclouded by the use of vague or inappropriate terms.

First, criticisms of "standardized' tests (see Beyond Standardized Testing,1988) pertain, it is assumed, to multiple-choice tests that are scoredby computers. Anastasi points out that 'st, dardization implies uniformityof procedure in administering and scoring the test. If the scores obtained
by different persons are to be comparable, testing conditions must obviouslybe the same for all." (1988. p. 25) Informal assessments can be useful,but it is assumed that any assessment that is designed for widespread usemust be based on uniform procedures. That is, it must be a standardizedtest. (also see Finch, 1990.)

A second problem pertains to the use of the term 'alternatives."
Alternativesto objective tests have always been available. Test publishers and educatorsrecommend that this information be used to supplement objective test data.The semantic problem is that these alternatives are recommended asreplacements for existing tests.

Alternative are always welcome, but thenotion that those 'new and improved' tests are better than conventionalmeasures requires more evidence than the assertions and assumptions thathave been provided to date. The phrase 'tossing the baby out with the bathwater" comes to mind when the need for alternatives (i.e. replacements)is suggested.

1 7 )
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The third semantic problem is that the various labels associated with the
new tests appear to be more closely related to advertising than miasurement.

For example. the term "authentic assessment" (Archibald and Newmann, 19881

sounds great but ,s not very descriptive. The term "portfolio assessment"
las also peen suggested and, although it is a bit closer to the mark, seems
lore appropriate for describing the receptacle than its contents. Figure 1

:elow illustrates this point.
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If we can clarify our terminology, we may be better able to deel with testing

issues. The term "performance and product evaluation" used by Fitzpatrick
and Morrison (1971) seems to describe the "new" measures accurately. Further,

Fitzpatrick and Morrison provide a complete description of, and rationale

for, performance testing that is as timely today as when it was written

nearly 20 years ago. In fact, it is more timely today than in the past

because performance testing has only recently captured the attention of

the educational community. In the Past, performance assessment had been

primarily restricted tO on-the-Job performance evaluation.

In Chapter 8 of the Third Edition of Educational Measurement (Linn, 1989)

Millman and Greene observe that "this sTrgiiEhapter has tgresponsibility
for the topics found in sever chapters of the second edition...." (p. 335)

Appendix A of this paper presents an abstract of one of the chapters to

which they refer. The discussion of performance and product evaluation

by Fitzpatrick and Morrison (1971) is directly relevant to the current

interest in "authentic" academic assessment. The chapter by Fitzpatrick

and Morrison not only provides an excellent overview of fundamental issues

and concepts but it serves to remind us that performance testing ls not

a new phenomenon.
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we will reiterate only two points from Fitzpatrick and Morrison because

their discussion should be reed in its entirety. First, the notion of

Performance testing implies the simulation of an actual situation, and,

second, the degree of realism ("fidelity of simulation") can range from

complete artificiality to the observation of the task as it is performed

in the "real world." As performance testing becomes popular, we can expect

to see performance tests whose fidelity of simulation ends at the title

of the test and, at the other end of the spectrum, tests that are very

realistic but not very practical or useful.

To some extent, any measure of performance becomes less than truly authentic

when it becomes a performance measure because the process of observing the

performance invariably influences
the behavior of the performer. The desired

degree of realism also raises cost/benefit considerations
such as "How real

is real enough?" and "Now real can we get?" The illustration shown below

suggests that complete realism is not always necessary or desirable.

Figure 2

.4 TRUE
PERFORMANCE TEST

1 7 2
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The cost and/or consequences of accurate simulation of the criterion situation
must De considered in deciding the best way to evaluate performance. During

world war :I, parachute packers were at times ..equired to jump out of

airplanes wearing randomly selected parachutes but this ultimate criterion

measure was augmented Dy observation of skill in packing parachutes,

questioning by supervisors, and, yes, even multiple-choice testing using

items of the type shown below.

Figure 3
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Educational performance tests have several distinguishing characteristics.

They are designed to be as realistic as is practical, and they should contain

no multiple-Choice items. Computer processing of multiple-choice items

is so tantalizingly easy and inexpensive that there will be an almost

irresistible temptation to develop multiple-chOice versions of educational

performance tests. This would not be the first time that expediency has

compromised the integrity of a great idea.
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Performance tests are also focused, formative assessments which help teachers
understand the processes students apply in solving problems. They are focused
because they provide in-depth coverage of a fairly narrow band of exercises.
They should be formative so that they direct student learning. And finally,
they allow students to document the process by which they arrive at the
solutions to the exercises contained in the assessment.

Figure 4 below contrasts the major characteristics of objective and

performance tests.

Performance Tests APT) vs. Objective Tests (0T)

PT: Student-Constructed Responses

OT: Student-Selected Responses

PT: Focuses on the Process of Problem Solving

OT: Attends to the Result of Problem Solving

PT: Scored by Teachers
OT: Scored by Computers

PT: Criterion Referenced

OT: Norm Referenced

Figure 4

One important point requiring discussion is that of measurement precision.

In brief, portfolios, "authentic aSsessments," and/or performance tests

are often substantially less objective and reliable than multiple-choice
tests. This lack of precision results from the nature of the scoring process.
Using portfolios and other performance measures to assess student performance
is also much less efficient and much more expensive (by, perhaps, a factor
of 10) than assessing performance usingElective tests.

A benefit of using performance tests is that they more closely simulate

the give-and-take of classroom instruction than multiple-choice tests.

In addition, good educational performance tests can provide a model for

classroom instruction and evaluation. They also provide new ideas for

creative teaching. For these reasons, performance tests, Judiciously used,
can provide an add4tiolal dimension of information to norm-referenced test

results and vice-versa.

1 7 1
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One important point requiring discussion is that of measurement precision.

In brief, portfolios, "authentic assessments," and/or performance tests

are often substantially less objective and reliable than multiple-choice

tests. This lack of precision results from the nature of the scoring process.
Using portfolius and other performance measures to assess student performance

is also much less efficient and much more expensive (by, perhaps, a factor

of 10) than assessing performance using orjective tests.

A benefit of using performance tests is that they more closely simulate

the give-and-take of classroom instruction than multiple-choice tests.

In addition, good educational performance tests can provide a model for

classroom instruction and evaluation. They also provide new idess for

creative teaching. For these reasons. performance tests, judiciously used.

can provide an additional dimension of information to norm-referenced test

results and vice-versa.

To my knowledge, the performance tests developed by Riverside for the Arizona

Department of Education repreSent the first major performance testing series

that has been developed for assessing reading, writing, and mathematics.

These tests were field-tested in spring 1990. There may be, however, other

efforts under way that have not come to our attention.

No discussion of student per'ormance testing should exclude student portfolios

because the two topics have become intertwined in the literature. In

discussing student portfolios, Valencia (1990) points out that student

evaluation should be cOnsidered in view of "an expended definition of

assessment in which a wide variety of indicators of learning are gathered

across many situations Wore. during, and after instruction. It is a

philosophy that honors bOth the process aad the products of learning as

well as the active participation of the teacher and the students in their

own evaluation and growth." (p. 340) As Valencia suggests, a student

portfolio provides the means by which a variety of measuras are brought

together.

Evidence of Riverside's commitment to performance testing is documented

by our participation in the Arizona program and by our new product, the

Integrated Literature and Language Arts Portfolio Program. The two projects,

Arizona and ILALAPP, resulted in a fortunate crOss-pollination of ideas,

which made both programs better than if they had been developed in isolation.

In January 1991, we will publish a monograph entitled Educational Performance

Assessment. This publication will contain chapterS provided by several

FillifFIRE- researchers and practitioners and will provide an in-depth

discussion of many issues associated with educational performance testing.

It will also include the entire text of the Fitzpatrick and MOrrison chapter

referenced earlier in this paper. Reproduction of thiS chapter has been

authorized by the copyright holder, the American Council on Education.

The law of th. instrument suggests that multiple-choice tests are not a

cure-all, but mither are performance measures, authentic assessments, or
student portfo.ios. Standard student performance exercises can provide

a new and useful dimension for student assessment, but the millennium will
not arrive when they becOme popular, and those who assert that alternative
assessments are a panacea for education are guilty of, at least, an excess
of enthusiasm.

In the best of all possible worlds, educators will use free-response

performance tests and multiple-choice tests selectively so that the most

aPpropriate procedure is used for each specific measurement need.
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APPENDIX A

The following has been abstracted from Educational Measurement,
Second Edition by permission of the American Council on Education,

Copyright 1971.

Performance and Product Evaluation (pp. 237268)

Robert Fitzpatrick

Edward J. Morrison

It is tpparent that there are many degrees and kinds of artificialities
in tests. A test of the class here desismated as performacs and product
evaluation is one in which some criterion situation is simulated to a
much greater degree than is represented by the usUal paper-and-pencil
test. This type of test usually is called a perforionc, test and that
term will be used here interchangeably with the more complete performance
and product evaluation.

There is no absolute distinction between performance tests and Other
classes of tests - -the performance test is one that is relatively realistic.

SINAATION

The idea of simulation has been used in defining performance tests.

Fidelity of Simulation

The fidelity of a simulation, its degree of realism. presumably ranges
along some scale from ccoplete artificiality to the actual peal-life
situation.
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Representativeness. Validity, red Reli,Jility

The validity of a simulation means the degree to which it is relevant

to Its purpose. In the case of a perfonaence test, validity is the degree
of correspondence between performance on the test and ability to perform
the criterion activity.

It is tempting to conclude that high representativeness of simulation

and high test validity are synonymous. However, there are at least twv

probleem with such a conclusion.

First, it must be remembered that fidelity is not a unidimensional

quality and that a given amount of change in fidelity of one aspect may

not have the same effect es a similar change in another aspect. Second,

there may often be interactive effects such that a change toward higher

fidelity in one aspect is accompanied by a change toward lesser fidelity

in another aspect. or an increase in comprehensiveness may be gained at
the cost of lower fidelity of certain aspects.

One further problem in perfonaance tests is that of reliability.

It is characteristic of real-life situations that they are difficult to

control.

Good measurement iS possible only when each examinee cen be observed

under similar circumstances; that is, when it it possible to control and

hence standardize the displays, the surround, and the responses on which

evaluation of performance will be based. Such control is characteristic

of tests and is reflected in the high reliability of measurement that
can be achieved with a gooA tett.

But as the test situation simulates reality more closely, control

becomes more difficult. It generally would be agreed by those with

experience in the matter that the more closely one tries to simulate a

real criterion situation, the less reliable will he one's measurement

of performance.

TYPES OF TEST SITUATIONS

General situations, or contexts, in which performance tests may be

cast are quite variable. No neat scheme has been proposed for classifying

test situations; however, it may be useful to describe some types of

situatioes as a means of illustrating the range of choices available in
the development of performance tests.

Situational Tests

The term situational tests has come to be applied to tests in which

the examinee is told to pretend that he is engaged in scam real-life task,

the nature and context of which is described to him in some detail before

he begins to play his assigned role.

1 7 S
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in-lesket Tests

A type of situational test
important enough to be discussed separately

is the in-basket test.

in-basket test is a rnther elaborate, realistic situational test

iatended to stimulate certaisi aspects of the job of an administrator.

It consists of the letters, memoranda, records of in-coming telephone

calls, and other materials that have supposedly collected in the in-basket

of en riminIstrative officer.

Perhaps

tot it the

job-relevant
or product.

Mort-Semple Tests

the most common. if lea4t commonly standardized, type of

work sample. Cho 4boss" tells the examinee to perform a

task and assesses perforwance by observind either process

Projects. Contests, end kheersed Perforeances

Special projects often are assigned uy teachers for

complete. usually out of class. Many such projects can be

performance tests, and it may often be useful if the teacher

them.

However, thq evaluation of a project is made difficult

that each student is usually doing a quite different project.

DEVELOPING PEPSOMPINICE TESTS

students to

conceived as
so conceives

by the fact

Studying Objectives

In the development of any test, it is of first importance to define

carefully the objectives of measurement. 1, most cases, these follow

direccly from the ciucational objectives. Educational objectives specify

the attainment of a given level of capability in certain criterion

perforunces. When performance testing is appropriate, it is often

nectssary to nave more than the usual amount of information about the

criterion performances. This is so because it is necessary, in a

performance test simulation of even moderately high fidelity and

comprehensiveness, to know quite specifically %tat is to bo simulated.

Fonmulating tam Telt Coacept

If the criterion performance reasonably can be viewed as consisting

of an aggregation of a large lubber of task or skill elements, one could

simply enumera.e the elements and choose at random fur the test as many

elements as necessary or feasible.
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It is generally the best practice to include in the test several

snort tasks rather than one or two relatively long ones. Better

comprehensiveness of coverage usually will be achieved in this way.

Reliability of measurement also may be enhanced. Furthermore, this practice
minimizes the likelihood that some examinees will have undue advantages

in that they practiced a test task beforehand, either coincidentally or
as a result of prior knowledge of the test content. However, the tasks

chosen must be substantial enough to cover the important skills and to

permit adequate simulation. Also, consideration should be given tO

efficiency in the uSe of testing time.

StimulUs Asmects

The stimulus aspects of the test situation may conveniently be

described under three headings.

Instruction

It may often be possible through written or oral instructions to

influence not only the examinee's specific responses to other test Stimuli
but also Mt attitudes and approaches to the test Situation.

The instructions should teach eacH examinee how to take the tesl..

In general, the test is not meant to be a measure Of ability to take tests

or to comprehend diffi:ult instructions, but rather it is inLended to

get at the ability to perform in a certain way after that way is clearly

understood. It may be necessary to devote a substantial portion of the
testi.g time to this instructional function.

Displays

The displays present the stimuli to which the examinee is to respond.
In a paperwand-pencil test, the displays are the test items. They are

static and generally use relatively abstract symbols to represent or

describe the real world.

In a performance test, in contrast, the displays need not be static
and may be quite concretely realistic. The displays sly be presented

in writing, through speech, by diagrams, as numbers or formulas, or by
any of a variety of other symbolic or physical means. Physical objects

or equipment may serve as, or include, displays.

Surround

In any test situation, the surround should be arranged so that unwanted
distractions are excluded a i good performance is encouraged.
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Other aspects of the surround are sometimes simulit00 merely as

means of helping the examinee to perceive the situation as a reel one.

If such features are
inexpensive, there is likely to be no harm in them

and they may sometimes do some gOod.

Careful analysis often is necessary to identify the important displays

and to evaluate the influence of the surround under various conditions

of performence.

Response 'idelity

The examinee may be required, or afforded opportunity, to make

responses which are MOTO Or less similar to those he WOO mak, in the

criterion situation. If the response simulation is to be at high fidelity,

it norsally would be necessary for the examinee actually to respond in

whatever ways are normal in the activity. At low fidelity, he typically

would describe how he would respond, given particular stimuli.

Use of equipmmnt

Many criterion performances require or allow the use of equipment

through which the responses of the performer ere mediated. Uniform policies

about use of equipment should be established for all examinees.

Perforemnce aids

Some kinds of equipment or materials art not directly involved in

the performance but are such as to assist the performer.

Performance vs. Product

A fundamental question is whether to evaluate performance or product

or Doth. Three issues need to be consideret before some answers are

suggestel.

Mature of performance

The required performance may be such as to dictate or make academic

the quost.l.w. of product vs. performance evaluation. Some performances

hive no product or, at any rate, performance and product are

indistinguishable: examples of such performances are
dancing and public

speaking. In some cases, the process may be Judged irrelevant, or there

may be so many acceptable variations in performance that product alone

is important: for example, a teacher of creative writing is unlikely to

care how the stuaent arrived at his product, short of plagiarism.

"01
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Feasibility of measurement

Sometimes, it is clear that the product is what ought to be measured,
but it cannot be measured well enough. Or, the product could be measured
adequately, but to do so would cost more than can be afforded.

Test security

A serious problem with some performance tests is that of security.
Occasionally with intent but more often inadvertently, examinees may gain
advance knowledge about a test ano thereby obtain an unfair advantage
over others.

Some specific advice on test security is given by Highland (1955):

1. Give as many tasks or units of activity to each individual as the

available supply and practical considerations permit ...

2. If possible, devise and administer equivalent form of the test so
that a student never knows on which form he is to be tested ...

3. Arrange the situation so that those tested have no opportunity to
talk to other class members not yet tested.

4. Emphasize t t helping other class members will tend to lower the

individual's own score.

S. If the test consists of several tasks or units of activity, change
the order of administering these as frequently as possible.

6. Make frequent changes in the place within the testing roan where a
particular task or problem is given so that it isn't possible for

examinees to pass along information to others not yet tested ...

7. Deny the examinee information concerning the rightness or wrongness
of his response. This operates agains' the usefulness of the test

as a learning device, but usually performance testi are administered
because of their measurement rather than their teaching characteristics
(pp. 54-55).

Observing and Secording Performance

If there is a more or less permanent product to be evaluated, it

is normally not necessary to observe it until after it has been completed.

9,
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On the other hand. If the evaluation is of a performance or if the

Product is evanescent (e.g. writing on a blackboard), then it is necessary

to observe and record relevant aspects of the performance as it occurs.

It would in principle be possible to transform almost all performances

into products by recording them on audio and video tapes or other media,

and for some purposes it is desirable to do so. However, the expense

of such a transformation would often be difficult to justify.

Scoring Performance Tests

The purpose of a score is to represent 91 concisely. A score IS

usually a number but may be another kind of symbol or verbal statement

sucn as Pass or Fail.

USE OF PERFCMPIRKE TESTS

The potential value of the performance test lies in its closer approach

to realityits greater relevance in determining the degree to which the

examinee can actually perform the tasks of the criterion job or other

situation. This value generally is achieved at some cost. not Only in

money And other resources but in reliability of measurement. If the loss

of reliability becomes extreme, the relevance is illusory since it cannot

be measured. The test developer must weigh the factors of relevance,

reliability, and Cost in deciding how far in the direction of faithful

simulation his test plans should go. The test user has a similar problem.

There is no formula to help make these calculations.

If an adequately relevant and otherwise suitable paper-and-pencil

test is available or can readily be developed, there is no point in using

or developing a performance test. However, the ready availability of

paper-and-pencil tests has often blinded us to considerations of relevance.

It is an exercise in futility to measure accurately something one does

not want tO know. Relevance is the primary consideration, and good

measurement is only a means to the end of appropriate evaluation.

mkk/37
74-89
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TOWARD A DEFINITION FOR EDUCATIONAL PERFORMANCE PSSESSMENT

by Fredrick L. Finn

The P:verside Publishing Company
8420 West Bryn Mawr Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60631

A paper presented at the ERIC/PDX Symposium

"Alternative Assessment ot Performance in the Language Arts"

Bloomington, Indiana august 23, 1990

During the last twelve months it has been difficult to pick t.p a copy of

Education Week or the Phi Delta Kappan witaout finding a reference tO a

need for "nev7tests. I have read the manifesto of the "Campaign for Genuine

Accountability" and the proceeoi:Igs of tne "Beyond the Bubble" confer-ence.

have read lieliTe__TAandardized Testing. and about "authentic assessments"

and "portfolio tests.' Alligthis -literature reminds me of one of my

favorite verses in tne ituktiyAny Omar Khayyam:

Myself when young did eagerly frequent
Doctor ano Saint, and heard great argument

About it and about: but evermore

Came out by the same door where in I went.

Each writer and speaker Seems to have his or her own idea of what constitutes

tne so-called "better tests that we should have. I think that the prize

for ,Nfuscation should be awarded to the International Reading Association

speaker . stuted th!t authentic tests are obviously superior to existing

tests beca,...:, they are more autnentic. At the other end of tne spectrum,

I would award the prize for the best operational definition to Loi; Easton

of the Arizona Department of Education. She said that the Depaetment wanted

to develop performance assessments of state educational goals which did

not rely on multiple-choice Items.

Riverside nas spent about eighteen months working with the Arizona Department

of Education on performance tests designed to measure Arizona's Essen:lel

Skills. These tests will be used in conjunction with norm-referenced tests,
the Iowa TestS of Basic Skills and the Tests of Achievement anal Proficiency,

to provideWrFaT 53-711:7517 student peRiirmance as it re ates to tiotn

national and state standards. The concepts and principles which evolved
during the develOPment of the Arizona performance tests were also applied

to the development Of Riverside's Integrated Literature and Language Arts

Portfolio Program. We believe that these projects provide two examples

of good educational performance assessment.

Before attempting to formulate a definition for educational performance

assessment, I would like to briefly discusS some terms intrinsic to tests

and testing.

COPYRIGHT () 1990 THE RIVERSiDE PUBLISHING COMPANY. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.
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Figure I shows a simplified family tree for tests. Since our primary interest

is in educaticnal achievement tests. I took the liberty of including all

other tests under the classification "Other." For example, there are ability

and aptitude tests psychological and clinical tests. job-related tests,
medical tests, automotive tests, and so on.

On the educational achievement test section of teis chart, the first dichotomy

that seems reasonable illusItes that there is a difference between

standardized tests and non-stanoardized tests. This is particularly important

in view of the fact that there seems to be some confusion about the term
"standardized tests." Also, some have assumed that the terms "standardized"

and "norm-refereneed" are synonymous. This is not the case as indicated
by the second dichotomy. NOrms are developed during the process of

Standardization, but teStS without norms may also be appropriately labeled
'standardized tests."
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Mest r1tics 0 "standardized tests" also use this term in a re:trictive
manner. Thty equate standardized tests with multiple-choice items. whereas
"standardized" means that the tests are administered under standard
eenditiors. Weile it is true that mest standardited tests use multiple-choice
items other standaraized tests do not.

A standardized test is one that uses uniform procedures for administering
and scoring the test (Anastasi. p. 25. 1968). Those who know the correct
definition understand theft this is not a small point. Without standard
proceoures for administering and scoring a test, it is not possible to compare
scores earned by different persons. For this reason. non-standardized tests
have limited use for any practical purpose. Consider, for example, a simple
medical test such as taking a perion's temperature. If the thermometer
were not placed ir a standaed position fcr A standsrd amount of time, the
temperature reading would be. for all intt. And purposes. meaningless.
If the cUrrect terminology is used, there il .,ttle of interest "beyond
standardized testing."
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Standirdized tests are of two primary types: criterion-referenced and

norm-referenCed. The distinction between the two is, I am sure, known to

all. Either of theSe two types Of tests may be based upon a wide range

of item and testing formats, a few of which are

*MUltiple-choice items
*Short-response items
*Essays
*True-false items
Oral examinations
*Demonstrations.

This list could be expanded to include an almost endless variety of test

and item formats.

Riverside's work on the Arizona project and in developing the Integrated

Literature and Language Arts Portfolio Program leads us to believe that

the primary distinction '),etween performance tests and other tests occurs

at the item level. As with any other useful test, a performance test must
be administered under standard conditions and scored in a standard manner

to provide consistency of test results. Performance tests art not beyond
standardized testing; they should be standardized tests.

We have taken the position that performance tests can be most easily

identified by exclusion. They are not multiple-choice tests. The

distinguishing characteristic of a performance test is that measurement

takes place in a fairly realistic situation. I think that most educators

interested in alternatives to multiple-choice tests would agree that eSsay
tests of writing art performance tests. Judging the competence of a painter,

quarterback, or bassoon player could be an appropriate use of a performance

test. In performance testing, the student constructs or provides the response
rather than selects an answer cnoice.

A complete discussion of performance and product evaluation is provided

by Robert Fitzpatrick and Edward J. Morrisan in the second edition of

Educational. Measurement. Since this section was eliminated in the third

edition, rhe Riverside Publishing Company oas made arrangements with the

American Council on Education to reprint this chapter in its entirety in

the book Educational Performance Assessment, which will be published by

Riverside WIT-Wrivary 190. This book will also include contributions by

Lois Easton of the Arizona Department of Education, Morris Mueller from

the Sacramento School District, Steven Osterlind of the University of

Missouri, Nambury Raju of the Illinois Institute of Technology, Sheila

Valencia from the University of Washington. and Lonnie Valentine from the

Air Force Human Resources Laboratory.

Figure 2 provides a simplified overview of some of the characteristics of
performance tests as contrasted with the ,:haracteristics of Object1y3 tests.
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During a performance test, the Student constructs a response. When an
objeCtive (Multiple-choice) test is uSed, the student selectS a response
from a Set of answer choices.

Performance tests focus on the process of prOblem Solving. That is,
performance tests help teachers to un erstand how the student arrived at
a specific solution. In contrast, objective tests doCument the result of
problem solving and provide no evidence about tho procedure used by the
student to arrive at the correct answer.

Performance tests will normally be scored by teachers for two reasons.
First, performance test responses are not such that they can be processed
by high-speed scanners and scoring machines. SecOnd, the person most
interested in determining how the 'Audent arrived at a specific answer is
the classroom teacher.

While this next area is most subject to debate, performance tests are usually
criterion-referenced instruments rather than norm-referenced instruments
because the process of constructing a performance test assumes or requires
that test developers have in mind criteria which the students are expected
to meet.

Finally, educational performance tests are most useful when they are designed
to provide a model for good classroom instruction.

Those whose primary interest is in replacing norm-referenced tests with
performance tests may find that the nature, purpose, and uses of the two
kinds of tests are sr different that an either/or choice is not appropriate.
Norm-referenced tests are so efficient, cost effective, and useful that
they will continue to serve as the foundation for group achievement testing.
Performance tests, while inefficient in a variety of ways, provide an

important opportunity to add an entirely new dimension to the assessment
of students. For these reasons, teachers, school administrators, researchers.
and test developers must work together to ensure that this opportunity is
implemented in a rational ahd professional manner.
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Houghtan Mifffin Company
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TIM PUILINNER'S Mete IX TIN EmeaTION PEOCBla

Mon than 100 years of experience developing instructional materinls
hove given NOurIbton Mifflin Company a strong sense of the role of a
responsible educational publisher. It is our goal to make substantive and
unique contributions to the quality of education by shaping, developing,
and distributing educational materials that enhance teacher effectiveness
and student mastery. Me consider ongoing service and support to the class-
room teacher to be an integral ;act of our commitment to the teaching/
learning process.

Boughton Mifflin publishes educational msterials for all the esjor
elementar", secandary,and college subject areas. These publicaticns
include student textbooks and workbooks; teachers' eanuals; enrichment and
remedial resources and instructitmal management systems; standardized tests
and scoring services; and professional development msterials for teachers
and prospective teachers. In order to address a variety of educational
needs, these publicaticas take msny forms, tonging from printed books to
software for computer-assisted and computer instruction, inter-
active databases of information, and training aidelis on videocessettes.

The Pi1isMng Process at Moughtcm Mifflin

Instructional effectiveness is the mearure of the quality of our
educational materials. Through every stage of the publishing process, from
planning to teacher support, we ace committed to ensuring quality in these
publications.

Learning is always the focus of educational publishing at Naughton
Mifflin. educators' experience, pedagogical research, and careful
monitoring of student performance help the publisher to define and shape
the instructional materiels needed in the classroom. !Because instructional
materials are the tools of the teaching professional, every stage of the
publishing pcocess entails close interaction with educators.

Information Collection

tffectiwe aducationel publications begin with the collection of vast
quantities of information from educational research studies, task forces,
conferences, decades of clesscoom experience with earlier publications,
standardised tests, educators, and our own consultants. This information
forms the basis for the development of en educational program.

Planning

Very fro educational publicationo at Naughton Mifflin begin with an
unsolicited menuscript. Initial plennitg determines the publication's
content and instructional approach. This includes the scope of subject
matter to be covered, the sequence of concept developmtnt, and the sequence
of skill introductice, each of which must reflect the pedagogical plan.

- 1 -
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The organisation and physical format of the material are also decided at
this point.

Selection of sppropriate authors, editors, advisers, and reviewers to
develop the publication is a crucial part of the planning process. Most
pUblicatices are developed by a team specially selected to develop them.
The members of this towage generally subject-matter specialists, who are
former or current teachers drawn from schools and univeraiies. each
member plays a critical part in the development of an effective educational
publication.

Writing/Sditing

Under the guidance of Houghton Mifflin editors, the authors provide
content and implement the instructional approach. The editors' major
responsibility in this collatorative procedure is to ensure thst the
asnuscript or software program provides effective instructional support to
a broad range of teachers and students. txperts in the field serve as
advisers. They verify the content and help guide develcpment. Reviewers
evaluate the finished prceucts to ensure that the materials meet their
content and instructional objectives.

Classroom Testing

mhen the manuscript has been completed, it is field-tested by teachers
to ensure instructional effectiveness under classroom conditions. This
step pemaits discovery and revolution of potential problems before the
material is published. Testing in classrooms continues after publication
and this inforaation is incorporated into the planning snd ccotent of
future publications.

Design/Art

Develcpment of the graphic design and illustrations for :Ns publicatico
is the final step. These elements reinforce the organisation of the
material and are eseential to the publication's motivational effective-
ness. The design Wit support the pedagogy and appeal to students if the
proves is to facilitate learning.

educational Publications and Peon Services

The publishing process remelts La textbooks, printed end electrcoic
support materials, Ond extensive support services designed to help the

teacher teach effectively. The success of this teaching/learning process
is the focus of every component of the instructional program -- fram the
textbook to additional resource material, classroom sg.nt systems, and
professional development materials for teadhers. More thait SO full-time

Moughtco Mifflin consultants provide ongoing individual assistance to
elementary and seconder, school teachers using our textbooks and materials

in the classroom.

- 2 -
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Ongoing Commitment to Envestment

The publishing process is an ongoing cycle that normally spans more
than five years from the information gathering stage to sale and service in
the classroom. my the time students begin using the textbook, the
information collection end planning phis, is already well along for the
next edition of the program.

every textbook program requires investment by the publisher thrtstihout
each stage of the development cycle. Nuch of the net cash flaw
operations must be reinfused to sustain momentum in the busin6 .

average, educational publishers annually reinvest from $40 tc
every dollar of net cash realised into new end revised editions ot textbuok
programs.

AA Coe example, it is now estimated that the cost to develop an
entirely new elementary school reading textbook program is about $20
million and as many as seven years of work. Within three years after that
program is introduced to the market, a minor revision is necessary to keep
it current with reseerch and curriculum. Ibis requires an additional
investment of as much as $3 to $5 million. And within three more years, or
six years after the original program was introduced, a major revision
costing an additional SI to $10 million is necessary to ensure the program
is cursent and competitive.

Ibis cycle of investment is typical for all textbook programs api, in
fact, is becoming increasingly shorter with revisions occurring every two
years rather than every thyme. Ibe commitment to ongoing investment in
textbook programs is essential b, ensure that U. S. educators and the
children they tench have current educational materials available. A
commitment to excellence suet also be bicked by a commitment of financiNl
resources.

3
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LE'rfkIR TO SENATOR PELL FROM MR. VELIOTES

ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN PUBLISHERS, INC.,
Washington, DC, March 22, 1991.

The Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL, Chairman,
Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities
Committee on Labor arid Human Resources,
648 Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Re: Supplemental Comments of the Association of American Publishers on
tional Testing" Issues

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During the March 7, 1991 hearing on the reauthorization of
the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI), the subcommittee
heard testimony on the issues surrounding a national test. The subcommittee
agreed to hold ocotche record until today for the submission of additional views on
the issues. The iation of American Publishers ("AAP") appreciated thm oppor-
tunity to testify at the hearing and submits this letter as a supplement to its origi-
nal testimony of Burt Faldet.

As commercial publishers, members of AAP historically have been involved in
meeting the needs of school districts and state education programs for various types
of assessment instruments that have been used to assist in the measurement and
evaluation of the Nation's school children. For the future, AAP stands ready to play
an active role in the debate over national testing issues, so that commercial test
publishers may contribute to a consensus solution for improving the Nation's educa-
tional system. 'We recognize our responsibility to be as creative as neceseary to help
our society meet these new formidable and exciting challenges. In that respect,
AAP's Testing Committee has already met with Governor Romer and intends to
continue those productive discussions. We also will open a dialogue with members of
the business community to discuss how commercial publishers may work with busi-
ness leaders to better understand and respond to the perceived educational prob-
lems associated with the uomplex issues surrounding assessment.

NO SINGLE NATIONAL TEM'

AAP strongly opposes any single test to be used nationwide. However, AAP sup-
ports the concept of a nationwide assessment program, provided it meets specific cri-
teria that, from the experiences of commercial publishers, are required to ensure
that all universally-administered assessments (as distinct from assessments of stu-
dent samples which may be intended for use primarily to monitor school systems
and/or trends) will be used to improve student instruction and school curriculum. In
this way, AAP also believes that more accountability can be brought to the assess-
ment system. At the same time, AAP firmly believes that test diversity and compe-
tition should continue te be integral to any reform in order to assure that the best
quality pi oducts are available. Publishers want to ascure this subcommittee that the
use of multiple tests can still provide uniform comparative information.

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

I. There must be multiple testing instruments available. Different tests serve dif-
ferent purpoees. Some tests are designed for diagnostic purposes, others for account-
ability reasons and still others may focua on monitoring progress. No one test,
indeed no o-,e type of test, can accomplish all of the diverse goals and objectives of
this country's educational system. Nevertheless, as indicated above, multiple tests
used ki a coordinated fashion can still provide uniform comparative data.

A test should not be used for purposes for which it was not designed, nor should a
test become the sole basis for determining how a student is doing. Consequently,
AAP urges that the first important ct iterion for a national assessment program
must be adherence to the concept that a single national test not b..! used for pur-
poses of determining progress toward achieving national education goals and stand-
ards. Additionally, varieties of assessment formats, from normed-referenced, stand-
ardized testa to performance-based assessments, have a role in the mix. An explana-
tion of the various types of tests and formats was included in Mr. Faldet's earlier
written testimony.

2. Each assessment must be demonstrated to be valid, reliable and bias-free. Scru-
tiny, criticism and debate about tests and the role they play in the lives of students
and whether they are biased or exclusionary is not a new or novel dei,elopment of
the day. Those very issues have confronted the testing community, including devel-
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opens, users, administrators and others, for years. As a result, voluntary 3tandards
(Or Educational and Psychologkal Testing were adopted by the American Psycholog-
ical Association (along with Lit. Amerimn Educational Research Association and the
National Council on Measurement in Education). The Standards set forth the pro-
fessionally-accepted constructs and procedures to be followed in developing psycho-
logical testa, determining their reliability and validity, implementing their .ise and
describing research results.

APA's Standar4o have been widely cited with approval by Congress, state legisla-
tures, courts and regsearchors. The most recent endorsement occurred durine tht
House consideration or H.R. 1285, the Higher Education Technical Amendments of
1991, between Chairman Ford and Congressman George Miller (page I-I. 1811, March
19, 1991). Under these Standards, developers ana publishers of any assessment in
strument, regardless of whether it is multiple-choice or performance-based, must
present research on scientific validity (whether the instrument predicts what it is
designed to predict), reliability (whether its results are repeatable) and fairness to
protected groups (whether there is bias against eny identifiable group of test
takers).

3. Any national testing program must encourage open competition among all test
developers, including commercial publishers. Regardless of the types of ausersments
to be included in a national program, commercial test publishers have an extraordi-
nary background and expertise in producing instruments that comport witn the
APA's Standards and with the equally applicable Code of Fair Testing Praciices in
Education. The Code is primarily focused upon professionally-developed tests used
in and by educational institutions. It is the commitment to extensive research and
development by commercial test publishers that makes them second to none. Be-
cause these are private sector companies, they invest significant monies each year
in conducting scientific research.

Similarly, this subcommittee should be aware that A^P members have been in-
volved in offering performanced-based assessments (e.g., writing and listening as-
sessments) for years. Some publishers are also offering portfolio assessments as sup-
plements to current test batteries. Accordingly, commercial publishers have already
demonstrated the initiative and responsiveness to the demands for performanced-
based assessments. Any national program should seek to continue an pen competi-
tion in the development and administration of assessment instruments to ensure
that the best products are available to meet emerging educational needs.

4. A national assessment system must supplement, not supplant, existing state
and local assessment. AAP feels strongly that control over the attainment of nation-
al goals and selection of assessments must remain with the state and local authori-
ties. These entities are in the best position to make the necessary refinements to
any national assessment program that will ensure that it is tailored to the needs of
the local community which is being served. As several witnesses have previously
testified before this subcommittee, this flexibility is important to preserving the best
in the American educational tradition. A national assessment program should not
replace state and ideal testing programs, which may serve other purposes, particu-
larly diagnostic.

5. State and local entities must integrate the national assessment system with on-
going assessment. Although local control must reside with the state and local educa-
tion agencies, they should have in place an explicit and comprehelisive program to
integrate and coordinate a national assessment system with on-going assessments.
AAP submits that such an integration approach will provide a mechanism to ensure
that all uni7ersally-administered assessments will be linked to the improvement of
instruction.

6. The assessments must be administered and the results interpreted in accord-
ance with the APA's Standards and the Code. Again, reliance on the adopted stand-
ards already in place must be assured, so that all aspects of the national assessment
program can function together. Accordingly, it is important that test administration
and teat interpretation equally meet the high standards currently set forth by the
APA's Standards and the Code. It makes no sense for the development of various
assessments to be predicated on these standards and not have that action followed
up by requiring those who administer the testa and who evaluate the test results to
conform as well.

7. Much more emphasis must be given to assessment training. Further to the
notion that test administration and interpretation must be as rigorous as the devel-
opment of the national assessment program, AAP recommends that state and loc 1

education agencies should have in place a program to train teachers and adminis-
trators on the use and interpretation of assessments, including but not limited to
the national assessment system. Research studies have shown that teachers do not
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make full use of test results, simply because they have not received adequate train-
ing on these principles. Out of this point also derives the added benefit of improved
accountability, since better informed teachers and school administrators will be
better able to report the results of assessments to pupils and parents. In fact, the
general public may also benefit from the greater awareness and understanding of
the role of testing in our society.

KEY ISSUES FOR A CONSENSUS

Before any national assessment system is implemented, however, the AAP urges
this subcommittee to pay particular attention to the need to reach a consensus on
several key items that will be crucial so the success of the national program Such a
consensus must involve the particiestion of members of all affected communities of
interest, including experts in asesssment and measurement. For its part, AAP is
earnestly desirous of contributisg manpower and resources to such an effort and we
would welcome the opportlenty to discuss ways for accomplishing this avenue for
national consensus with this subcommittee or any of the groups that appeared at
the hearing.

The following issues are those upon which agreement should be reached because
they appear to AAP to be relevant to the development of a national assessment pro-
gram that can and will achieve the goals and objectives advocated by the hearing
witnesses:

I. The content, skills, objectives, and sequence to be taught and assessed, as well
as on the interpretation of test results, e.g., attainment or achievement levels, pass/
fail levels, college bound vs. technical, etc.

2. The purposes of a national assessment program, e.g., system accountability;
monitoring progress in the attainment of national education goals; evaluating the
results of the effectiveness of instruction; evaluating and improving curriculum; di-
agnosing individual strengths and weaknesses; or certifying the levels of achieve-
ment and ability upon ending secondary education. Subsidiary to what purposes are
served, AAP feels compelled to raise the point that "high stakes" accountability
testing may provide great leverage for changing the educational system, but it must
be approached cautiously so that there are not distortions or unintended conse-
quences and so that it will produce improvements in instruction and learning.

3. The voluntary or compulsory nature of' participation in a national assessment
program.

4. Who for the development, administration, scoring, and other costs of the pro-
gram.

5. The scale of assessment, e.g , testing all students or a sample; testing annually
or at intervals; testing all grades or certain grades; testing all students or excluding
or providing separate tests or scores for some (e.g., non-public schods; Chapter 1;

learning-disabled; ESL; etc.).
6. The frequency of administration and of revisions of the assessment to assure

comparability of results over time, while encouraging a dynamic and diverse assess-
ment program.

7. The security or accessibility of the assessments, i.e., will test items be secure or
released to the public; will test items be protected by copyright; will test items be
released to be imbedded in other assessment instruments.

P. The equating or scaling of different assessments, particularly assessments using
different formats (e.g , multiple-choice or performance assessments), in accordance
with the Standards. On this point, AAP notes the difficulty of the technical task of
equating or calibrating different assessment instruments to an "anchor" test is not
to be underestimated.

9. The choice of' format of' the assessments, (multiple-choice, performance, portfo-
lio, or combination), is a function of a variety of' factors, including cost, purpose of
the test, timing, etc. Each format has advantages and each has disadvantages. It is
not accurate to state that a performance or "authentic" assessment is the "best"
essessment format without qualification.

On t l"..n last point, AAP is in extreme disagreement with those who advocate the
need to completely remove the use of standardized, normed-refezenced tests. That is
akin to "throwing out the baby with the bath water." Ths use of multipIe-choice
tests has produced useful information on an objective, valid, nondiscriminatory
basis. This subcommittee should not, any more than some educators and research-
ers, "shoot the messenger" when the message may not be to their liking.

1 9 3
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DEVELOPMENT OP NATIONAL STANDARDS

Finally, AAP assumes that this subcommittee recognises that the task of develop-
ing the instruments for use in a national assessment program is secondary to the
task of establishing national education standards. Here again, it is the challenge for
every group involved in the educational system to contribute to a consensus-building
effort as to what every child should know in any particular subject area in any par-
ticular grade level. AAP hopes that this subcommittee will assure that this effort
does not become the classic case of "putting the cart before the horse." It is prema-
ture to develop an assessment system until a consensus is reached about what is
being assessed.

AAP believes that the participation of commercial pnblishers in this important
task can be utilized at critical points in the formulation, development and delivery
of appropriate assessment instruments and to ensure that instructional materials
am developed and available. Even though this effort promises to be lengthy, per-
haps even on the order of the 10-year program development outlined by Dr. Lauren
Resnick, commercial publishers are committed to assuring that the national assess-
ment program will be administered, and the results interpreted and used, in a
standardised, unbiased way.

CONCLUSION

For all the aboses reasons, AAP respectfully suggests that the subcommittee's at-
tention should focus first on the need for a consensus of education standards and
then, secondarily, on the need for a national assessment program, rather than on a
single national test. AAP members, who currently comprise the largest segment of
the assessment delivery system in place in this country, are willing and able to re-
spond to the euerging needs of a changing view of what multiple assessment instru-
ments, and poesibly their deiivery techniques, will be demanded by the year 2000,
just as they have done over the last quarter of a century, when numerous "new"
assessments t.And vogue edueation reforms have required similar commitments of re-
sources.

If further hearings are scheduled, we would welcome the chance to report back to
this subcommittee in the progrea3 of our efforts. In addition, we would be pleased to
answer any questions this suboemrnittse may have based on these supplemental
comments.

Respectfully submitted,
NICHOLAS A. VELIOTES

President

LETTER TO SENATOR PELL FROM SISTER SHEEHAN

UNITED STATES CATHOLIC CONFERENCE,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC March 21. 1991.

The Hon. CLAtenoesre PELL, Chairman
Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities,
U.S. States Senate,
Washington. DC.

DEAR SENATOR PELL: I s Secretary of Education for the United States Catholic
Confei;.nce, I would like to take this opportunity to express the interest that our
department has in the on-going deliberations of your subcommittee concerning the
implementation of the National Goals for Education in general, but most secifical.
ly with regard to the question of a national test/assessment program.

The issue of standards and their assiesment is a complex but important issue
with many implications. There is a need to examine all of these possibilities careful-
ly before taking any form of final action. One thing that I believe we want to avoid
is a piece of legislation, along thc lines of a single national test as opposed to a more
flexible process of assessment. Such a single test might be viewed by some as a
"quick fix" approach that could easily create more questions that it may hope to
answer

While I do not intend to speak for the total private school community, I believe
that it is fair to say that we are greatly interested in these questions and have been
trying to assess the implications on our students, programs and staffs. Representa-
tives of the Council for American Private &lucation have been meeting with Arch-
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bishop Francis Schulte of New Orleans, who serves on the President's Advisory
Committee on the National Goals, and have expressed some iliitial reactions relat-
ing to the implementation of the goals and specifically our concerns in the area of
assessment. I believe that in the future, representatives of the diverse elements of
the private school community may wish the opportunity to address these issues in
detail with your subcommittee.

The private school community in general, and the Catholic school community in
particular, plays a significant role in the educational well being of our Nation.
have a strong interest in any proposal aimed at improving the education of our 1e
tion's young people. I believe that we can offer a valuable contribution to an
debate on how to attain this admirable goal and therefore I believe that the private
school community should be included wherever possible, in such deliberations and
on committees which may be formed to address basic issues of interest to the entire
educational community.

I hope you will place my comments in the record of the subcommittee hearings.
Please accept my thanks for your efforts on behalf of our school age young people.

Sincerely,
SISTER LOURDES SHEEHAN, R.S.M

Secretary of Education
[Due to the high cost of printing, the additional copy submitted by Sister Sheehan

is retained in the files of the committee.]

PREPARED STATEMENT FROM FAIRTEST, NATIONAL CENTER FOR FAIR
& OPEN TESTING

OPEN LETTER TO CONGRESS, BUSH ADMINISTRATION, THE GOVERNORS
ON NAGB AND NAEP eXPANSION

Over the past several months, the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB)
has taken several actions which, considered together, raise serious concern over the
future direction of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). As a
group of education and civil rights organizations active in school reform issues, we
are addressing our concerns to Congress, the administration and the National Gov-
ernors Association so that all responsible parties understand the nature of these
problems and carefully monitor developments in NAGB and NAEP. It is important
to note that we are not writing to oppose the national assessment, but to help
ensure that it plays a constructive, not harmful, role in reforming our Nation's edu-
cational systems.

The actions of the governing board, taken together, go far beyond the level of ac-
tivity authorized in the National Assessment of Educational Progress Improvement
Act adopted as part of the Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary Education
Amendments of 1988. That act (P.L. 100-297), which passed following lengthy discus-
sion, authorized voluntary state-by-state comparisons of NAEP assessment results
on a trial basis, and mandated an independent study of the validity and effects of
the pilot programs.

Less than 2 years later, prior to completion of the trial comparisons and the stud-
ies, NAGB is proposing a major expansion of NAEP (see NAGB's paper "Positions
on the Future of the National Assessment"). The proposal includes: (1) full partici-
pation by the states in state-by-state comparisons, to be paid for by the Federal Gov-
ernment; (2) testing and comparing local districts and even schools, which is cur-
rently prohibited by law; and (3) more frequent testing. Last month, NAGI3 adopted
a process for setting "achievement levels" that students in grades 4, 8 and 12 ought
to attain on NAEP tests (see NAGB paper, "Setting Appropriate Achievement
Levels").

While each of these initiatives raises problems that require serious attention, we
are particularly concerned about the combination of setting achievement levels and
expanding NAEP. Our specific concerns and recommendations include:

(1) The proposal to expand NAEP was adopted before completion of the Congres-
sionally-mandated studies or the pilot state-by-state comparisons.

Expansion of NAEP will inevitably affect our Nation's education. Congress cor-
rectly planned a cautious, step-by-step process to gauge the value and effects of state
comparisons before mandating their continuation or expansion. This evaluation
should be completed before any further steps are taken to expand NAEP

(2) NAGB is proposing expansion of NAEP before the national debate on educa-
tional goals is resolved.

1 9 5
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So far, the Bush administration and the governors have agreed on broad national
goals, but have yet. to deeide how to implement them. Logically, the administration,
the governors and Congress should all have roles in this debate as well as in deter-
mining the indicators used to measure progress toward the goals. But if measure-
ment precedes goals clarification, the process of measuring becomes, by default, the
process of defining. That would truly be putting the cart before the horse.

Deferring action on NAEP expansion until after the trial state comparisons and
the legally required studies are completed will allow time for the national debate on
attaining educational goals to reach, resolution. Only then can NAEP play a con-
structive role in developing appropriate measurement tools and procedures.

(3) It is reckless to consider lifting the ban on district-by-district or school-by-
school comparisons without considering the consequences for curriculam and in-
struction.

No one yet knows the effectsand side-effectseven of state-by-state compari-
sons. Repeal of the ban on local comparisons requires much more information and
public discussion. It should not be considered until after the results of all trial com-
parisons and the mandated studies have been fully analyzed and publicly discussed.

(4) NAGB's achievement level setting process, when combined with comparisons,
may create a de facto national curriculum.

The evidence is overwhelming that the more power attached to a test, the more
control the test will have over curriculum and instruction. A national test with
achievement goals and local comparisons will certainly become a powerful, perhaps
controlling, influence on the curriculum.

The education goals enunciated by the administration and the governors do not
attempt to mandate a national curriculum. In fact, there is widespread agreement
that curriculum and instruction should not be determined from Washington. States
and communities need flexibility in determining how to attain the broad goals. Yet
NAGB's expansion proposals could preclude state and local initiatives.

(5) NAGB's achievement level setting procedures for its tests are not appropriate
for determining national achievement goals.

The process chosen by NAGB to set achievement levels on its teats relies on se-
lecting items from existing NAEP exams that, in the view of committees of experts:
should be answered correctly by students who have attained the levels of "basic,'
"proficient" or "advanced." This is not an appropriate method for determining na-
tional curricular goals and achievement levels because it allows one test to define
the content area and what students should be able to do in that area. Such decisions
should be made prior to and independently of any test. After curricular goals have
been decided at the various levels, then assessments appropriate to th e. curriculum
can be constructed and achievement levels set.

Moreover, as the recently-released report of the National Commission on Testing
and Public Policy explains, the procedure of relying on committees of experts to ex-
amine items is flawed even for the purpose of setting cut-off scores on tests. NAGB
thus expects a limited technical procedure to be adequate for shaping a national
curriculum.

(6) By setting achievement goals based on what are predominantly multiple-choice
tests, NAGB runs the risk of defining national educational goals in terms dictated
by these narrow instruments.

In potentially shaping curriculum and instruction, NAEP tests w ill affect both
content and methods of teaching. Multiple-choice testing necessarily focuses on fac-
tual recaU and simple comparisons and observations. It does not lend itself to re-
vealing whether students know how to do somethingto write a persuasive essay,
research an historical event, or grasp the meaning of a scientific development.

The narrowness of these instruments has been recognized by the governors,
among many others, and has led to widespread efforts to develop and implement
other means of assessment. If multiple choice testing continues to predominate,
NAEP will provide a continual obstacle to teaching and assessing the important
things students need to learn how to do. It will help perpetuate a reduced definition
of the content to be studied and an entirely incorrect view of how students learn.

(1) NAGB proposes to vastly increa the amount of its testing to include "at least
three subjects each year."

The current NAEP authorization establishes a 2-year testing cycle and a mini-
mum frequency for testing various subjects. Only math and reading are to be tested
every 2 years; other subjects are scheduled at 4- or 6-year intervals. Though its fu-
tures paper deferred discussion of the "exact configuration" of the new testing
cycles. NAGB called for "testing at least three subjects each year," at least six tests
every 2 years. NAGB's claims this acceleration is necessary "to provide timely and
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sufficient data" and to "replace the Education Department's annual 'wall chart'
which relies on SAT and ACT scores."

Again, mgkjor changes in NAEP such as expanding the extent and frequency of
testing should not be undertaken prior to completion and analysis of the 1992 test-
ing and the mandated studies. In fact, such expansion is not at all necessary. Be-

cause educational systems and achievement cannot change rapidly, yearly aggregat-
ed data will not provide meaningful information about important educational
changes. Less frequent information should be quite sufficient.

While virtually everyone, including Secretary Cavazos, agrees on the inadequacy
of the current "wall charts," the mere existence of the charts is an insufficient justi-
fication for vastly increasing a national testing program. To be sure, annual one-
pvint changes in average SAT scores or two-tenths of a point changes on the act in
the "wall charts" are meaningless. But substituting minute changes in NAEP scores
would not be an improvement. It could, however, produce public frustration and
thereby jeopandize public support for educational reform. Maintaining NAEP's cur-
rent, authorized schedule will provide as much useful information at leas cost in dol-

lars and, ultimately, in public credibility.
(8) NAGB is moving too slowly in revising NAEP exams to rely less on multiple-

choice questions and to develop other means of assessment which better measure
the full range of knowledge and skills.

While NAGB claims that about 20 percent of this year's NAEP math items were
open-ended, Paul LeMahieu, Pittsburgh's Director of T'esting, informed the National
Association of Test Directors that less than 5 percent were really open-ended items.
The rest were multiple-choice questions with the answer options deleted. Like multi-
ple-choice items, such questions are not very useful in measuring student abilities to
use math to solve real-world problems

Instead of expanding the use of outdated, multiple-choice testa, NAEP should
become a leader in the national effort to develop improved forms of assessment that
provide more information and do not endanger but rather enrich the curriculum.
NAEP should work with the states, a number of which already have performance-
based assessment projects under development, to produce and evaluate such assess-
ments.

(9) NAEP expansion will absorb an ever larger share of Federal research and in-
formation dollars, but the results may not be worth the money.

The NAEP Improvement Act authorized $9,500,000 for fiscal year 1989 for NAEP.
For fiscal year 1990, NAEP received $17,084,000. Even with this increased amount,
the Education Department deferred the NAEP validity study, a national ascessment
of adult illiteracy and work on the National Education longitudinal Study. For
fiscal year 1991, NAGB has requested $18,866,000, an increase of more than 10 per-
cent over fiscal year 1990 and nearly double the authorization for fiscal year 1989.

NAGB receives up to 10 percent of NAEP funds for administrative purposes and
reportedly seeks to receive up to 15 percent. Estimates of the cost of NAEP if ex-
panded are $100 million annually, a more than five-fold increase over current ex-

nditures and an amount two and one-half times the funding for the National
nter for Educational Statistics (NCES).
Will the results be worth the additional money? Yearly testing will not increase

anyone's knowledge of the effects of educational reform efforts. Further state and
local comparisons may not tell us more than we already know about how well the
states and localities perform on standardized tests. In a period of continuing fiscal
restraint, money used for more extensive testing could be better used to improve the
quality of NAElP assessments or for other needed research rather than for redun-
dant and potentially dangerous increases in testing.

(10) The relationship among NAEP. NAGB and NCES must be clarified.
The current debates over the future of NAEP have raised questions about the ap-

propriateness of an independent body wielding the power that NAGB could assert
over our Nation's education. A key issue is whether such a body is adequately ac-
countable to Congress, the administration and the public.

Since accountability is, in part, asserted by control over funding, NAGB's budget
should be separated from NAEP's. So long as NAGB obtains a percentage of a (po-
tentially rapidly-expanding) NAEP budget, there is no way for elected officials to
adequately exert oversight. The role of NAGB in relation to NCES, the Department
of Education or any other bodies created to oversee progress toward national goals

should be carefully considered )33, the appropriate House and Senate committees and
the administration before NAEP is expanded.

In sum, NAGB's plans to rapidly expand NAEP without adequate consideration of

the effects of the expansion or the proper role of assessment in educational reform
are dangerous. Neither Congress nor the administration should allow them to pro-
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ceed without careful review and consideration. Similarly, the governors should not
support the use of NAEP for measuring progress toward national goals without first
clarifying the goals and the role of assessment in achieving them and then deter-
mining the details of measurement. Specifically:

NAEP should not be expanded to allow more frequent or extensive testing or
more detailed comparisons at least until completion of the trial assessments of1590 and 1592 and the independent evaluation mandated in the act. Then, Con-
grm-s, the administration and the governors must weigh carefully the potential-
ly harmful effects of moreextensive tetfting and comparisons and ascertain ti at
the dangers do not outweigh any possible benefits. In any event, expansion of
NAEP must be subsequent and subordinate to the establishment of nationalgoals and not allowed to dictate a national curriculum.

NAEP should be directed to stekideda significant portion of its budget on develop-ing and piloting performance- assessments (including tests and portfolios).
Such research and development should be planned carefully to coordinate with
state projects such as those underway in California, Connecticut and Vermont,
to develop performance-based assessments, as well as projects undertaken by
local education authorities or other governmental or private bodies.

Congress and the administration should consider separating NAGB funding
from NAEP funding and carefully consider the future role of NAGB in relation
to other agencies and bodies.

We appreciate your attention to these moat important issues and look forward to
working with you in the effort to achieve genuine and lasting reforms in the qualityof public education.

Please feel free to call any of us if you have any questions or need krther infor-niation.

LIST OF SIGNERS
Ronald J. Abate, College of Education, Cleveland State University'
Advocates for Children of New York, Norman Rollins, Executive Director
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, David G. Imig, ExecutiveDirector
American Association of School Administrators
American Reading Council, Julia Palmer, President
Angelo N. Ancheta, Asian Law Alliance'
APPLE Corpe., Inc., Alfred E. McWilliams, President; Mary Anne F. Gaunt, Exec-

utive Director
Associeion for Supervision and Curriculum Development, Gordon Cawelti, Execu-tive Director
Bank Street College of Education, Joseph Shenker, President
Rims Barber, Mississippi Human Services Agenda
Leonard Beckum, Dean, College of Education, City College of New York
Arksociation for Women in Science, Stephanie J. Bird, President
Gerald W. Bracey, Director of Research and Evaluation, Cherry Creek, Colorado
Diana Caballero, Puerto Rican/Latino Education Roundtable, New York City'
Center for Law and Social Policy, Alan W. Houseman, Director
Center for Women Policy Studies, Leslie R. Wolfe, Executive Director
Harold E. Dent, Vice-President, Psychological and Human Resources Consultants,Inc.'
Educational Law Center, Inc., Marilyn Morheuser, Executive Director
Pabh Eisenberg, President, Center for Community Change*
Federation of Organizations for Professional Women
Foxfire Fund, Inc., Eliot Wigginton, President
Fund for the Feminist Majonty, Eleanor Smeal, President
Howard Gardner, Project Zero, Harvard University'
Genesee Valley Developmental Learning Group, New York
Leslie A. Hart Brain-mpatible Education Associates
La Donna Hai ris, Americans for Indian Opportunity'
Asa Hilliard, Professor of Education, Georgia State University'
Holt Assaciates/Growing Without Schooling
Institut or Learning and Teaching, Wayne Jennings, Director
International Reading Association
KEY-Kids, Education and You, (Beth Bradley, Jenny Coston, Leslie Floyd, SueLong)
A. Gay Kingman, National Congress of American Indians'
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Nancy K. Klein, College of Education, Cleveland State University'
Massachusetts Advocacy Center, Stephen R. Bing, Executive Director
Matsushita Foundation, Inc., Dr. Sophie Sa, Executive Director
Deborah Meier, Principal, Central Park East Secondary School, New York City
Sara E. Melendez, Vice-Provost, University of Bridgeport'
Susan Metz, Prospect Heights High School, Brooklyn, NY'
Mexican American Women's National Association
National Association for the Advancement of C<Aored People, Beverly Cole, Educa-

tion Director
National Association of Secondary School Principals
National Center for Fair & Open Testing (Fair Test), Cir.thia Schuman, Executive

Director
National Coalition of Advocates for Students
Natiqsal Coalition of Title I/Chapter I Parents, Robert Witherspoon, Director
NatioTal Council for the Social Studies
National Council of Teachers of English, Charles Suhnr, Executive Director
National FAucation Association, Keith Geiger, President
National Indian Youth Council, Inc., Cheryl J. Mann, Executive Director
National Organization for WomenNew York City Chapter
National Parent Teacher Association
National Women's Law Center
National Women's Political Caucus
Fred M. Newmann, National Center on Effective Secondary SchoolsUniversity

of Wisconsin'
New York Public Interest Research Group
NOW Legal Def,..nse end Education Fund, Helen Neuborae, Executi ve Director
Organization lf Ch...tse American Women, Faith Lee Breen, Chair, Board of Di-

rectors
Vito Perrone, i.1:...rward UniversityGraduate School of Education'
Project Equality, Inc. Kansas City, MO
Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund, Inc., Ruben Franco, President/

General Counsel
Rochester (NY) Teachers Association (AFF), Adam Urbanski, President
Lori Rubenstein, Partnership for Democracy'
William V. Schipper, Executivi Director, Natl. Assn. of State Directors of Special

Education'
Donald H. Smith, Chairman, Dept. of Education, Baruch College, City University

of New York'
Hilton Smith, Coordinator. Foxfire Teacher Outreach Programs'
Southern Association on Children Under Six, Cathy Grace, Executive Director
Southern Christian Leadership Conference, Joseph Lowery, President
Southern Regiorial Council, Inc., Steve Suitts, Executive Director
Judy I. Stahlrnan, Cleveland State University'
Adria Steinberg, Harvard Education Letter'
Gail E. Thomas, Texas A & M University'
United States Student Association, Julianne Marley, President
Dorothy J. Watson, President, Whole Language Urk:brella'
Paul Weckstein, Center for Law and Education'
Grant Wiggins, Center on Learning, Assessment and School Structures (CLASS)
Arthur E. Wise, Rand Corporation'
Women's Research and Education Institute, Betty Parsons Dooley, Executive Di-

rector
'Organization for identification purposes only

At this point, we adjourn the committee.
[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE OFFICE OF EDUCA-
TIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT ACT

THURSDAY, JUNE 13, 1991

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, ARTS AND HUMANITIES, OF THE

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
Washington., DC

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:04 a.m., in room
SD-430, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Claiborne Pell
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Pell, Simon, Bingaman, Kassebaum, and Jef-
fords.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PELL

Senator PELL. The subcommittee will come to order.
This marks the second hearing on the reauthorization of the

Office of Educational Research and Improvement, OERI.
Our first hearing in March focused on the question of the nation-

al test. Today we will examine broader issues relating to education-
al research and improvement.

Earlier this week Senators Kassebaum, Kennedy, Hatch and I in-
troduced S. 1275, a simple extension of OERI. This bill will serve as
the vehicle for our substantive work, and as we look toward reau-
thorization, I think we all have several goals in mind.

The first is that we make the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement a true beacon of educational excellence. The work of
that office should be on the cutting edge of new, innovative and
controversial educational ideas, concepts and programs.

The second is that dissemir ation and access be the primary mis-
sion of every component of the office. Educational research should
be brought out of the hallowed halls of ivy-covered buildings, into
the front lines of instruction in our Nation's schools.

The third is that we should make every effort to ensure that re-
search remains free of any ideology. The research agenda of the
office should have only one concern in mindimproving the educa-
tional achievement of every student in our Nation.

To have a critical impact upon teaching and learning, research
must remain free from the influence of the tenets of any special
interests.

Fourth, the office should serve as a conduit of successful school
practice, and we should charge that office with the mission of iden-
tifying proven models of educational excellence and developing a
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mechanism for transmitting that excellence into our Nation's
schools.

Finally, the Secretary through the offios should develop a nation .
al test or series of tests to measure the acHevement of individual
students. I have already introduced legislation that. directs the Sec-
retell either to develop or identify such tests, and it is our intent
that we act on that legislation within the context of the present re-
authorization

We've got a golden opportunity in this reauthorization to make
the office the real engine that drives the train of excellence and
innovation. If we take this challenge seriously and responsibly, the
results of our effOrts will have a lasting imprint on educational ex-
cellence and improvement for years to come.

We welcome your statement, Mr. Secretary, and we have two
panels which will follow you. First, turn to Senator Bingaman.
Do you have a statement you wish to make at this time, Senator
Bingarnan?

Senator BINGAMAN. I have no statement, Mr. Chairman.
Senator PELL. Thank you.
Secretary Alexander.

STATEMENT OF HON. LAMAR ALEXANDER, SECRETARY, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF EDUCATION, WASHINGTON, DC, ACCOMPANIED
BY BRUNO MANNO, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY, OFFICE
OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVEMENT

Secretary ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, Senator Bingarnan, thank
you for inviting me. I have submitted my statement; I'd like to
make some brief comments on it, and then be glad to try to
answer any questions that you might have.

I'd like to introduce Dr. Bruno Manna, who is the acting assist-
ant secretary for the Office of Educational Research and Improve-
rnent.

I will have a word or two to say, Senator, about. the idea of the
national examination. It is a subject that you have been a leader
on for a number of years. In fact, I think many people are not.
aware that you have already persuaded the Congress to pass a law
requiring a sort of national achievement examination some years
ago.

The President has now suggested a voluntary national system of
examination. His advisory committee on education, which is a
broadly based group of educators and business leaders in America,
has said the same thing. Many members of the National Governors
Association have said the same thing. So it is an idea that is
coming right along.

I received a letter from a 4th grade student in the Richardson
Independent School District in Dallas. TX who is u a class with
my nephew, Jeremy Carl, a few weeks ago, and she summed up, as
4th graders have a way of summing up almost the entire debate
about the national examination system. She said, "Dear Secretary
Alexander, having a national exam is both a good and a bad idea.
It is a good idea because we can see what we need to learn and
what we already know. It is a bad idea because it may not make
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any difference, and then we would have wasted a lot of time. Love,
Angela."

So I think she has come pretty close to summing up both sides of
the argument.

I am here today, Mr. Chairman, to talk about the reauthoriza-
tion of the Office of Educational Research and Improvement. It is a
pleasure to be here to talk about that because that is one of the
areas of activity of the United States Department of Education
about which everyone seems to agree that this is what we ought to
be doing. But sometimes we have an argument about what is Fed-
eral and what is local and what is State and whether we ought to
be involved in this or that. But for more than a century it has been
generally agreed that it is an appropriate function of the Federal
Government to gather the best information about what is going on
in education in America, about what works, to conduct research
about that and to disseminate it as widely as possible to our
110,000 public and private schools in America to help improve the
quality of education.

What we are talking about today, it seems to me, is gathering
that information in a way that can most effectively help us close
what might be called a skills and knowledge gap. And rather than
talk about it in an abstract form, I think it is important to mention
this work in some examples.

For example, just last week the National Center for Education
Statistics brought out the two-volume work that it does each year
on the condition of education. It has some fascinating information
in there, useful to parents, to teachers, to members of the United
States Congress. It shows, for example, that the high school com-
pletion rate for 19 year-olds in 1989 was 81 percent. It has some
interesting information about the cost of going to college that con-
travenes some conventional wisdom and that would be very useful
to members of this committee as we talk about what do we do
about the Pell grants, what do we do about the loans; do we agree
with the administration proposal to focus more of the money on
the poorest Americans, or do we spread it out more among middle-
income Americans.

What this shows, for example, in general, is that the cost of
going to public universities, which is where most people go, for
most American families has not increased in the last 25 years as a
percent of their income; that the families for whom the cost has
increased dramatically have L en low-income Americans, which is
one reason why the aciministra.ion is seeking to focus more of the
money we have on low-income Americans. We can debate that, but
it helps to have reliable information that helps us make decisions.

We saw another good example of that last week with the work of
the Nation's Report Card, the National Assessment of Education
Progress, coming out with the first ever State by State date in
what 8th graders know about mathematics. That was work author-
ized by this subcommittee and full committee and Congress a few
years ago, and it was very helpful and very disturbing data. It
showed, for example, that there is a wide variation of what 8th
graders know about mathematics and can do about mathematics
among the States. What is more important, it shows that none of
the States are cutting it; that even in States where students score
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the highest, only about one in four seem to know what most educa-
tors think an 8th grader ought to know and be able to do about
mathematics.

That is very helpful information. It ought to ring an alarm bell
across this country and drive a lot of the work community by com-
munity that will have to be done to help the Nation reach the na-
tional education goals by the year 2000.

That same work done by the Nation's Report Card gave interest-
ing information about the effect of television watching on the
learning of mathematics. It showed fundamentally that the chil-
dren who watched the most television did the worst in math, and
the children who watched the least did the best. It suggested that
common sense things that we would know without looking do make
real sense even when we research itnot only television watching,
but the amount of homework completed, the amount of absentee-
ism at school, the disorganization of the family from which stu-
dents come all seem to have something to do with how much math
you learn. It even had interesting information about what students
think they know about math as compared with what they do know
and found that a great many American children who think they
are good in math in fact don't know much math. And I suppose
scholars will be studying that for a while. It shows we are high in
self-esteem and low in knowledge in some respect.

The reason I mention those is so people won't think we are talk-
ing about abstract notions here that are not useful and available to
broad numbers of Americans. In fact, this information is available
on a daily basis and useful on a daily basis, not just to Members of
Congress but to parents, school leaders, and decisionmakers every-
where.

One of the most important points I would like to make today is
the following; that the work the committee will be doing this year
and next year in reauthorizing and considering the reauthorization
of OERI, this work is likely to take a year or two, and then it is
likely to set the rules for what is done for the rext 5 years after
that. In other words, what we are talking about today will govern
the amount of research and the kind of research and the contribu-
tion that the Federal Government can make to helping move the
country toward the national education goals for the entire next
decade because this reauthorization bill, when approved, will
expire toward the end of this century, so we have to think pretty
far ahead.

I would like to make as strong an argument as I respectfully can
make, therefore, that the committee continue to give OERI as
much flexibility as possible because the committee may want and
the country may need for us to make decisions in 1994 and 1995
and 1996 that will be different to anticipate with precision today.
We want to stay within what Congress wants us to do, but the tra-
dition of a certain amount of flexibility within what you allow
OERI to do I would submit is very important in a rapidly change
world when the stakes are so high in terms of what we need to
know and are able to do.

Arguably, our biggest problem is that so many people in America
think the Nation is at risk but that they are okay, when they are
not okay. And using this information to help ring and alarm bell

2' 3



193

and wake the country up to what needs to be done is vitally impor-
tant. That flexibility is an important part of doing that.

Within the next few weeks we will be sending to this committee
and to Congress, Mr. Chairman, the specific terms of our legisla-
tion. Today I would simply like to review very briefly four aspects
of the proposal that will be coming.

First, we'll be including in that the proposals that were made in
the "America 2000: Excellence in Education Act". These would
build on the work that Congress approved a couple, 3 years ago. In.
stead of just having 8th grade math tests State by State, we will be
recommending that Congress approve the collection of State-level
data in grades 4, 8, and 12 in the five core subjects, reading, writ-
ing, math, science and history, beginning in 1994.

We think parents need to know in their schools and in their com-
munities the same kind of information that States found out last
week on a State by State basis.

We will be recommending that the Federal Government pay for
costs in excess of $100,000 associated with the administration of
those assessments.

We will be recommending that we collect this data annually and
that we permit the use of NAEP-like tests at the district and school
levels by States that wish to do so.

I think the value of these exams has already been shown. We no-
ticed last week that already, based upon the State by State reports,
that whole States were calling for major reviews of the way they
teach math and what they are teaching in math. The District of
Columbia, we read about, is a smaller area, and the school officials
there, based upon the information they receive, went to work im-
mediately to see what sort of improvements they could make in the
teaching and learning of mathematics.

I'd like to underscore a point about our request that we begin
this collection of data in the five core subjects sf, that parents and
communities can have it in 1994. If the Nation's Report Card,
NAEP, is going to be able to prepare for 1994 assessmentE, we
would need to ask that the Congress approve this by the end of this
year. That would be a little in advance of what I would guess you
would plan to do in terms of the entire reauthorization of OERI.
But I would like to point out that timing problem if you would like
for NAEP to be able to proceed with the 1994 assessments.

Mr. Chairman, you have mentioned in your remarks the idea of
a national system of examination. There is not in this proposal spe-
cific authorization language that has to do with a voluntary nation-
al examination system that President Bush has talked about or the
kind of examination system that you have talked about. I think it
is important to say, however, that we are proceeding to do some of
the preliminary work that would lead toward the objective that
you outline in the legislation that you described.

For example, Congress has already authorized the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education to do research work that will promote student
achievement. Under that authority we are already providing tech-
nical assistance to such organizations as the National Governors
Association as they do some preliminary work in thinking about
what kind of national examination system would be most appropri-
ate and how to go about doing it.
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In addition the Congress has already passed a law, as we men-
tioned earlier, which you authorized which requires us, or at least
gives us the option, to go ahead and develop a national examina-
tion. So for both of those reasons there is a good amount of work
going on giving technicd advice and thinking about a national ex-
amination system.

In addition to that, members of the Senate and members of the
House have been working with the governors and with the admin-
istration to create an interim council on standards and testing
which would work between now and the end of the year, with a
broad-based group of educators, administration officials and mem-
bers of Congress, and think primarily about how to proceed in
terms of developing a national examination system but also to give
some thought to the pros and cons of such a system.'

It would be my suggestion that as this discussion moves along
during the next few monthsafter all, 6 months isn't a very long
period of timethat as this moves along, it will become clearer.
what kind of legislation would be the most appropriate next step
for Congress to take. I am very pleased that members of this com-
mittee have agreed to participate in this discussion with the gover-
nors and with members of the administration to try to take these
next steps.

Fundamentally, the President and you seem to agree on the need
for a national eRarnination system. Th.e details of such a system are
something that need to be thought about veD, carefully. There are
many ways to go about such a system. Th,) President is not think-
ing about a standardized test; he is not thinking about a multiple
choice test; he is not thinking necessarily about a test written in
Washington even, and he is not thinking about a test that every
student in America would be required to take. He is more inclined
to think of an examination system in the five core subjectsEng-
lish, math, science, history and geographythat would be carefully
developed over the next several years and that would be useful in
helping to point the way toward a higher standard of learning and
a higher standard of achievement that would be available to com-
munities and available to parents, and the hope would be that they
would adopt that examination or they would improve the examina-
tions they are now using to reach at least the same high standards.

We can talk more about the ways to go about doing that if you
would like to, but there is a substantial area of agreement here be-
tween the President's views, Mr. Chairman, and yours, and we
would salute your leadership in the area and look forward to work-
ing with you in the development of an appropriate national exami-
nation system.

The other major areas that our legislation will cover have to do
with increasing the flexibility of the way we spend some of our re-
search dollars. There are a number of mandated minimums that
say exactly how much the department should spend on this re-
search center, on that regional laboratory, on this study or on that
clearinghouse, and what we would like to suggest to the committee
is that to try to anticipate that in 1991 to take effect all the way
through 1998 is very difficult to do and that the more flexibility
you can accord the department in making those decisions, the more
useful the taxpayers' dollars can be spent.
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We are always available to be hauled up here for an oversight
hearing. We are always willing to accept strong suggestions from
members of the Senate about what ought to be done or ought not
to be done, and we would like to work cooperatively with you on
that and not have either of our hands tied by laws that we might
establish this year to have effect in 1997 and 1998.

Just a couple of other points. We would like to expand the types
of entities that are eligible to compete for regional laboratory and
research center awards. We believe that will help unleash the crea-
tivity of America more if we are not as limited in the way we can
grant those dollars, which are getting to be a substantial number
of dollars.

A third area that we would like to address and we will address
when our legislation comes up is to take the current list of OERI
priorities which have been expanded so much that they are more
like a laundry list now than a list of priorities, and focus them
better and cause the Congress to concentrate on trying to focus
more on these.

Finally, we would like to do a better job of a challenge that this
.activity as a part of the Depertment of Education has always had
we'd like to do a better job of getting the research into practice.

I am hearing every day from people who say we'd like to know
more about what works. One of the great frustrations in America
in education is that people in a school that is not functioning very
well very rarely will walk across the street to a school that is func-
tioning well and borrow a good idea. It is hard to know why that
doesn't happen, but one of our jobs is to see that it happens more
frequently, and we'll be looking for ways to do that. One way to do
it might be to give the national diffusion network, which is the
name of a network whose job it is to help do that, a name that ev-
erybody could understand so they would know that it was doing.
And we'll be giving some thought to that, too.

Fundamentally, I'd like to close where I began. There are exam-
ples all around us. There is an editorial in the Washington Post
this morning about the work that the Center for Education Statis-
tics is doing in helping us to understand the number of dropouts;
the work done on the condition of education 1991 that helps us un-
derstand, among other things, the cost of going to college; the work
reported last week, helping us understand what 8th graders know
and can do about math State by State.

This is the kind of information that we are talking about in this
reauthorization. We think it is extremely important. The advent of
the proposed American achievement test or voluntary national
system of examination is one of the most fundamental and impor-
tant changes that would take place in American education n the
two centuries that we have been a country. All of these are what
we are talking about as we talk about reauthorizing OERI, and we
look forward to working with members of the Senate and doing
that reauthorization well.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Secretary Alexander follows:1
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SECRETARY ALEXANDER

Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear before
you today to talk about reauthorization of the Office of Educational Research and
Improvement (OERI). Carrying out OERI's functionproviding reliable information
about the condition of education and the improvement of learningis one of the
most important ways in which the Department can help move the Nation toward its
national education goals.

Two weeks ago, the Department released a new book, the report of the National
Center for Education Statistics entitled The Condition of Education 1991. From just
one of the nearly 120 indicators included in the report, we learned that, as a Nation,
we face a considerable challenge in reaching the national goal of a 90 percent grad-
uation rate by the year 2000. Although a number of former dropouts complete high
school by age 24, either by returning to school or through some alternative means
such as the GED, the high school completion rate for 19-year-olds in 1989 was only
81 percent.

One week ago today, the National Centcr released information on the state of
mathematics achievement from The Nation's Report Card. This report, which in-
cludes the first-ever State- b:,-State data from the National Assessment of Educa-
tional Progress, shows us the challenge we face in reaching our national goals relat-
ed to students' math achievement. We know from the report that the challenge is
great, that only five percent of U.S. twelfth graders have the knowledge and skills
to be able to handle college level mathematics. We know that some States face a
greater challenge than others, that the average proficiency of eighth graders in
mathematics varied across the States by as much as 50 points, but we also know
that in none of the States do students know enough math. What we don't know is
what parents, teachers, and communities need to know, which is, "How well are my
students and my schools performing?"

I'll return to that later. My point for the moment is that after these reports came
out, everyone in the country knew something about where the Nation stands in re-
lation to some of our education goals. We can thank the Office of Educational Re-
search and Improvement, and specifically, the National Center for Education Statis-
tics, for that. There has been considerable flap over whe the Federal Government
should and should not do, what the Federal role is and isn't. But on this issue, it
seems to me there is agreement. Along with helping the disadvantaged, generating
and sharing information about the condition and progress of education and about
what works is a primary role of the Federal Government. Since 1867 the Federal
Government has been charged with this basic responsibility, and no one has ever
questioned the appropriateness of it.

This reauthorization is extremely important. It will be effective through fiscal
year 1997 or 1998, nearly the entire decade, a decade of enormous challenge. Infor-
mation about where we stand and what works is absolutely essential to our being
able to achieve the national goals. We in the Department don't know now what we
might need to do by 1996 to provide that kind of informati . cuid help people make
the best use of it. The current statutory authority for OERI, when it is accompanied
by adequate appropriations, allows us a good deal of flexibility with regard to the
activities we can support. We need to be sure that we have this and more flexibility
in the future, so that we can act boldly, because that's what it will take from all of
us.

We will be sending you our legislative proposalwithin the next sewral weeks.
Today I would like to talk about four of the most important aspects of the bill we
will transmit.

First, we will include in our reauthorization bill the provisions related to The Na-
tion's Report Card (the National Assessment of Educational Progress) that were in-
cluded in our AMERICA 2000 Excellence in Education Act. Sftcifically, we are re-
questing the authority to:

Collect State-level data in grades four, eight, and twelve, in reading, writing,
math, science, history, and geography on a regular basis, beginning in 1994,

Provide Federal financial support to the States for those costs in excess of
$100,000 associated with their administration of the State assessments;

Collect assessment data annually; and
Permit the use of NAEP tests at district and school levels by States that wish to

do so.

Measuring the results of education ir a way that allows parents, teache.,s, schools,
and communities to compare results and thus insist on change when the results
aren't good enough is the only way we can make our schools more accountable, and
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it's essential to our achieving the national goals. That is why it is a key aspect of
the President's AMERICA 2000 strategy. And for now, The Nation's Report Card is
the only vehicle available for providing truly comparable data on what students
know and are able to do.

The value of the State-level assessmer ts is already evident. Immediately upon the
release of the eighth grade math data last week, States began to call for major
review of, or changes in, their math programs. State assessments at all three grades
in all iive core subjects ought to become a regular occurrence. But think how much
more valuable last week's release would have been had it been data on individual
districts or even schools. The response of the DC Public Schools to the release, as it
was reported in The Washington Post, illustrates my point. Because the District of
Columbia was able to participate in the 1930 trial State assessment, it was able to
receive district data. And immediately officials began to call for improvements.
Providence and Kansas City. all school districts, and even schools, should have the
same opportunity to learn how they measure up in comparison to others

We need to have these new NAEP pros isions in place by the end of the year, be-
cause we must contract very early next year for the 1994 assessments. However, as I
alluded to earlier, this NAEP expansion is not enough.

As a Nation, we need to define e.liat it is our students need to learn, what it is
they need to know and be able to do to live and work effectively in today's world.
We need standards that incorporate both knowledge and skills, to ensure that, when
they leave school, young people are prepared for l'urt.lier study and the work forte.
We also need a nationwide examination system based on the standards, designed to
foster good teaching and learning as well as to monitor student progress. As Gover-
nor of Tennessee trying to help local school districts design programs for better
schools, I found one of the most difficult problems we. faced was providing parents
with reliable information about how much math or English their children knew.
Armed with this information, parents and communitiea will no longer be ahle to
think, "The Nation is at risk, but I'm OK." Schools will change when families and
counties want them to change, and the first step is convincing people that change is
needed.

This is why the President's AMERICA 2000 strategy calls for the development of
World Class Standards and American Achievement Tests. We are not proposing
that this be a Federal effort, that these be Federe: standards, or that a Federal test
be developed. We are not even proposing a single examination, but rather a system
of tests linked in some manner so that they all measure performance against the
same standards. I said earlier that we don't know today what we might need to do
in 1996. This is an example. Just a few years ago rational testing would have been
unheard of, but there is a growing consensus today that the country needs this type
of voluntary national assessment system. The Federal Government must be able to
assist in the national effort to develop these standards and tests, and we need the
flexibility to work with the National Education Goals Panel, the National Gover-
nors' Association, and others.

This flexibility is the second major aspect of our legislative propoeal that I'd like
to discuss today. We will propose various changes to enhance the Department's abil-
ity to respond with the appropriate information or assistance to the enormous
changes we expect to see during the term of this reauthorization. The law currently
requires that we spend at least so much each year for research centers, regional
laboratories, field-initiated studies, and ERIC clearinghouses. Funding of each of
these activities should be determined in the context of all that needs to be done. The
current mandated minimums should not be replaced with new ones. The Depart-
ment must be able to look beyond this set of mechanisms for supporting research
and development, providing technical assistance, and sharing information. As with
developing the standards and tests, we need the flexibility to expiore other means,
to support other entities, to carry out all these responsibilities.

Along these same lines, we will propose tA. ',nand the types of entities eligible to
compete for regional laboratory and research :nter awards. Currently, only non-
profit organizations may apply to operate regional laboratories, and only institu-
tions of higher education may receive research and development center awards. Re-
moving these restrictions would allow us to involve the expanding cadre of highly
competent researchers, who could help improve our schools, but are presently ex-
cluded from our major research and development efforts. The New American
Schools Development Corporation, which will assist in implementing the AMERICA
2000 strategy by funding the R&D Teams that will develop designs for a New Gen-
eration of American Schools, plans to include corporations, universities, think
tanks, school innovators, and others on these teams. The Office of Educational Re-
search and Improvement will also be supporting work that will help in creating
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"break-the-mold," schools. Already, work supported by OERI has helped us question
many out-dated assumptions about schooling and Provided some of the best ideas
that point the way to the radical changes AMERICA 2000 aims to help bring about,
but OERI should be able to access and support with taxpayer funds the same
breadth of expertise the Corporation can reach with the Private sector funds it will
raise.

The third issue we will address in our reauthorization proposal is OERI's prior-
ities. The list of priority research needs in the current law is a 'laundry list." It
covers nearly every conceivable education issue or problem, and the result is no pri-
orities at all. We will propose a new, more coherent set of priorities. It will help us
focus on the results of education, on radically improving students' learning, on cre-
ating Schools up to the task of educating children for adult life in the next century,
and on improving community and family support for chi1,1ren and their education.
Because they are designed to help move the country towa.t1 the national education
goals, we have used as our framework the four tracks of AMERICA 2000:

Improving today's Schools, making them better and more accountable for re-
sults, so that when tc lay's students leave school they are prepared for further
study and the work fcrce;

Inventing a new generation of American schools to meet the demands of a new
century, schools that are the beat in the world, Schools that enable all their stu-
dents to reach the national education goals;

Drawing adults back to School, encouraging all Americans to engage in life-long
learning, because education is key both to making a living and to having a
more interesting and fulfilling life; and

Making our communities places where learning can happen, improving the 91
percent of time that children spend outside of school.

Finally, in our reauthorization proposal we will give greater stress to OERI's re-
sponsibility to assist in applying the knowledge gained from research and statistical
findings. Sharing information and "getting research into practice" has long been a
concern. We have Segun to explore new ways of helping parents, teachers, princi-
pals, business and community leaders, and others use what we learn from research
and statistics to make specific changes. For example, we will announce a competi-
tion next week for which we will apecifically invite proposals for the development of
videotapes to provide parents, teachers, and the public with information about strat-

ies that research shows will be effective in helping to achieve the national goals.
We want to do more of this.

Before I close, I want to mention the study of the condition of education research
that is being done for us by the National Research Council. An interim report is due
this fall, and the final report will be available by next spring. A similar study a
assumptions about schooling and provided some of the best ideas that point the way
to the radical changes AMERICA 2000 aims to help bring about, but OERI should
be able to access and support with taxpayer funds the same breadth of expertise the
Corporation can reach with the private sector funds it will raise.

The third issue we will address in our reauthorization proposal is OERI's prior-
ities. The list of priority research needs in the current law is a 'laundry list." It
covers nearly every conceivable education issue or problem, and the result is no pri-
orities at all. We will propose a new, more coherent set of priorities. It will help us
focus on the results of education, on radically improving students' learning, on cre-
ating schools up to the task of educating children for adult life in the next century,
and on improving community and family support for children and their education.
Because they are designed to help move the country toward the national education
goals, we have used as our framework the four tracks of AMERICA 2000:

--Improving today's schools, making them better and more accountable for re-
sults, so that when today's students leave school they are prepared for further
study and the work force;

Inventing a new generation of American schools to meet the demands of a new
century, schools that aro the best in the world, schools that enable all their stu-
dents to reach the national education goals;

Drawing adults back to school, encouraging all Americans to engage in life-long
learning, because education is key both to making a living and to having a
more interesting and fulfilling life; and

Making our communities places where learning can happen, improving the 91
percent of time that children spend outside of school.

Finally, in our reauthorization proposal we will give greater stress to OERI's re-
sponsibility to assist in applying the knowledge gained from research and statistical
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findings. Sharing information and "getting research into practice" has long been a
concern. We have begun to explore new ways of helping parents, teachers, princi-
pals, business and community leaders, and others use what we learn from research
and statistics to make specific changes. For example, we will announce a competi-
tion next week for Nhich we will specifically invite proposals for the development of
videotapes to provide parents, teachers, and the public with information about strat-
egies that research shows will be effective in helping to achieve the national goals.
We want to do more of this.

Before I close, I want to mention the study of the condition of education research
that is being done for us by the National Research Council. An interim report is due
this fall, and the final report will be available by next spring. A similar study a
number of years ago was very helpful in improving the National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working with you on this reauthorization. I will
be happy to respond to your questions.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
We will limit ourselves to a 10-minute rule, and I would ask my

colleagues not to feel any necessity to fill out the 10 minutes, as we
have two more panels to follow.

Am I correct in saying that the real difference between our pro-
posals on the test is that the administration is more for testing the
school itself and how they are doing, and we are more for :ocusing
on the individual student; would that be a correct statement?

Secretary ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I am afraid I would not
agree with that. The administration agrees with you, that it is
equally important, perhaps most important, to give parents a way
to find out whether their children know what they ought to know
about math, English, science, history and geography, and the idea
of an American achievement test would be for parents and commu-
nities as well as schools to know that information. So we would
agree with you about the importance of that.

Senator PELL. That is very similar to the legislation we intro-
duced in the last Congress, I think.

Secretary ALEXANDER. I believe it is, Mr. Chairman.
Senator PELL. Incidentally, I notice that your proposal talks

about English, math, science, history and geography. I was wonder-
ing who chose those critical areas and why, for example, foreign
languages, civics, government, and particularly the arts were
dropped.

Secretary ALEXANDER. The answer to the question is those criti-
cal areas are the areas that the governors and the President agreed
upon as areas of focus in the summit that they held in Charlottes .
ville about a year and a half ago, and they are therefore part of the
national education goals. They are also similar to the areas that
the Nation's Report Card uses in the assessments that it has been
doing.

Certainly no one that I know of thinks that that is all a school
ought to teach, and if I were in a community creating a school, I
would certainly want art and music and foreign languages and
computer skills and many other subjects offered, many of them re-
quired. So that it is very possible that in developing a voluntary
national examination system that we may want to include other
subjects.

Senator PELL. If my memory is correct, we had moved in the leg-
islation maybe it was 15, 20 years ago now, provisions which
became law for metric education, and we also had arts included. I

2 I



200

think both of those were dropped in the last 10 years. And my hope
would be that perhaps in the subjects that you mentionEnglish,
math, history, science and geographyyou could include, for exam-
ple, that some mention of metric education be included. In English,
we could maybe add some language or arts.

Secretary ALEXANDER Those are excellent suggestions, Mr.
Chairman, and we have heard those and will take note of them. I
will pass that along to the governors who are working on that and
others in the administration who are thinking about it.

Senator PELL They had actually been part of the old ESEA law,
and I know my recollection is correct because I authored both of
those provisions.

That's all for the moment. Thank you.
Senator Kassebaum.
Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have a statement that I'd just like to be made a part of the

record. I would to the Secretary that I certainly appreciate his
coming up and lending his leadership and stature to this reauthor-
ization because I think, while it may be regarded as more technical
to a certain extent, it certainly is very important to the movement
of the educational agenda.

I do apologize for being late. I just caught your last comment,
and you have probably spoken at greater length about dissemina-
tion. I think this has been one of the issues that has frequently
been raised, that with the amount of research and so forth that is
done, is it really getting out and being utilized in a way that it
should?

I understand some in the House believe that, if we could increase
dramatically the number of centers, this would help in the dissemi-
nation of information. Did you address that at all in your opening
comments?

Secretary ALEXANDER. I did not, Senator, and I don't know the
answer to that. I would have to be better informed. I'd like to talk
that over with members of the department before I form a judg-
ment, but my instinct would be that just creating more centers
wouldn't make more difference; that in this day and time, dissemi-
nation of good information doesn't depend upon having it cooked
up 15 miles away from you. The quality of the information, the
power of the ideas that are generated, and the skill with which the
information is disseminated might have more to do with it.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Does it normally go to a State's board of
education?

Secretary ALEXANDER. Do you mean the information that is de-
veloped?

Senator KASSEBAUM. Yes.
Secretary ALEXANDER. Let me ask Dr. Manno, if I may, to re-

spond to that.
Mr. MANNO. The information is disseminated to a variety of

agencies. Certainly, State education agencies, SEAs, are part of one
of the audiences that we direct our information to, but that's not
all. There are local educational agencies, school districts, that are
part of our dissemination system.

So our general efforts are directed toward a variety of groups, in-
cluding schools and teachers in schools. The Secretary did refer in
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the course of his remarks to the national diffusion network, NDN.
The NDN has been in existence for a number of years, and that
entity has been involved in disseminating information down to the
school and teacher level.

The reauthorization proposal, as the Secretary said, will include
a more focused effort at dissemination, and we propose to add lan-
guage to the authorization of OERI that would in fact emphasize
this dimension of our work a lot more than it is in the authoriza-
tion that we presently have.

Senator KASSEBAUM. That sounds very sensible, I think. Perhaps
it is a more direct focus that would be useful, because sometimes
we all get so much information that it is hard to sort through the
priority items or give attention to any one part of it at a given
time. So that sounds very useful to me.

Just a moment on the test. In a national test, so to speak, will
there be any differences that will be albwed for a district or even
by a State? Has there been any thought given to that?

Secretary ALEXANDER. Yes, there is a good deal of discussion
about that, Senator, and there are different opinions about that.
And I think that is healthy and good, and we ought to talk those
through over the next several months.

The way we're thinking about it in the administration now is
that it is a voluntary examination system, so that in Kansas or
Wichita, parents would say we'd like to know what our children
know about math and science, and then they would decide what
sort of report card they wanted to use, and they might choose to
use this national examination or they might choose to use another
one. What we would hope the governor would do or the Senator
would do is at least provoke the debate and say, well, if you use
another sort of Kansas test, at least make sure it's to the same
new, higher standards that the national achievement test is.

We in the administration think that that will cause communities
and States to buy into the examination process, pay more attention
to it, take it more seriously, that that is the way America works.

Now, there is a contrary view which says that it would be better
to simply go ahead and not only agree on national standards but
agree on a national examination that is given to everyone and let
them find out where they stand. Those are competing poi ts of
view, and as I understand Senator Pell's proposals in the past, he
has argued toward a national examination that everyone would
take. Other countries in the world do that, and many people feel
that this country should.

Senator PELL. The reason why I had it voluntary in the original
legislation was that that would act as an engine for the school com-
mittees, which I think usually have too much to say in these
things, who they would want their children to be able to do well on
the test in competition with other schools.

I am much more supportive of the way it is moving along with
some compulsiveness in it.

Sorry to interrupt, Senator Kassebaum.
Senator KASSEBAUM. Not at all. I think it is helpful to have that

point of view.
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So it would be your thought that perhaps analyzing of the tests
and putting together the results wouhl be done within the National
Center for Education Statistics?

Mr. MANNO. That's correct.
Senator KASSEBAUM. So that work would all be done there, the

calibration of the tests awl so forth?
Secretary ALEXANDEP INI.11, it could be done there. All that is

part of the discussion t. .) we need to talk about. Let's take mathe-
matics, for example. The mathematics teachers have been working
for a few years to develop the curriculum standards that might be
used in a national examination of mathematics and are now devel-
oping assessment strategies.

I suppose it is possible that commercial publishers or someone
outside the government might develop an examination based on
those standards and those strategies that many educators and
many States and many communities would find to be an excellent
national examination based upon new national standards. There
might be more than one such examination, and there might devel-
op a consensus that all of us were to this standard, in somewhat
the same way that you are able to compare college admission tests,
which are different types of teststhe ACT is one, the SAT is an-
otherand college administrators can compare scores from one to
the other. So there might be, and we think there probably should
be, more than one option for a State or a community to consider.

Mr. MANNO. Even with reference to the way the Nation's Report
Card, or NAEP, is presently conducted, it is not conducted in a way
which is exclusively an activity of the Federal Government. For ex-
ample, on the development of consensus on what it is the test ob-
jectives should be, that is in fact an initiative that has been carried
out through the Council of Chief State School Officers.

So even at present this activity is not something which is the ex-
clusive preserve of the Federal Government, although in fact when
it comes to funding, most of the funding does come from the Feder-
al Government. So there are ways in fact in which the present test
is conducted that involve a variety of outside groups in the develop-
ment of consensus.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Actually, that has been done since 1969;
isn't that right?

Mr. MANNO. That's correct.
Senator KASSEBAUM. So I would think that there would be much

from that effort that would really have a significant input into ju3t
huw the further testing should evolve, because NAEP has beeb
pretty much what we would like to see, only broadencd; is that cor-
rect?

Secretary ALEXANDER. Many people feel of that type of test, the
Nation's Report Card or the NAEP tests are the best tes's. I know
as a governor, when I was looking for some reliable information
about what was going on that I could rely on, I had confidence in
that. Now, there might have been other tests in which I couid have
had confidence, but I had great confidence in that. So we have had
20 years of experience with it, and obviously the experience of
NAEP, the Nation's Report Card, should be a major contributor to
any effort we make to produce a so-called American achievement
test or a national voluntary system of examination. Now, just how
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to do that is something we need to talk through, and we need to
talk through it publicly and openly so lots of people are involved,
because lots of people have opinions abcut it.

Mr. MANNO. It is important to keep in mind here, too, that
NAEP as it presently exists only presents us with data that sug-
gests trends, national trends and most recently, although we really
don't have a trend line yet on this, State data.

What the administration is interested in discussing and engaging
in a discussion with involves the development of these American
achievement tests that would begin to give us data on a student
level, on a district level, and on a school level.

So what we would hope to continue to do would be to preserve
the integrity of NAEP as it presently exists when it comes to main-
taining trends over time, but begin to work at developing a system
that would provide us with a lot more information on a very specif-
ic level that would be useful to parents and to teachers and to su-
perintendents.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you very much. I appreciate it.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Senator Kassebaum, and

your statement will be included in the record.
[The prepared statement of Senator Kassebaum follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR NANCY LANDON KASSEBAUM.

It is a pleasure to welcome Secretary Alexander once again to
the subcommittee, as we consider the OERI reauthorization. The
collection of data and support of research are functions which the
federal government is uniquely suited to do. Whatever disagree-
ments may arise about the appropriate role of the federal govern-
ment in education, I think all would agree on this point.

National level statistics and research provides a valuable tool to
educators who want to apply successful practices from other areas,
to all who are interested in how they stand relative to others, and
to Congress as we try to gauge the impact of federal legislative pro-
posals.

As with any tool, it is effective only to the extent it is generally
available and properly used. The wealth of infbrmation generated
by the federal government must be in a form which is understand-
able and put in the hands of those who can apply it. An important
focus of this reauthorization process will be assuring that data and
research will not be left on the shelf to gather dust but will rather
serve as a stimulus to further reform.

This reauthorization will also provide an opportunity to consider
questions related to testing at the national level, including the role
of NAEP (National Assessment of Educational Progress) as well as
numerous new proposals for national testing. Like any other form
of data, test results are only useful if those actually in the class-
room understand them and find them relevant.

I look forward to hearing the perspectives of today's witnesses on
these and other issues related to OERI.

Senator PELL. Senator Bingaman.
Senator BINGAMAN. Let me ask a few questions about your Na-

tional Center for Education Statistics. Do we have a head for that?
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The head is designated the commissioner of education statistics. Is
there a person in that job?

Mr. MANNO. Yes, there is an acting commissioner in that job,
and I have the responsibility of recommending to the President a
permanent commissioner who would then make a recommendation
to the Senate for that.

I am about that, but I haven't made that recommendation yet.
Senator BINGAMAN. How long have we had an acting person in

that position?
Mr. MANNO. We have had that for somewhere between two to 3

years. It was a result of the last piece of legislation that the Con-
gress passed on the center; it was part of the Hawkins-Stafford Act
of a couple years ago.

Senator BINGAMAN. We left it vacant for two or 3 years because
of that legislation?

Mr. MANNO. Well, the legislation actually specified that what the
department was to do was appoint an acting commissioner, so we
followed through with the full intent of the l-Tistation; and the leg-
islation further specified that as of June of this year, late June of
this year, the Secretary is to forward, as he said, to the President a
formal recommendation about who the nextfirst, actuallycom-
missioner of the center would be. So we are in full compliance with
the le-v.

Secretary ALEXANDER. Emerson Elliott is the acting commission-
er, and a distinguished career person and, most people believe,
doing a very good job in that respect.

Senator BINGAMAN. Let me ask about the budget. I have been led
to believe that a very major problem with the National Center for
Education Statistics is that in the budget that is submitted by the
administration each year and approved by the Congress, we do not
have a line item for salaries and expenses in that office, and ac-
cordingly the head of it is not able to hire people and winds up
having to farm everything out, and that has severely impeded the
ability of that office to develop a professional staff.

Am I wrong or right?
Mr. MANNO. You are correct in saying that the budgets that

have been submitted do not include a specific S and E line item for
the national center. I don't think one can necessarily then go on to
conclude from that what you have concluded. I think it has been
the position of the department that dealing with the national
center in the way that it is dealt withwhich is to say an entity
that is part of OERIactually allows the center to be more flexible
when it comes to the use of general department S and E funds and
general department hiring authority with reference to FTEs.

You are accurate, though, in saying that the center has had to
rely upon the work of outside contractors as well as interagency
agreements with Bureau of Census and others when it comes to the
collection of statistical information.

Senator BINGAMAN. So you don't think that the lack of this sala-
ries and expenses line item is an impediment to the effectiveness of
that office?

Mr. MANNO. Not to the ultimate effectiveness of it.
Senator BINGAMAN. Well, I have been advised that there are

three people there now focused on long-term planning and that
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they are all one-year hires or fellows of one kind or another; that
there is nobody who is sort of a full-time civil servant for the dura-
tion, looking at long-term issues in that office.

Am I wrong?
Mr. MANNO. I would beg to differ on that issue. There is in fact

an associate commissioner who is appointed at the SES level,
whose major responsibility includesthe specific title is not long
range planning, but in fact that's what she doeslong range strate-
gic planning.

Senator BINGAMAN. How much staff does she have?
Mr. MANro. I'd probably have to check to be exact, but I do

know that :.:1.te has at least two people who work under her. Now,
there is in the center a one-year arrangement for certain individ-
uals who come into the center for 1 year under the general auspic-
es of the fellows program, and it is also true that some of those fel-
lows assist her in her work. But the specific issue that you raised
with reference to strategic planning does have an associate com-
missioner concerned with that issue.

Senator BINGAMAN. Well, I guess my point and what I'm driving
at with this set of questions is the ambitious plans, which I heartily
endorse, sound to me like they are going to require a dramatic in-
crease in funding and staffingat least staffingin that office.

Do you agree with that?
Mr. MANNO. Yes, I think that is accurate.
Senator BINGAMAN. OK. Also with NAEP, last year NAEP did a

State by State comparison for 4th grade math, as I understand it.
You are now suggesting that in 1994, they will do a statewide State
by State comparisonis that what I understandin the five sub-
jects, at three levels?

Mr. MANNO. The most recent release of data in math, which oc-
curred just about a week ago, was for 8th grade math.

Senat Or BINGAMAN. Oh, 8th grade. Excuse me.
Mr. MANNO. Eighth grade. The plan in 1992 is to have State data

in math in the 4th and 8th grades and reading on the 4th grade
level.

Senator BINGAMAN. Right, but 1994 was what I was asking
about. I thought, Mr. Secretary, you had said that you wanted the
five subjectsmath and science and English and history and geog-
raphytested at 4th, 8th and 12th grades on a State by State basis.

Mr. MANNO. That's correct.
Senator BINGAMAN. Do you have an estimate as to what that will

cost? What kind of an increase in NAEP's budget will be required
to accomplish that?

Mr. MANNO. The center staff do have estimates of what that
would cost. I don't have that information with me, but I'd be
pleased to submit it for the record.

Senator BINGAMAN. I'd be glad if you would because my sense is
it will be a dramatic increase--

Mr. MANNO. You are correct in saying that.
Senator BINGAMAN [continuing]. And I think that's fine. I'm not

arguing with that, but I just want to be sure we are all in agree-
ment on the amount of money that the administration is going to
have to request this fall or in the budget that is prepared this fall
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and submitted in January if you are going to follow through on
that. What is the NAEP budget today, roughly, do you know?

Mr. MANNO. I don't know off the top of my head. I have a table
here, and I can check it for you. [Pause.] It is $28 million.

Senator BINGAMAN. So you'll have to add $100 million or so to
that this next year, won't you, if you are seriously going to pursue
the goal that you have described?

Mr. MANNO. It certainly will involve a substantial increase.
Whether it is $100 million or not, I hesitate to say, and as I said,
we'd be pleased to have that figure put into the record.

The fiscal year 1992 request for NAEP is just a little over $28
million.

Senator BINGAMAN. OK. Now, let me be clear in my own mind as
to the distinction between assessment, which is what you are talk-
ing about NAEP doing, to continue to assess trends, and the devel-
opment and implementation of a national testing system which
will include, or at least to my mind I think it would involve even a
much greater level of effort--

Mr. MANNO. That's correct.
Senator B1NGAMAN [continuing]. Than the national assessment

that NAEP is now doing.
Mr. MANNO. That's correct.
Senator BINGAMAN. Who is going to fund that, and where is the

money coming from for that?
Secretary ALEXANDER. Senator, if I may, I don't think we know

the answer to that yet. I think that is part of the discussions that
we should be having over the next 6 months in this interim council
on standards and testing is taking each subject, math for example,
and saying what would be the best way to develop a national exam-
ination system in mathematics, and who should do it, and who
should pay for it.

There may need to be a Federal contribution. There could be
State by State contributions. There could be interstate compacts by
States that sought to do this. And then there is a commercial pub-
lishing world, and then there are foundations that might seek to be
involved, and then there are the users of the examinations, ulti-
mately, who would pay the costs of the administration, which in
the end get to be among the largest costs.

So the answer is if every child in the country in the 4th, 8th and
12th grade took an American achievement test in those five sub-
jects, the total cost would be a huge cost, but it might or might not
be a total cost to the Federal Government.

We are prepared to recommend that the Federal Government
pay for whatever it ought to pay for, but we want to be careful
about what that should be.

Senator BINGAMAN. Your reference earlier to $100,000 per
Statewhat is that for?

Mr. MANNO. That refers to the costs associated with State admin-
istration of a State assessment. Our proposal which is up before the
full committee with reference to NAEP involves the Federal Gov-
ernment picking up all of the costs associated with State assess-
ment except for the first $100,000. The $100,000 figure actually is a
carryover from the most recent experience that we have had on the
math assessment.
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Senator BINGAMAN. So you are suggesting that the States would
pick up $103,000 of expense, and then the Federal Government will
pay the rest.

Mr. MANNO. But this is for the assessment and not for anything
related to the test.

Mr. MANNO. That's correct. It is costs associated with administer-
ing these tests in the States.

Senator BINGAMAN. My time has expired. Thank you very much.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Senator Bingaman.
Senator Jeffords.
Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I have a state-

ment I'd like placed in the record.
Senator PELL. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record,

along with a statement from Senator Coats and any other members
who so desire.

[The prepared statements of Senators Jeffords, Coats, and Hatch
follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JEFFORDS

Mr. Chairman, thank you. Quickly, let me thank our witnesses
for coming before us today. I look forward to their testimony.

Reauthorization of the Office of Educational Research and Im-
provement (OERI) may not get headline news coverage. Yet, more
times than not, the results of their work do reach the media. OERI
provides the necessary studies that spur this Congress and the
nation to implement the reforms. So I consider this reauthorization
of great importance for that very reason.

OERI's charter, to provide leadership in the conduct and support
of scientific inquiry into the educational process must be firmly re-
stated during this year's reauthorization.

The task of education has become a greater challenge because of
increasing numbers of children from economically and socially dis-
advantaged homes. The knowledge base for this new challenge is
often inadequate.

Policymakers need a source of objective and trusted information
about education. The neutrality of the data systems provided under
this Act from the National Center for Education Statistics, to re-
search centers in universities, to the regional educational laborato-
ries and the grassroots research needs of educators and policymak-
ers as well as the accessibility of the ERIC system are critical com-
ponents of the system.

Congress depends on the results of these and other studies when
fashioning new policies or reevaluating old ones. I, therefore, look
forward to working with the Committee and the Administration to
reauthorize a strong, critically needed research arm for education
information and strategy.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR COATS

Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to welcome Secretary Alexander to
the committee for the second time this week. His appearance is evi-
dence of the strong commitment of the administration to work with
the Congress to further our Nation's educational agenda.
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I think it is quite appropriate that the hearing on the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement follow a discussion of the
Federal proposals to -:eform and restructure our educational
system. The President and the governors set ambitious goals which
have galvanized the debate and fostered new resolve to tackle the
perplexing issue of mediocrity in our system. Now more than ever
we need to focus on the basic questions of what works in the class-
room and why.

I believe that OERI can play an important role not only in as-
sessing educational progress but in identifying and disseminating
information on successful learning, teaching and structural reform.
It seems appropriate to me that OERI play a role in helping com-
munities to apply these principles in launching reforms at the local
level. Work by OERI will also be an important component in deter-
mining how we meaningfully evaluate our success in reaching our
common goals.

I appreciate the opportunity to hear from Secretary Alexander
and our witnesses today.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR HATCH

I would like to again welcome the Secretary here this morning.
He is becoming a very familiar face here at the committee. I think
that is wonderful. It shows how committed he and the President
are to education and how willing he and the President are to work
with members of Congress.

The Office of Educational Research and Improvement serves a
vital role in the Department of Education. It collects, analyzes, and
disseminates data needed for those who assess progress as well as
those who must make informed decisions regarding educational
policies and practices. OERI is not just for the university scholar; it
is also for the state superintendent and local school board member.

The research performed under the direction of OERI is helpful to
teachers and school leaders throughout this country to improve
teaching and learning in our schools. Only by knowing what works
and what doesn't can we make appropriate changes to ensure stu-
dent progress and achievement.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress, a key function
of OERI, helps us to evaluate our progress as a nation in the sub-
jects of reading, mathematics, science, writing, history, and geogra-
phy. One major topic that will be addressed in this reauthorization
is the development and implementation of national tests. I intend
to follow this discussion closely. We need to look carefully at the
implications and the benefits of such a system of tests. We should
proceed cautiously and listen to all points of view before making a
decision.

The functions of OERI are very appropriately assigned to the fed-
eral government. Data collection which is uniform and comparable
can only be attained by establishing national definitions. Research
on education should be coordinated and disseminated from a na-
tional perspective, so that valuable research funds are not used to
replicate research which has already occurred elsewhere in our
nation.
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I trust that we can work together on this reauthorization to
ensure that the Department of Education has the flexibility neces-
sary to provide states and local leaders, as well as national leaders,
with the information, the ideas, the research, the data, and the
methods of dissemination necessary for our schools to properly
meet the needs of all our children.

Senator JEFFORDS. I'd like to focus on a different aspect. I am ex-
cited about looking forward to the future and breaking out of the
mold of our present school systems and seeing what opportunities
are available to us to make some leaps forward in our educational
system.

Over the years I have had an opportunity through various inter-
ests to take a look at some of the work that has been done with
computers and software. The Plato System in particular I got inter-
ested in when I was working with the CETA program, Job Training
Partnership programs, and I was deeply impressed at the incredi-
ble advancement that was allowed some people who were alienated
from the school system.

Subsequent to that, I became interested in the "Writing to Read"
program at IBM and followed that to some extent and became
quite friendly with Dr. Martin, who was the innovator there. I sug-
gested to him, for instance, that they ought to try something in a
foreign country to see whether we could help and assist Third
World countries. IBM created a program with the Zulus in South
Africa and were amazed that their children could learn how to
speak and read English very quickly. He was invited over, and he
had some trepidation, but he was made an honorary chief.

I have talked with the people who are with the "Writing to
Read" program and with John Akers who is in my office. I asked
him this question, to which he did not have an answer. We take
our young people, we train them in pre-kindergarten to be able to
read and write, and we dump them onto some poor first grade
teacher who is used to teaching the alphabet to start with; what
happens to them, and are there any programs that are following
up on these children, to see whether we have any way to take ad-
v.-..ntage of this opportunity that we gave these young people in kin-
dergarten? Is there any follow-up? John Akers was unable to
answer that.

I wonder, is there anything going on in your office, Dr. Manno,
in this regard to take a look at what kinds of opportunities these
leaps forward have presented under certain circumstances and to
see whether or not you can develop total curricula based upon the
software. I don't know whether there is anything that is beyond
the "Writing to Read" program in the software area that is being
utilized or anybod) looking at designing programs with teachers,
obviously, as assistants and aides. Can we design something which
can give us the kinds of leaps forward we got with Writing to
Read?

Mr. MANNo. Yes, we are. There are a couple of different ways in
which we are doing that in OERI. One way involves supportive
work in one of our research and development centers, the center on
technology, which is at Bank Street in New York. They have been
involved for a number of years, working with a variety of groups,
looking at issues like that.
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We could provide you directly or for the record a detailed de-
scription of the work they have supported and the kinds of things
they have done.

Another way goes back to an earlier issue that we were talking
about, and it involves the work of the National Diffusion Network,
whose main function is to collect information about programs that
work and then disseminate those programs, get those programs out
to individuals in schools, individuals in State education agencies
and so on.

There is in the "America 2000" planand perhaps the Secretary
would like to talk a little bit about thisan activity that we are
describing as bringing America on line that relates very much to
what you have talked about.

Secretary ALEXANDER. Senator, yesterday I was in Public School
25 in the South Bronx for a little visit. It is a school that is 96 per-
cent Hispanic, and almost none of the parents of the children in
that school speak English very well, so they have some consider-
able challenges and really some advantages because all the chil-
dren come out of there speaking two langv^ges, one of them Eng-
lish, which is a significant advantage.

In visiting a kindergarten there and also in the first grade, there
was the "Writing to Read" program there. The principal was tell-
ing me they were using the "Writing to Read" program to improve
the learning of native languages, and because they were working
hard on mathematics, they were using the "Writing to Read" pro-
gram to improve the English language facility of those students in
terms of mathematics, so they could solve mathematics problems
and improve their test results.

Now, it seems to me our job, I guess, here with the OERI is to let
other Itchools whose students are similarly situated know how they
in P.S. 25 adapted the "Writing to Read" program to help children
solve mathematics problems better.

Senator JEFFORDS. My concern is that the computer industry,
which is not having the most profitable times, is not likely to spend
large sums of money to develop unprofitable items. Whether or not
these kinds of things can be profitable in terms of the computer in-
dustry concerns me, and as to whether or not there is sufficient
work being done through your office and others to better under-
stand the potential and bring that technology forward. We need to
figure out just how we can do that and what the costs would be.

Secretary ALEXANDER. Well, that goes to the American on line
proposal, which is a little noticed provision, really, in the "America
2000" proposal, but potentially one of the most exciting.

I think all of us feel this need that you have described. The Li-
brarian of Congress has talked to me about the vast amount of in-
formation that he has there which ought to be more useful to class-
room teachers and to principals and to schools, or to individuals
who want to learn more.

So the idea of American on line would be to create a sort of
quasi-utility that would find a way to gather lots of information
that could be transmitted visually to classrooms around America
and that would help them learn about activities such as the one
that you describe, to help them pull that down to their individual
classrooms.
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The example we often use is the National Geographic Society,
which has most of what it has done on a couple of interactive vid-
eodiscs. Now, that's a little bit of overstatement, but not much.
And geography is one of our national goals, yet most of our 110,000
schools are not equipped to include within their curricula fr what
they are doing the 100 years of National Geographic films or prints
that could be an essential part, or the "Writing to Read" program
or what is learned from that. In America on line, we have recom-
mended in our appropriations $5 million to begin to develop and
plan for this utility and make ideas such as the ones you have sug-
gested more known.

Senator JEFFORDS. That's encouraging to hear; I'd like to have
more information on that because the information systems, fiberop-
tics and so on, give us great potential to be able to make these
kinds of things cost-effective.

Secretary ALEXANDER. Absolutely.
Senator JEFFORDS. I know because I worked out a program with

Plato for my daughter, but the phone bill was so high that we had
to terminate it. Of course, I found out it. was probably high because
she was playing the games that were available on the system prob-
ably more than the course. Anyway, it led me to understand how
important it is that we develop these informational systems and
networks, satellites or fiberoptics or whatever, to make this an af-
fordable option. So I'm pleased to know that some work is going on.

Mr. MANNO. Actually, you'll have appearing before you shortly
an executive director from one of our regional educational labora-
tories who has been involved in this work, and she surely would be
able to give you some other examples about how the support
money that goes to the regional educational laboratory through
OERI has led them to begin to get involved in these kinds of activi-
ties.

Senator JEFFORDS. Vermont is moving ahead fairly quickly in
these kinds of things. I have been on some of the interactive televi-
sion programs, working with New England Telephone. It is an in-
credible opportunity.

Mr. MANNO. We also have within OERI, for example, the Star
Schools program. We are charged with administering that pro-
gram. So there are a variety of activities that we support that get
at this issue from a variety of different perspectives.

Senator JEFFORDS. My last question is has any study been done
following up on what happens to the "Writing to Read" students?

Mr. MANNO. I don't know that we have supported any follow-up
studies to that. I could certainly check on that.

Senator JEFFORDS. I'd appreciate knowing because it seems to me
it is incredibly important to find out. It would be interesting to see
what happens when you drop these kids into a conventional school
system with those advantages, and whether it is all gone after a
year, whether there is any effort to see whether similar kinds of
activities can continue that leap forward that they got--

Mr. MANNO. I do know that there has been reseal ch done just on
that specific issues, but whether we have supported it or not, I
don't know.

Senator JEFFORDS. I appreciate that.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
The record will stay open for questions from any of the members.

I'd like to move on to the next panel.
Thank you very much indeed, Secretary Alexander, for being

with us, and Dr. Manno. We look forward to working with you in
the committee.

Our next witnesses are Dr. Jeri Nowakowski, executive director
of the North Central Regional Educational Laboratory, Oak Brook,
IL, on behalf of the Council for Educational Development and Re-
search; Dr. Arthur E. Wise, president, National Council for Accred-
itation of Teacher Education, on behalf of the American Education-
al Research AcQociation; and Mr. Nathaniel M. Semple, vice presi-
dent and secretary, Committee for Economic Development.

We'll proceed with Dr. Nowakowski firstand I think you know
the ground rules. You are limited to 5 minutes, and the Senators
are limited to 10 minutes for questions, and we may have a second
round if necessary.

Dr. Nowakowski.

STATEMENTS OF JERI NOWAKOWSKI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL EDUCATIONAL LABORATORY,
OAK BROOK, IL, ON BEHALF OF COUNCIL FOR EDUCATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH; ARTHUR E. WISE, PRESIDENT,
NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR ACCREDITATION OF TEACHER EDU-
CATION, WASHINGTON, DC, ON BEHALF OF AMERICAN EDUCA-
TIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION, AND NATHANIEL M.
SEMPLE, VICE PRESIDENT AND SECRETARY, COMMITTEE FOR
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, WASHINGTON, DC
MS. NI:MAKOWSKI. Thank you, sir.
Good morning, I am Jeri 1Vowakowski. I am the vice chair of the

Council for Educational Development and Research and the direc-
tor of the North Central Regional Lab outside Chicago.

Our lab serves seven Midwestern States that have 4,300 school
districts, 30,000 school buildings and about 20 percent of the Na-
tion's students.

The council is composed of the 10 educational laboratories and a
number of the Nation's largest university-based research centers.

Mr. Chairman, let me concern a little about what labs do. Labs
get the latest research results to educators. We do so through print,
through programs, and in fact last year in conjunction with PBS,
our laboratory sent out a nine-part television series on research
that can be used to help restructure schools. But we do more than
just deliver information. We tailor it for the use of educators. We
take it into schools, and we empower teachers and administrators
to use it. I'll give you an example of that in a moment.

The authorizing statute that created OERI also authorized lab-
oratories and research centers, and because of this we have given
serious thought to what we should recommend to this committee.
Many people are going to come to you with different solutions for
America's educational problems.

Let me begin by stating what I don't think the problem is. The
problem is not that we do not know what is excellent in education,
nor that we lack for examples of excellence in education. In fact
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this Nation has some very excellent schools, there are excellent
teachers, and there are high-achieving students across the conti-
nent. We do have proven programs and strategies, and many of
them have been produced and disseminated as a result of your Fed-
eral investment.

But the problem is that those solutions and that excellence are
not in every school in America.

Second, the problem is not deciding how to create or organize or
reorganize the Federal R and D system. You do have an infrastruc-
ture; it does work, but it needs to be a good deal stronger. It needs
the capacity to penetrate deeper and broader so that all of the
83,000 public schools and the 5,000 private schools in America can
benefit from it.

The existing Federal research and development system is already
developing and delivering strategies that work. Let me give you an
example. In Wisconsin, isolated, small, rural schools find it next to
impossible to keep teachers abreast of the new research on reading
and to update their skills. Our laboratory used the current re-
search on reading, much of it from the research center at the Uni-
versity of Illinois, to produce a reading program and a teacher
tiaining component that used distance technology. We used
narrow-band radio and TV, an electronic network, telephone con-
ferencing, VCRs and computer classrooms, and we delivered that
program to 19 rural Wisconsin schools.

Did we increase 3rd graders higher order reasoning skills in
reading? Yes, we did, and we did so in 3 years. Did we change the
way teachers taught? Yes, we did, and in fact independent evalua-
tors-- that is, the NDN and the program effectiveness paneljust
validated our program as a program that works.

Our real challenge in the Midwest is getting research findings
and programs that work into all 30,000 of our schools. The way to
meet this challenge is to increase our focus on the "D" in "R and
D". Real improvement in American education occurs classroom by
classroom and school by school, and the Federal R and D system
needs to develop strategies to speed up that change and to get
proven, break-the-mold programs into greater numbers of schools.

Consequently, sir, we respectfully make the following recommen-
dations. First, that Congress define the research agenda and
demand stability in solving the problems that it identifies; second,
that the current research centers should be reduced in number and
increased in size and capacity so that they can put a critical mass
to focus on these problems; third, that for some of our critical na-
tional problems, Congress consider creating "super institutes", for
example, to der with educating disadvantaged children; fourth,
that regional educational laboratories be maintained and that they
be given some stability in order to keep and attract the quality
staff we need to serve schools.

We ask that laboratories be linked through collaborative work
with other parts of the educational R and D infrastructure, with
the State delivery systems, with intermediate service agencies, and
with teacher centers. These agencies form the launching pad for
educational extension agencies which provide direct services to
schools.
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We would ask that you strengthen the authorization for field-ini-
tiated research. Don't just limit your investment to regional educa-
tional laboratories and research centers or institutes. Provide pro-
visions for field-initiated research to promote work by minorities,
by researchers who have been in the field for less than 5 years, for
teachers and buildings.

Most important, we urge that you concentrate Federal resources
on a critical mass of effort to effect large-scale educational change
and to deliver it.

Mr. Chairman, we will do everything we can to aid you and the
committee in forging a Federal research and development system
that can truly reform American schools.

Thank you.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much indeed. Dr. Nowakowski.
[The publication entitled "What We Know About Mathematics

Teaching and Learning," by Nancy Kober, submitted by Ms. Nowa-
kowski is retained in the files of the committee.]

[The prepared statement of Ms. Nowakowski follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MS. NOWAKOWSKI

Good morning. I am Jeri Nowakowski, Vice Chair of the Council for Educational
Development and Research. I am also Executive Director of the North Central Re-
gional Educational Laboratory, located in Oak Brook, Illinois, outside of Chicago. On
behalf of the Councq, we appreciate your invitation to appear here today.

The Council's mission is to support the Congressionally created educational re-
search and development institutions. These institutions are working to find ways
either through their own investigation or the evaluation and use of other research
to enable every American school child to succeed.

The Council is conepoeed of all the regional educational laboratories and a number
of the nation's university-DUNI eduetetional research centers. Mr. Chairman, let me
explain exactly what we do.

The federal government supports a network of 10 regional educational laborato-
rie6. These laboratories serve the educational research and development needs of
the nation's schools. Each laboratory is governed by an independent board made up
(If mpresentatives from a fuR spectrum of regional educational interests, including
bueiness, all levels and sectors of education, and parents. This regional board is im-
portant because it protects us from local and state politics that can bog down long-
term change and helps us maintain an independent, objective R&D program.

The reason we are called "laboratories" is that we help schools and educators
take the high risks associated with change. Laboratory staff go to a school, school
district, or state only when invited, only when the solution to a problem has wide
applicability and only when the problem has been defined as a high priority one in
the region.

13ut laboratories do more than give the latest research results to educators. They
actually shape those results :n such a way that they are useful in solving real-life
school problems. Much of the research we use is from the university-based federal
educotional research centers.

Regional educational laboratories and university-based R&D research centers are
two of the six authorized programs in the statutory authority that created the
Office of Educational Research and Improvement within the U.S. Department of
Education. The other four programs are: (i) the Educational Resources Information
Center (ERIC), which serves as the federal archival and retrieval system for educa-
tional research; (2) a fie'd-initiated research program that funds meritorious, unso-
licited proposals from researchers; (a) the National Assessment of Educational
Progress, which is the federal government's assessment of what students know in
selected core academic subject areas; and (4) the National Center for Education Sta
tistics, the nationa' ducational statistical agency.

The present authorization also permits funding some programs at the discretion
of the Secretary of Education pending appropriations from Congress for such pur-
poses.
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The authorizing statute that created the Office of Educational Research and Im-
provement five years ago also authorized the regional educational laboratories and
the educational research centers. Because of this, we have given serious thought to
what we should recommend to this Committee. Time doesn't permit me to mention
anything but highlights liof our analysis. However, let me just say that we look for-
ward to continumg cliscussions with you about the reauthorization of the federal de-
velopment and research statute.

I begin by stating what the problem is notall rhetoric to the contrary. The prob-
lem is not a lack of excellence in American schools.

This nation has some very excellent public schools. There are excellent teachers.
There is excellent support from communities. There are high achieving students.
We have programs and strategies that workmost of them produced as the result of
your federal investment.

The problem is that our best programs and strategies have not reached all the
schools they need to reach. We don't have excellent teachers in every school. Every
community is not a nurturing environment for education.

Neither is the problem simply a matter of deciding how to organize the federal
educational research and development infrastructure. The present infrastructure
works. Yes, it needs to be stronger. Yea, it needs to penetrate deeper and broader so
that all of the 83,000 public schools and 5,000 private schools in America can benefit
from it. But the Committee does not have to reinvent the system. The existing fed-
eral research and development system is developiag and delivering strategies that
work.

Let me assure you that your investment in the regional educational laboratories
is paying off. Where we have had a concentrated mass of talent, knowledge, and
risk-taking grit aimed at our most critical education problems, we have had success.
Let me illustrate.

In Wisconsin, the laboratory, in cooperation with the state department of educa-
tion and the educational broadcasting system, set out to attack the chronically low
reading achievement in poor, rural schools.

Wisconsin, like other states in my laboratory region, has some schools with so few
resources that it is close to impossible to keep teachers abreast of new developments
and update their skills. Many schools simply cannot afford to pay substitute teach-
ers while regular teachers attend staff development programs elsewhere.

We used the most current research on readingmuch of it from the federal re-
search center on readingto not only produce a reading program, but also an inten-
sive teacher training component that uses multimedia distance learning techniques.

Did we increase third graders' higher-order reasoning skills in reading? You bet
we did. And we did it in three years. Did we change the way teachers taught? You
bet we did. Independent evaluators reported significant changes in teaching.

Allow me to use this one program to point out some essential truths about the
federal research and development system.

i. Positive school change requires that schools and professionals who work in
them have access to sustained technical assistance. We provided the schools using
this program with such technical assistance by building, a school team. The team
consisted of the teacher, the principal and the librarian resource/ media person.
The team worked together and with other teachers. They communicated by comput-
er bulletin boards and telephone. 11 Teachers did not have to go away to be trained.
They were trained while they were teaching. This had the added advantage of al-
lowing them to immediately try a new teaching strategy in the classroom.

2. The real challenge is getting research findingsin usable forminto all of oul.
nation's schools. The way to meet this challenge is to increase focus on the "D" in
"R&D." Real :mprovement in American education will occur classroom by class-
room, school by school. The federal research and development system needs to de-
velop strategies to speed up change in a great.:r number of schools.

Initially, 19 schools participated in our pilot reading program. Now we are plan-
ning to disseminate it to the other seven states in our region. And urban schools are
demanding it too, so we are adapting it for that environment.

Ladies and Fent I e me n, this ill a "break the mold program." The federal dollars
you have provided to the regional educational laboratories are producing other pro-
grams just like this. I can give the committee other superb examples if you wish.

3. Developing programs based on research findings requires design teams in the
federal R&D system. This country doesn't have a chance of reforming schools if it
depends only on the research function. Publishing in prestigious journals does not
bring about school reform. It's a necessary step. I agree, but, alone, not enough.

The North Central Regional Educational Laboratory is staffed with a team of tal-
ented professionals. Their bottom line is not how much they publish. Rather, their
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standards for productivity are: (1) the capability to evaluate research and judge how
to use it in schools; (2) the capability to work in teams with a variety of people
having diverse knowledge; (3) persistence in adjusting, adapting, and refining a proc-
ess until it is successful; (4) understanding of the situation in which educators find
themselves; and (5) respect, and admiration, even, for the people in the classroom.

But you can't put a team like this together and expect them to deliver on "devel-
opment" without giving them some assurance that the institution in which they
work is stable. The federal research and development effort has been shaken to its
very roots by changing political ideologies. Whatever you do, please do not introduce
more instability into the system.

We believe that for the strategies, techniques, and programs twit form the nuts
and bolts of school reform to penetrate deeply into our educatimal system, there
must be: (1) stable institutions so that good people will work in taem, (2) barriers to
protect research and development from constantly changing short-term objectives,
but enough flexibility to respond to fresh leadership, and (3) the) definition, by Con-
gress, of generic education problems where the federal dollar could leverage change.

Consequently, we respectfully make the following recommendations:
a. Ceagress should defme the research agenda and demand stability of effort in

solving the problems it identifies. b. Current research centers should be reduced in
number and transformed into institutes. Institutes should focus on persistent prob-
lems such as testing and assessment, professional development for educators, and
curriculum issues. But these are only examples. The real issues should be defined by
Congress.

Such institutes should be funded at no less than $5 million a year and given at
least a 10 year period in which to do their work. The current configuration of 25
tiny centersmany of which are no more than coalitions of part-time researchers
working on their pet research agendasspread across 60 universities, researching
discrete topics, and guaranteed only five years of funding cannot produce a body of
useful concentrated research.

c. On critical national problems. we urge Con to consider creating a super
institute. We suggest that the super institute worr c!isisthe problems of educating dis-
advantaged children. But, we offer some cautions. This institute must have an ade-
quate full-time staff and be linked with other parts of the federal educational R&D
system. When examining the costs of such an institute, Congress should weigh them
against the benefits as well as the probability of adequate appropriations.

d. The regional educational laboratories should be maintained. However, legisla-
tion should more explicitly define their role. The laboratories need more assurance
of stability in order to attract quality staff.

The present laboratory regions also need to be maintained. Regionality permits
greater sharing and efficiency. Moreover, laboratory governing boards depend on
broad regional representation, first to grant them the power to gear Congressional
direction to specific regional problems and, second, to create protective barriers
from short-term, politically driven goals that can derail a laboratory's work.

The laboratories should be linked, through collaborative work with other parts of
the educational R&D infrastructure and with state delivery systems, such as inter-
mediate service agencies and teachers centers. These agencies form the launching
pad for education 'extension agents," who provide direct services to schools. Every
state has such an infrastructure. We should use it.

e. We also urge you to strengthen the authorization for field-initiated research.
Please do not limit your investment to regional educational laboratories, research
centers or institutes. We suggest that special provisions be made in field-initiated
research to promote more work by minorities, researchers who have 13, en in the
field for less than five years, and small research teams. This work would be in addi-
tion to that done by the general research community.

f. Concentrate federal resources on a critical mass of effort to affect large-scale
educational change. We would encourage strategic use of federal resources in combi-
nation with local, state, and private research and development investment. The fed-
eral dollar should not duplicate these investments but be used to create collabora-
tive relationships with the non- federal R&D system so that the national effort is
more productive.

Finally, we can never forget that education happens at the local level. Products
like "ED-TALK," released by the Council last week just as the NAEP math achieve-
ment scores came out, synthesize the best knowledge we have so that the people on
the front lines know what to do.

Mr. Chairman, we will do everything we can to aid you and the Committee in
forging a federal research and development system that truly reforms America's
schools.
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Senator PELL. We'll now hear from Dr. Arthur Wise, president of
the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am
pleased to testify at this hearing on the reauthorization of OERI.

Today's schools look very much like the schools of yesterday.
Meanwhile, nearly every other facet of public and private life has
been radically transformed. Have you ever wondered why?

The early 20th century factory on which our schools are inciden-
tally modelled is gone. Developments in transportation and commu-
nication have changed the way we do business. Breakthroughs in
medical knowledge have transformed our lifestyles. The news and
entertainment industries have been profoundly reshaped by avail-
able technology. Meanwhile, students still sit in groups of 25 to 35,
presided over by one teacher, expected to progress uniformly, one
grade, 1 year.

Pundits may speculate on the intransigence of the education es-
tablishment. Political leaders may despair that the schools are not
ready for the 21st century. But one explanation for this failure has
been left unexamined.

Investments in research and development have faeled the
changes that we see everywhere in our lives. Industry hi vests 4 to
7 percent of revenues in R and D. High-tech industries invest up to
20 percent and more. These investments have led to the new prod-
ucts and new discoveries that have changed our lives. Meanwhile,
education invests a mere $100 million on a $300 billion a year en-
terprise, or a rate of .0003 percent, three ten-thousandths of one
percent.

This is like trying to move an oceanliner with a toy tugboat.
No industry could long survive, much less improve, at the level

of investment we now make in educational R and D. President
Bush and the governors have set six ambitious goals for the Na-
tion's schools. Reaching these goals will require overcoming some
of the most intractable problems in American education.

As the Nation embarks on a restructuring of the educational
system, it will discover that sound new knowledge and well-tested
products are in short supply. It will also find that many of the pro-
posed "solutions" to current problems have little theoretical or em-
pirical grounding.

In short, the Nation runs the risk of perpetuating educational
fadism, an affliction long plaguing our schools, where one fad gives
way to another, and no real improvement takes place.

The old-fashioned factory-model school was good enough for the
industrial age, which provided jobs for both skilled and unskilled
workers. The information age demands an information age school
which brings as many students as possible to higher order thinking
skills.

President Bush is right in saying that we cannot transform edu-
cation using the same strategies. Now is the time to restructure
our plethora of small Federal research initiatives and place enough
money into specific problem areas to effect some re.l break-
throughs.

It is clear that the present course of Federal research will not
provide sufficient amounts of the dependable knowledge required
for educational reform. What is needed is a new set of research in-
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stitutes created by the Congress, a "national institutes of educa-
tion". Each institute addressing an important educational goai
should be funded at $50 million. Clearly, the model for the reorga-
nization of educational research effort is the highly successful Na-
tional Institutes of Health. Organized in analogous fashion, the
Federal structure for educational research could help us to create a
knowledge base sufficient to advance us to the goals.

One example of such an institute is the one which Congressman
Owens has introduced in the House. This bill, H.R. 2467, would es-
tablish the National Institute for the Education of At-Risk Stu-
dents. The institute will conduct basic and applied research on
interventions likely to substantially increase the educational suc-
cess of at-risk students.

The Federal Government's approach to special education already
serves as a positive illustration of the potential for progress
through research. Currently, the Department of Education sup-
ports the National Institute on Disability and RehabilitAtion Re-
search, funded at about $54 million per year. The import. ;if this in-
stitute is both in its mandate and in its funding level. Enough
money has been allocated to effect a profound influence on the way
we educate students with disabilities.

This legislative subcommittee has an important choice to make.
It can continue OERI much as it is today, in my view, assuring its
irrelevance to the critical educational problems before the Nation,
or it can craft legislation providing for a mission-driven structure
such as has been outlined in the proposal for creation of the Na-
tional Institutes of Education.

Thank you for your time and for your consideration of these
ideas.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Dr. Wise.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Wise follows]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. WISE

(The testimony of Arthur E. Wise represents the views of the America Education-
al Regearch Association, the largest organization of educational researchers in the
U.S. Dr. Wise is a former Chair of the Government Liaison Committee of the AERA.
He is currently President of the National Council for Accreditation of TeLcher Edu-
cation.)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: I am pleased to testify at this
hearing on the reauthorization of the Office of Educational Research and Improve-
ment.

Today we consider an opportunity to fundamentally alter the nation's future.
Today we address one major means to reach the national education goals which
Piesident Bush has called for and which we all agree are vital. Reaching the goals
will require time, effort, money and knowledge. Our base of knowledge in education-
al research is the foundation on which rnrAny efforts in this field should rest. But we
are not yet working with a sufficient base of research knowledge that specifically
addresses the problems we face today. It is time to change the structure of the feder-
al education research and dissemination program.

My interest in this topic is long-standing. F'rom 1973-75 I was an Associate Direc-
tor of the former National Institute of Education. In the late 1970's I helped to
design the U. S. Department of Education, including the OERI. Recently, I chaired
the Government Liaison Committee of the American Educational Research Associa-
tion which for the past three years has studied the question of how to improve the
education research capacity of the nation.

The stream of events characterized by efforts to establish and achieve national
goals for education, the ongoing state reform movement in education, and the pow-
erful change potential of ideas suggested by restructuring have produced a climate
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of almost desperate attentiveness to schooling and learning phenomena. There is
heightened concern among a broad range of society: the business community, advo-
cates for the disadvantaged, teachers and administrators, and the political leader-
ship of the nation.

We agree with President Bush that sweeping, fundamental changes in our educa-
tion system must be made. But the task cannot be left to school personnel or demon-
stration projects alone to solve. The National Goals statement calls for transforma-
tion in education. We agree that it is time for a "new educational order" in which
success for all students is the preeminent national goal. President Bush's plan calls
for research and development centers to create 585 "New American Schools," on
which to base a renaissance in education. All of these schools will be eexcected to
produce extraordinary gains in student learning. But without new knowl e of the
education process, we are destined to repeat the mistakes of the past. With some
notable exceptions we have not approached significant breakthroughs in our under-
standing of the problems facing our students and our schools today. Incremental
change in the educational research stnicture, such as the creation of 535 new
schools, will not do if America's leaders are truly seeking transformational change
in education.

Developing "New American Schools" requires more than short-term applied re-
search and development projects which are called for in the current plan. Creating
these schools should be a part of a comprehensive approach in a federally-initiated
education research program grounded on sound basic and applied educational re-
search. This comprehensive approach has long been missing m plans for education
funding.
The Need for Transformation in Educational Research

We must create new connections between what is discovered through research,
the policies developed by political and school leadership, and the structures in
which administrators and teachers practice. Today's knowledge base is not sufficient
to answer the research questions we have, some of which have come about in the
past ten years through the dramatic change in composition of our nation's students.

For example, relying on what we know today will not begin to address the tre-
mendous need of children born addicted to crack/cocaine. According to the National
Association for Peritaital Addiction Research and Education, about one out of every
10 newborns in the U.S. (about 375,000 per year) is exposed in the womb to one or
more illicit drugs. The most frequent ingredient in the mix is cocaine. In major
cities such as New York, Los Angeles, Detroit and Washington, many hospitals
report that the percentage of newborns showing the effects of drugs is 20 percent or
higher. Special schooling requirements for these children will cost s3gnificantly
more than the typical per pupil expenditure. In Boston, a year of special education
for a drug-exposed child can cost $13,000 compared with $5,000 per child at a regu-
lar school.

In addition to the escalating and now in many cases congenital drug problem, we
are faced with other issues which challenge the limits of our knowle4e. As Con-
gressman Owens' bill H.R. 2467 cites, in many major cities the dropout rate for stu-
dents is now over 50 percvnt. By the year 2000, an estimated 3.4 million limited
English proficient school age children will be entering the school system. Teachers
from the middle class will be teaching students from backgrounds vastly different
from their own. Minorities will be a majority in many schools. What we know today
about teaching these students is still vastly inadequate.

Much more research needs to be conducted on teaching and learning strategies.
Our schools, other than a few demonstration projects and some progressive systems,
are still operating under the concept of the "factory school," which taught the skills
and habits needed by a newly industrialized society. Now our leaders seek to alter
the mission and structure of today's schools to mirror the transformation of today's
economy from an industrial to an information age. How can we work with our stu-
dents to achieve higher levels of abstract reasoning ability? How should we struc-
ture our schools to deliver it?

The knowledge base we have developed thus far has made a difference in ti,e
ways we structure learning experiences for certain populations. Research has had a
profound influence on how we educate students with disabilities and on young chil-
dren. Prior to 1965, we focused a major share of our efforts on adolescents and
middle school children. Research revealed the importance of early childhood inter-
vention. Research on mainstreaming students with disabilities has led to better di-
agnoais of learning problems and improved practice. Research on pre-referral inter-
vention strategies has led to a 25 to 50 percent reduction in the need for special
education. The latter breakthrough came as a result of sustained, relatively well-
funded efforts. We have not accomplished the same '- nther targeted areas. Why?
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We have not committed ourselves to conducting the amount or type of research
needed to provide some answers to our problems. Educational research has been
consistently underfunded. We cannot transform schools without additional knowl-
edge about teaching and learning. America is now at a critical juncture. Will we
give ourselves a chance to transform our nation's schools, or will we simply create
additional short-term demonstration projects which, history shows, have never fun-
damentally altered the schools?
The Current Funding Situation

Federal, state and local spending on our education system totals about $300 bil-
lion per year. Approximately $100 million is designated for education research; this
is approximately .0003 percent (three ten thousandths of one percent) of the total
amount of $300 billion. Some companies in private industry spend as little as five
percent of their operating budgets for research and development (many companies
do better). However, in one of our top industries, computer se:rvices, the top five
companies spend 16 to 28 percent of their budgets on research and development
(Perleman, 1989). These companies know that they must create new products and
services, and that they must do it through implementing adequate research pro-
grams to stay ahead of the competition and survive in an increasingly crowded
international market.

We do a much poorer job of investing in our nation's most valuable resourceour
children. We have a long way to go toward even designating five percent of the total
funding effort on educational research. The amount allocated for research on teach-
ing and learning is inrmitesimal; it is shameful. No industry could long survive,
much less improve at the level of investment we now make in educational research
and development. We have spent more on building one stealth bomber than the Sec-
retary proposes for the entire America 2000 Education Strategy. The National Insti-
tutes of Health is spending one billion, five hundred fifty-four million dollars this
fiscal year on cancer research. With this level of funding, we are making progress
toward, diagnosis and treatment of cancer. Unless we make a comparable commit-
ment to our nation's children, we are shortchanging our neion's future and our
chance to compete with other postindustrial countries on an equal basis in the
twenty- first century.

Funding of education research is a historical fuproen of the federal government
and one for which it bears singular responsibility. (Aii porations and foundations do
support some education projects and demonstration programs bat they seldom sup-
port research. A National Academy of Education survey of 28 major foundations dis-
covemd that less than four percent of grants from these foundations are targeted for
education research.

The federal government has, regrettably, not exercised good stewardship in this
area. Indeed, over the past two decades, the federal government has been systemati-
cally disinvesting in educational research. According to the General Accounting
Office, the federal investment in educational research and development declined by
33 percent in real terms between 1980 and 1987; during this same period, federal
investment in research and development in all areas increased by 24 percent. (GAO,
1988). These reductions have not been accomplished without damage to the federal
research program in education. In a 1987 study, the GAO emphasized the conse-
quences of such neglect:

"The shift away from new data collection by the research units may have seri-
ous long-term consequences for education . . . prior research may quickly lose
its relevance or it. may be too low in technical adequacy to sustaineoi continued
reapplication to new questions. New data n.,ust constantly be produced to meet
both departmental and Congressional

be
revaiareedments. . . . If it is not, informa-

tion will foregone and policies will be on less than the most complete,
relevant and timely data (p. 27)."

As the nation embarks on a restructuring of the education system, it will discover
that sound new knowledge and well tested, products are in short supply. It will also
find that many of the propoeed "solutions' to current problems have little theoreti-
cal or empirical grouniiing. In short, it runs the risk of perpetuating educational
"fadism" an affliction long present in our schools where one fad gives way to an-
other and no real improvement takes place.

If the marginal change approach to reauthorization is the road taken, the most
that can be expected is a slightly larger amount of money for field-initiated research
through the research and development centers to develop the "New American
Schools." The President's plan calls for three to seven R&D teams to develop these
schools. The plan states that "once the R&D is complete and the schools are
launched, the oterating costs of the New American Schools will be about the same
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as those of conventional schools." The fallacy here is that the limited amount of ap-
plied research designated to launch the schools would be adequate for the task. For
example, research on cooperative learning has shown it to be a promising approach
to teaching and learning. Much more research needs to be conducted to determine
how to implement this and other promising ideas on a widescale basis.

The President's plan states that "some schools may radically alter the customary
modes of teaching and learning and redesign the human relationships and organiza-
tional structures of the school. The goal is one we can all support, but it will not be
achieved without a long-term commitment and adequate funding resources to con-
duct longitudinal basic research studies. Short-term field projects are not an ade-
quate base on which to change our entire system. The New American Schools will
not solve the long-standing, underlying and intractable problems of America's
schools. We must know more if we are to increase the percent of children who can
function at a high cognitive level.

With tt: relatively large number of current research and development centers
which are poorly funded for their work, a large proportion of the education research
dollar goes to overheadto travel, conference attendance, information dissemina-
tion, so that the amount left for actual research is even smaller than it appears.
The 1992 budget request seeks additional funds for education but we are still operat-
ing with approximately 22 research cei ters funded at a total of $25 million, just a
fraction over one million dollars per cenvir. The President's plan calls for American
businesses and other donors to contribute $150 to $200 million and will request an
additional one-time $535 million for start ip costa of the New American Schools.
These expendittu mi will not work to further our knowledge of how to work more
effectively with our school children. We must r.rst expand our knowledge base and
test ideas before we implement new strategies on a widescale basis.

Needed: Federal Leadership Through National Institutes of Education
The federal government has the clear responsibility to lead the research and de-

velopment effort in education. The last significant effort was the creation of the Na-
tional Institute of Education in 1971, which was initially funded at $125 million, but
whose budget was quickly reduced in succeeding years so that long-term research
could not be accomplished. Much pressure was brought to bear to change NIE's mis-
sion from a focus on long-term basic research to short-term projects relating to prac-
tice. In recent years the NIH and NSF also found themselves under executive
branch and Congressional pressure to emphasize ehort-term impact at the expense
of long-term inqu;iy. There is pressure to do something nowthe "before the next
election" syndrome. This is understandable, but some problems cannot be solved in
one or two years. "Scientific inquiry into the educational process" was the original
Congressional mandate for the NIE. In the history of education to date, scientific
inquiry has had only a limited impact upon school practices. An explanation of this
failure is our serious underinvestment in research into the educational process as
well as a lack of sustained focus.

It is tempting to think that we can solve our problems with demonstration project
after demonstration project. Many studies have documented that this approach is
not sufficient Projects can be useful, but without significant research, we are stir-
ring the waters only enough to muddy themand not enough to see clear results.
Longitudinal research on children's growth and develr ment may not be as politi-
cally appealing as the idea of a test to measure results. However, the results of
standardized tests won't show much progress if we do not find new ways to help
children learn.

You are now considering reauthorization of the Office of Educational Research
and Improvement. It is a time of extreme challenge for the nation. With the
changes in immigration patterns over the last 20 years, we now have a very differ-
ent clientele in our schools than we did in the 1960's and 70's. The multicultural
society has arrived at the same time as the information age. Higher level skills are
now required to develop and service new automated technologies. At the same time,
we have a dramatic increase in the number of children entering our schools whose
native language is not English. The last great wave of immigration occurred as
America entered the industrial age. Generations of immigrants were educated.
Some reached the heights of intellectual functioning; many did not, but there were
plenty of jobs for which relatively low levels of intellectual functioning suffic d.
Now for the new immigrants to function, for America to flourish, and for America
not to become two societies, we must find new methods of teaching and new ap-
proaches to learning. President Bush is right in saying that we cannot transform
education using the same strategies. Now is the time to restructure our plethora of
small federal research initiatives and place enough money into specific problem
areas to effect some real findings and breakthroughs.

21°
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The current research structure within OERI is not mission-oriented. The Office of
Research in OERI, for example, is organized by general area: education and society;
schools and sehool professionals. This type of organization does not create a compel-
ling set of targets for research. In addition, the current system has very limited re-
sources. As a consequence it cannot be held accountable for results.

It is clear that the present course of federal research will not provide sufficient
amounts of the dependable knowledge required for education reform. What is
needed is a new set of research institutes created by Congress, which could be called
the National Institutes of Education. Eac.:1 institute could address an important na-
tional education problem. The institutes should be funded with budgets of $50 mil-
lion each. As the title suggests, one model for such a reorganization of educational
research efforts might be the National Institutes of Health (NII1). In recent years
Congress has established new institutes such as the National Cancer Institute, to
address specific problems.

Organized in an analogous fashion, the federal structure for education research
could help us create a knowledge base sufficient to resolve problems that are pres-
ently regarded as ihtractable. There are many sources for deciding on the five or six
mission-oriented institutes of education. Each of the six national education goals
could be the focus of an institute. Virtually every objective established by the Presi-
dent can be seen as a call for a major research program. Another source for target
areas for the institutes would be the list developed by the National Academy of Edu-
cation in its latest research report.

It is important to give adequate consideration to the selection of problems that
would be the central focus of each institute. However, at this stage in the reauthor-
ization process, the most important task is to change the thinking about education
research from a collection of activities designed years ago to problem-driven, mis-
sion oriented, adequately funded research institutes.

One example of such an institute is the one which Congressman Owens has intro-
duced in the House. This bill, H. R. 2467, would establish The National Institute for
the Education of At-Risk Students. The bill addresses specific problem areas: minori-
ty language issues, and rural and inner city education needs. 'The institute's mission
is "to improve and expand the knowledge base, programs, teehniques and materials
concerning the educationally at-risk." The institute would conduct basic and applied
research on interventions likely to substantially increase the educational success of
at-risk students. It would be charged with the research and development of technol-
ogy that has special merit when used with these populations, along with other spe-
cialized objectives. Monies for dissemination and evaluation would be included. The
institute is mission-oriented and has specific objectives.

The federal government's approach to special education already serves as a posi-
tive illustration of the potential for progress through research. Currently, the De-
partment of Education supports the National Institute on Disability and Rehabilita-
tion Research, funded at about $54 million per year. The importance of this national
institute is both in its mandate and its funding level. Enough money has been allo-
cated to effect a significant amount of research. The mandate of the institute pro-
vides for a comprehensive and coordinated approach to the ...onduct of research,
demonstration projects and related activities. The approach integrates research, de-
velopment and dissemination. There is a clear focus: individuals with disabilities.
The research generated through this institute is having a profound influence on the
way we educate students with disabilities.

In addition to the problem-solving orientation, other features would include a
headeuarters for the institutes, which cnuld coordinate activities. It might, for ex-
ample, manage center and lab competitions. Headquarters would also eliminate un-
necessary duplication. The mission approach would solve some of the administrative
quagmires in which the current OERI has found itself. Current labs would continue
their activities and support the various institutes in appropriate ways. Centers, op-
erating at the current million or two million dollars a year, could be dedicated to
one institute or could serve several institutes. With a mission on which to focus
their efforts and with sufficient resources to deal with nifkjor education problems,
current centers can address the objectives of each institute. In addition, each insti-
tute should set aside 15 percent of its budget to be separately managed in a field-
initiated studies program so that the creativity of the field is fully tapped.

Once again, this legislative subcommittee has an important choice to make. It can
continue OERI much as it is today, in my view assuring its irrelevance to the criti-
cal education problems before the nation, or it can craft legislation providing for a
niission- driven structure such as has been outlined in the proposal for creation of
the National Institutes of Education.

Thank you for your time and for your consideration of these ideas.
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Senator PELL. Now we come to Mr. Semple, vice president and
secretary of the Committee for Economic Development.

Mr. SEMPLE. My name is Nat Semple, and I am vice president
and secretary for the Committee for Economic Development, and I
very much appreciate the opportunity for us to testify today.

I would like to say a special hello to Senator Bingaman. Our sons
were fast friends in first grade over 6 years ago, and it might be
fun to bring them together and see if they recognize each other.

Senator BINGAMAN. I agree.
Mr. SEMPLE. Next year, CED will be celebrating its 50th anniver-

sary since its inception in 1942, when President Roosevelt convened
a group of business leaders to assist him in transitioning the econo-
my from war to peace.

One of CED's earliest recommendations was the creation of the
GI bill, perhaps one of the Nation's most effective educational pro-
grams. Since then, CED has made numerous recommendations that
have made their way into public law including the establishment of
the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the Bret-
ton Woods Agreement.

In 1968, a special CED committee which included Katherine
Graham of the Washington Post, Pete Peterson, then president of
Bell & Howell, Daniel Parker of Parker Pen, and others, released a
statement which led directly to the institutionalization of the Fed-
eral role in educational R and D.

Entitled, "Innovation ;n Education: New Directions for the
American School", the report recommended the creation of a Com-
mission on Research, Innovation and Evaluation in Education to be
established by the Congress as an independent, nongovernmental
agency empowered to receive both public and private fnnds.

The CED was clear in what it wanted such and R and D group to
do. In its research function, the CED recommended that such a
commission should stimulate and encourage both basic and applied
research in all branches of education; it should fund studies and
authorizes improvements of curricula, and it should assess the
goals of education.

In the area of innovation, CED recommended that the products
of research be disseminated in a usable form to all the Nation's
schools and that innovations deemed to be effective should be dis-
seminated as widely as possible.

Finally, the CED urged that evaluation should focus on not only
the i.,:unc learning skills and the acquisition of knowledge, but on
the effectiveness of the schools in achieving the entire spectrum of
education purposes and goals, particularly with respect to the effi-
ciency of school administration and the effectiveness of the school
as an instructional organization.

This was almost 33 years ago. And I don't mean to be a revision-
ist historian, but it is my understanding that this report helped
spur the efforts in the Nixon Administration that led eventually to
the creation of the National Institute of Education and subsequent-
ly OERI.

Now, it does not come as any surprise to me that it was a group
of business executives who gave a push to a national role for educa-
tional R and D. Business leaders see P nd D as a primary corpo-
rate responsibility and a key underpir ng of their ability to com-
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pete and prosper. This view has continued unwavering in virtually
all of the reports that CED has issued on education in the last 30
years.

CED has recently clarified and expanded its view of R and D. In
our 1985 statement on education reform, "Investing in our Chil-
dren: Business and the Public Schools", we argued for establishing
the following: a system to provide for comparative data on educa-
tional achievement. We believed at that time that we needed statis-
tical information that would permit State by State, city by city,
and school by school comparisons, and we are happy to see that
this is part of the President's agenda.

We also called for regular assessments of employment readiness
at least every 4 years; a continuous process of updating interna-
tional comparisons, and as Senator Jeffords just mentioned, the
outcomes associated with the application of new technologies.

In our most recent statement on education, "The Unfinished
Agenda: A New Vision for Child Development and Education",
which was chaired by Jim Renier, the CEO of Honeywell, we con-
tinued to spell out our support unequivocally for expansion of R
and D. But in this report, we argue that this role of analysis needs
to be expanded to include a regular analysis of those programs that
help pi pare children, especially disadvantagA children, for
school, as well as those programs that support children once in
school

In our 1987 statement, "Children in Need", we argued, and I
quote, "that it was more important than ever for the Federal Gov-
ernment to fund high-quality research, development, evaluation
and technical assistance for Chapter I, Head Start, and related pro-
grams that impact educational outcomes."

We also believe that educational researchers need to develop a
new generation of compensatory education models, and school dis-
tricts sorely need hands-on technical assistance from those who
know how to implement and evaluate currently effective models
and those that are emerging.

Although we call for new experimentation, including various ap-
proaches to school choice, we share the view of my friend on the
right, that we know already what works, and what is required is
not new programs but further and better dissemination of the re-
sults of those we already know function well.

I have included in my testimony the description of a school we
found particularly remarkable, which is the New Futures school in
Albuquerque, NM. We found this school, which dealt with prog,
nant teenage mothers and with disadvantaged children, to be re-
markably effectiveenough so that Jim Renier, the CEO of Honey-
well, has established a similar program in his own corporate head-
quarters

This bring me to a discussion of the President's "Education 2000"
proposal. While the CED has not taken an official public position
on the specifics of the President's program, we are strongly sup-
portive of many of the objectives and concepts in the President s
plan, and I have included a side-by-side analysis of CED's position
with respect to the President's program, and you will see there is
some substantial agreement.
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I do sense, however, that there is some concern, particularly in
the business community, about how the administration plans to go
about implementing its proposal. One involves creation of a wholly
independent new American Schools Development Corporation, with
its goal of generating nearly $150-$200 million in private contribu-
tions. While many of us believe there is an important need for
added R and D, there are those who believe that this should be the
responsibility of the Federal Government. But then, it is certainly
appreciated t :at given the current budget constraints in the Con-
gress, this may be the only way to generate added support quickly.

But there are two notes of caution. First, the money that this
corporation will be generating could in many cases come at the ex-
pense of other efforts already being undertaken by business. This
past Tuesday we released a new study entitled, "Business Impact
on Education and Child Development", where it is noted that there
now exists over 140,000 separate local business-school partnerships
in some 30,000 public elementary and secondary schools. Virtually
all of the Fortune 500 companies are engaged directly in education
efforts, efforts that reflect a considerably increased understanding
of the educational process and the role business can play in i-t-
proving that process.

A lot of people have a lot at stake in these efforts and will resent
having their funds diverted elsewhere, and may in fact lead to a
long-term disenchantment of business for further support of R and
D in the future. So it is vitally important that those who take
charge of the New Schools Corporation carry out their mission
with these concerns firmly in mind.

A second concern is the relationship between this New Schools
Corporation 4rid existing Federal R and D efforts. It would seem
senseless that OERI and the new corporation not work closely to-
gether. CED recognized the importance of join efforts over 30 years
ago when it recommended an independent Federally-chartered
commission where both public and private moneys could be
brought together.

Finally, we hope that this R and D includes research in work-
able, compensatory models such as the New Futures program men-
tioned above.

Before closing, I just want to briefly mentionand I'm sorry I'm
going beyond the timeour support for some of the other areas in
the President's program including national testing and establishing
a national curriculum. In the area of assessment, CED supports the
establishment of national standards in the core subjects and agrees
with the President that we should not develop a rigid national cur-
riculum.

We also agree with the President's recommendation, as I have
noted above, to have the National Assessment of Educational
Progress conduct State by State assessments and comparisons of
schools and school districts.

Finally, we agree with the President's recommendation to estab-
lish a system of voluntary examinations at various grade intervals,
but we would allow the States discretion as to which grades they
would involve.

We have also recommended that employers be urged to use these
tests.
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Mr. Chairman, business fully understands the need for R and D
and the important role it plays in the future of any successful en-
terprise. We believe that at no time in our history have we needed
a better understanding of education in this country.

Senator PELL. Excuse me for interrupting. There is a roll call
vote going on, so I must ask to be excused. Please wind up, and for
as long as possible one of my colleagues will preside, mid if I'm not
back by then, we'll recess for a moment.

Senator SIMON. [Presiding.] We thank all three of you for your
testimony.

[The three publicatiou entitled "Strategies for a New World,
The Unfinished Agenda: A New Vision for Child Development and
Education, and Business impact on Education and Child Develop-
ment Reform," submitted by Mr. Semple are retained in the files of
the committee.]

[The prepared statement of Mr. Semple (with an attachment) fol-
lows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. SEMPLE

(The positions taken in this testimony are partially based on CED's policy state-
ment. Innovation in Education (1968). Investing in our Children (1985), Chiidren in
Need 09871, The Unfinished Agenda (1991), and Business Impact on Education
(1991). However, the views expressed herein are solely those of the author and in no
way necessarily represent individual CED trustees or their organizations.)

Mr. Chairman, my name is Nat Semple and I am Vice President and Secretary of
the Committee for Economic Development, an organization comprised of 250 of the
nation's top business and academic leaders. Next year, CED will be celebrating its
50th anniversary since its inception in 1942, when President Roosevelt convened a
group of business leaders to assist him in transitioning the economy from war to
peace. One of CED's earliest recommendations was the creation of the GI bill, per-
haps one of the nation's most effective educational programs. Since then, CED has
made numerous recommendations that have made their way into public law, includ-
ing the establishment of the World Bank. the International Monetary Fund, and the
Bretton Woods agreement.

In 1968, a special CED committee, which included Katherine Graham of The
Washington Post; Pete Peterson, then President of Bell & Howell; Daniel Parker, of
Parker Pen; and others: released a statement which led directly to the institutional-
izing of the federal role in educational R&D. Entitled Innovation in Education: New
Directions for the American School, the report recommended the creation of a Com-
mission on Research, Innovation, and Evaluation in Education Ito be established by
Congress as an independent, nongovernmental agency, empowered to receive both
public and private funds.

The CED was clear in what it wanted such a R&D group to do: in its research
function, the CED recommended that such a Commission should stimulate ark) en-
courage both basic and applied research in all branches of education. it should fund
and authorize studies for the improvement of curriculum, and it should assess the
goals of education. In the area of innovation. CED recommended that the products
of research be disseminated in a usable form to all the nation's schools; and that
innovations deemed to be effective should be disz.eminated as widely as possible. Fi.
nally. the CED urged that evaluation should focus on not only the basic learning
skills and the acquisition of knowledge, but on the effectiveness of the schools in
achieving the entire spectrum of education purposes and goals, particularly with re-
spect to the efficiency of school administration and the effectiveness of the school as
an instructional organization.

This report helped spur the efforts of your colleague, Senator Moynihan. to devel-
op support in the Nixon Administration for establishing a locus for educational
R&D, which resulted in the creation of the National Institute of Education and sub-
sequently, OERI.

While the CED's recommendation that this be a nongovernmental agency was not
adopted, the basic premise of the R&D role was
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It should not come as any surprise fliat it was a group of business executives who
gave the big push to a national role for Educational Research. Business leaders see
R&D as a primary corporate responsibility and a key underpinning of their ability
to compete and prosper. This view has continued unwavering in virtually all of the
reports that CED has issued on education in the last thirty years.

CED has recently clarified and expanded on its view of R&D. In our 1985 state-
ment on education reform, Investing in Our Children: Business and the Public
Schools we argued for establishing the following:

a system to 'provide for comparative data on educational achievement. We be-
lieve we need statistical information that will permit state-by-state, city-by-city,
and school-by-school comparisons; (a position that the President has recently
adopted);

regular assessments of employment readiness, at least once every four
a continuous process of updating international comparisons;
the outcomes associated with the application of new technologies to the educa-

tional process.
It was in the area of evaluating returns on investment in education where we re-
served our greatest support. We called on the National Assessment of Education
Progress (NA.EP) to establish a regular analysis of benefits received from improving
the content and quality of education.

In our most recent statement on education, The Unfinished Agenda, A New
Vision for Child Development and Education released this past March, which was
overseen by Jim Renier, the Chairman and CEO of Honeywell, we spell out our sup-
port unequivocally for expansion of R&D, and I quote:

"Data collection and research at the federal level are crucial for continued inno-
vation in education and children's progeams, particularly in such areas as
measurement and testing, pedagogy, technology use and access, and programs
targeted to the disadvantaged."

Today we would argue that this role of analysis needs to be expanded to include a
regular analysis of those programs that help prepare children, especially disadvan-
taged children for school, as well as those programs that support children once in
school. In our 1987 statement, Children in Need: we argued, and I quote:

"That it was more important than ever for the federal government to fund
high-quality research, development, evaluation and technical assistance for
Chapter 1, Head Start and related programs that impact educational outcomes."

We believe that educational researchers need to develop a new generation of com-
pensatory education models, and school district sorely need hands-on technical as-
sistance from those who know how to implement and evaluate currently effective
models and those that are emerging.

Although we call for new experimentation, including various approaches to school
choice, we believe we know more than enough already of what works. What is re-
quired is not new programs but dissemination of the results of those we already
know function well.

Let me cite just one example of a program which, if duplicated could make a sig .
nificant difference in the future of children. I refer to the New Futures School in
Albuquerque, New Mexico. New Futures School is an alternative school in the Albu-
querque public school system, and is devoted exclusively to helping school age par-
ents make responsible, informed decisions, complete their education, have healthy
babies, and become well adjusted and self-sufficient. Since 1970 the school has of-
fered services to over 5000 students.

This school works on the premise that teenage mothers need a good deal rreore
support than the average student. First and foremost it creates an environment
where a teenage mother is socially accepted and her individual problems are dealt
with. Often an abused child herself, the teenage morn knows that she can go to a
school where others share her problem. If her child is sick, she knows that he or she
will be attended to by a licensed pediatrician. If she is having trouble with support
payments, she will find someone who will helpall provided in a way that will
enable her to attend class and to achieve her high school certiiicate.

The results of New Futures, longitud;nally derived over 20 years. have been re-
markable. Nearly 80 percent of the mothers who attend New F'utures obtain their
high school degree; over half go on to some form of postsecondary education. Only
16 percent end upon AFDC. And even more interesting, the repeat pregnancy rates
drop by a half. This is a program known to work, and one that is being replicated
by the private sector. Honeywell, for example has established a school located at its
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headquarters as part of its Succem-by-Six program. In our view, the federal govern-
ment needs to maintain an adequate record of these programs, and to disseminate
these kinds of "success" stories.

This brings me to a discussion of the President's Education 2000 proposal and spe-
cifically with the notion of establishing an independent privately funded R&D
effort.

While the CED has not taken an official public position on the specifics of the
President's program, we are strongly supportive of many of the ubjectives and con-
cepts in the President's plan. I would like to include for the record a more definitive
comparison of CED's position with respect to the President's program, and you will
see, that outside of some concern about use of vouchers for private schools, there is
a good deal of agreement on the basic principles of his approach.

And again, while the CED has not taken a position on the implementation of the
Presidents proposal, I do sense among many in the business community concerns
about how the administration plans to go about it. One involves the crec tion of a
wholly independent privatized New American Schools Development Corporation,
with its goal of generating nearly $1504200 million in private contributions. While I
believe most see the important need for added R&D, there are those who believe
this should be the responsibility of the federal government. But then, it is certainly
appreciated that given the current budget constraints in the Congress, this may be
the only way to generate added support quickly.

But there are two notes of caution. First, the money that this corporation will be
generating could in many cases come at the expense of other efforts already being
undertaken by business. This oast Tuesday, we released a new study, entitled Busi-
ness Impact on Education and t. hild Development, where it is noted that there now
exist over 140,000 separate local business-school partnershipe in some 30,000 public
elementary and secondary schools. Virtually all of the Fortune 500 companies are
engaged directly in education efforts, efforts that reflect a considerably increased
understanding of the educational process and the role business can play in improv-
ing that process. A lot of people have a lot of stake in these efforts, and will resent
having their funds diverted elsewhere, a resentment that might lead to a long-term
disenchantment of business for further support of R&D in the future. So it is vitally
important that those who take charge of the New Schools Corporation carry out
their mission with these concerns in mind.

A second concern is the relationship between this New Schools Corporation and
existing federal R&D efforts. It would seem senseless that OERI and the New Corpo-
ration not work closely together. CED recognized the importance of joint efforts
over 30 years ago when it recommended an independent federally chartered com-
mission where both public and private monies could be brought together. Hopefully,
this relationship will be considered in the creation of this new corporation.

Finally, we hope that the R&D also includes research in workable compensatory
models such as the New Futures program described above.

Before closing, I should briefly mention assessment, national testing, and estab-
lishing a national curriculum. In the area of assessment, CED supports the estab-
lishment of national standards in the core subjects, and agrees with the President
that we should not develop a rigid national curriculum. We also agree with the
President's recommendation, which we first made in 1985, to have the National As-
sessment of Educational Progress conduct state-by-state assessments and compari-
sons of schools and school districts.

And finally, we agree with the President's recommendation to establish a system
of voluntary examinations at various grade intervals, but we would allow the States
discretion as to which grades they would involve in such testing. We also have rec-
ommended that employers be urged to use these testswhich we believe should go
beyond multiple choicein their hiring decisions.

Mr. Chairman, business fully understands the need for R&D and the important
role it plays in the future of any successful enterprise. We believe that at no time in
our history have we needed a better understanding of education in this country. The
work of OERI plays a crucial role in improving that understanding, and when com-
bined with the President's new efforts, can help us achieve the promise of much
better outcomes for the nation's youth in the future.
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Senator SIMON. If I may ask Dr. Nowakowski and Dr. Wise, is
there any possibility of your ideas meshing? Is there a conflict in
what you are suggesting, Dr. Wise, with what Dr. Nowakowski is
suggesting?

Mr. WISE. I wouldn't say so, Senator. I would say that the con-
cept of the national institutes of education as I explained them is
meant to embrace the existence of centers and laboratories, and
certainly we agree in the sense that existing centers are not well
enough financed to conduct sufficient research.

I would advocate expanding the budgets of existing ones rather
than reducing the number of existing ones, but that would be a
minor difference between us.

MS. NONNAKOWSKI. I would agree, Senator. I think we have about
a $200 million investment in R and D, and I think we need about a
$2 billion investment. And I think Dr. Wise and I agree that we
must have a critical mass, organizations that have a critical mass
of 50-200 researchers focused on major social problems in order to
make a big difference.

Senator SIMON. And as I follow what you are suggesting, Dr.
Wiseand incidentally, let me note that your association, the Na-
tional Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, stole a very
valuable member of my staff, Judy White, so your testimony gets
great weight in our office, I want you to knowbut you are sug-
gesting that we focus in a little more, just as the National Insti-
tutes of Health focus on arthritis or diabetes or cancer.

Mr. WISE. I think it is very important, sir, that we have very
clear targets for Federal educational research and development.
Having the highly fractionated approach that we have followed for
the last couple of decades has really not gotten us very far, and
creating a small number of well-financed institutes that would
work on some of the most intractable problems of American educa-
tion over a long period of time will, I think, do more for helping us
to realize the aspirations of the governors and the President than
the kinds of approaches that I see being espoused by lots of people
these days.

Senator SIMON. Mr. Semple, I read with great interest the exam-
ple of the New Futures school in Albuquerque, NM--and I see our
friend Senator Bingaman has left alreadybut that is an exciting
example. When you say, "although we call for new experimenta-
tion, including various approaches as school choice, we believe we
know more than enough already of what works. What is required
is not new programs, but dissemination of the results." When you
say, "we know more than enough already of what works", I guess I
would differ slightly with you there. I think research has to contin-
ue. If General Motors or anyone else says, "We have the ultimate
knowlede, and we are going to stop experimenting aria stop doing
research '-----

Mr. SEMPLE. 1 may have misstated myself'. What I really mean to
say is that we know enough now to start doing things, and there
are things we can do now that we are not going because we know
there are things that work; but that doesn't mean we should stop R
& D. No question about it. I am sorry if I misstated myself.

Senator SIMON. OK. We are in agreement.
Senator Kassebaum.
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Senator KASSEBAUM. [Presiding.] Thank you, and I'll take only a
minute because time is running out on this vote.

Both Dr. Wise and Dr. Nowakowski made somewhat similar com-
ments regarding, say, a "super institute" or a "national institutes
of education." Dr. Nowakowski, you mentioned Congress defining a
research agenda.

I would suggest, as a matter of fact, that Congress would certain-
ly have a role, but that should come from the Department of Edu-
cation. It seems to me they are the ones who should define the
agenda. We obviously always have a part in commenting on such,
but I think Congress defining it is perhaps not the best place to
start. That is a small point. I would gather that what the Secretary
was saying is something you would agree with, that there should
be more of a focus on the issues. That would help in the dissemina-
tion of information. Research having a sharper focus would then be
regarded perhaps with greater esteem, so to speak, and the funds
targeted in a better way.

Would you accept that?
Ms. NOWAKOWSKI. Senator, I think perhaps this kind of a collabo-

ration may need to take place. The Secretary talked about much of
the information generates. We do so in our region, about our region
and who we are and what is going on, and I think that needs to
inform our Nation's priorities. But also we need to make sure that
the titles of R and D centers don't change every 5 years. Our R and
D centers, 29 of them, are spread across 60 universities. Some of
them have $900,000 budgets and no more than one or two full-time
staff, and they are dealing with issues like professional accountabil-
ity and leadership and reading. And if Congress can help collabora-
tively focus on the Nation's major issues and give that kind of di-
rection and reinforcement to the Department of Education, we
have a chance of focusing more capacity and certainly more long-
term stability on solving some of these problems with a critical
Mass.

Senator KASSEBAUM. I guess I would rather see us improve what
we have than to start into the creation of "super institutes" at this
point. I am just one who, when we talk about that kind of money,
would give anything to see that going to teachers who are teaching
in underserved areas, teaching the children at risk. Research is
very important, but when we do have limited resources, if we could
give that to teachers who are working in areas where we need to
implement some of the research, I think that that could be a very
valuable use of funds.

Ms. NOVJAKOWSKI. Well, it is sad that we have to make decisions.
I wish we could have them both.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Yes, that's what we always wish in these in-
stances.

Mr. WISE. If I may say, Senator, sometimes the role of education-
al research and development is underestimated in the sense that
an investment in research and development can have much more
powerful consequences sometimes than direct expenditures at the
local school level.

At the beginning of my testimony I suggested that there is a
high level of dissatisfaction in the country with the nature and
quality of schooling, and schools look pretty much like they used to
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decades ago, whereas every other facet of our lives have changed
over the decades quite dramatically. I attribute that directly to the
fact that we invest 5 to 10 to 20 percent of operating revenues on
research and development in all these other sectors. And somehow
when it comes to education, we think we can reform the system on
a pittance, and I'm just afraid that that is not realistic.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Mr. Semple, I'm going to have to go and
vote, but I did read the report and recommendation that the coun-
cil did about children, and I thought it was a very interesting
report. I think, as you say, dissemination of some of this informa-
tion and how that is handled could be very useful.

Senator Pell will submit questions to this panel. When we return
from the vote, we will convene the second panel. We thank you
very much and regret that we have had this interruption.

Thank you.
Recess.]

nator BINGAMAN. [Presiding.] I wanted to ask Dr. Wise a ques-
tion, if I could, before we start the next panel, and I apologize for
fouling up the order of things, and maybe this was asked after I
left the room. My question is whether the suggestion by the Presi-
dent that we have these 535 new schools helps or hurts the situa-
tion.

It sounds to me from your basic statement that you think we've
got this research activity way to dispersed already and that it is
net working to help us actually upgrade the quality of education.
And as I understand it, the main component of what the President
has composed with regard to research, other than increased assess-
ment, involves these new schools.

If you'd be willing to comment on that, I would appreciate it.
Mr. WISE. Well, the history of the demonstration school approach

to educational reform has been shown not to work. We had a corre-
sponding effort in the mid-Sixties known as the "Experimental
Schools Project" for some $60 million, which was spent and I sup-
pose made life more pleasant in those schools which received
grants under that program, but that $60 million disappeared with-
out any lasting trace on American education.

Similarly, also during the Sixties, the Ford Foundation invested
very heavily in the demonstration school approach to trying to im-
prove American education, and they spent millions of dollars, at
least, trying to reform education by having model or demonstration
schools, each trying to improve themselves.

Subsequently, the Ford Foundation commissioned a research
report which was called "A Foundation Goes to School" in which is
kind of contritely admitted that the approach which it had taken
had failed in its effect, which was to transform American education
back then.

I see the $535 million school operation in quite the same way. I

think it will create short-term excitement and good education in
those schools which happen to be blessed in the competition to
become one of those. But in terms of producing reliable knowledge
that will transform every American school the way we want to see
them transformed, I think that is not a cost-effective use of Federal
money. I believe a far more cost-effective use of Federal money is
systematic research and development, more essentially managed.
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I said at the beginning of my statement that the scale of invest-
ment in R and D is minuscule in relation to the magnitude of the
enterprise of K through 12 education.

If you really want to move this monster, you really have to start
using the strategies which we have used to transform every other
sector of public and private life, which is systematic research and
development. That is why our homes look different today, our hos-
pitals look different today, transportation looks different today, the
way we do business, our offices, all look entirely different from how
they looked 50 or 75 years ago. Meanwhile, our schools look the
same, and I attribute that to the minuscule level of effort that we
make trying to improve our schools.

Senator BINGAMAN. So in your view, if we were to organize our-
selves around these mission-driven institutes and fund them at an
adequate level and then try to have a national system for dissemi-
nating the results of that research, that would go a lot further
toward actually upgrading the quality of education.

Mr. WISE. I believe so, sir. I think if you kind of look at the histo-
ry of the National Institutes of Health Mnce the mid-Forties or
mid-Fifties and the way in which we have mounted systematic re-
search and development campaigns under the auspices of each one
of the individual institutes, we can see how we have made mEkjor
inroads in the practice of medicine and the treatment and preven-
tion of various diseases. I believe that we must take an analogous
approach in this arena.

Senator BINGAMAN. OK. Thank you very much. I appreciate
that.

We'll call the next panel, and I'll continue until the chairman re-
turns. If Mr. Boehlje and Dr. Stewart are still here, we'd appreciate
them coming up.

Mr. Boehlje, why don't you go ahead with your testimony, and
I'll try to learn enough for the entire committee.

STATEMENTS OF BOYD W. BOEHLIE, BOARD MEMBER, NATION-
AL ASSESSMENT GOVERNING BOARD, WASHINGTON, DC: AND
DONALD M. STEWART, PRESIDENT, THE COLLEGE BOARD,
WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. BUFHL/E. Thank you.
I appreci3te this opportunity to testify about the National As-

sessment of Educational Progress, or NAEP. I should give you some
background on myself. My name is Boyd Boehlje. I was appointed
to the National Assessment Governing Board in August of 1990. I
am also a member of the Pella, IA school board, and that is the slot
that I ffil on the National Assessment Governing Board. I am also
an officer of the National School Boards Association.

My comments today reflect the position of the board of the Na-
tional Assessment Governing Board.

The function of the board is to set the policy for NAEP. NAEP is
our only national representative assessment of America's students
and what they know and what they can do. I'd like to highlight
this morning four board recommendations that bear on reauthor-
ization of NAEP. Those relate to State-level reporting, use of
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NAEP for below State reporting, conducting NAEP annually, and
the independence of the board.

My written testimony provides additional background on these
and other recommendations that may require legislation.

Relating first to State representative reporting, the board be-
lieves that the NAEP legislation should be amended to provide a
general authority to conduct regular State representative assess-
ments. Congress authorized NAEP trial State assessments in 8th

ade mathematics in 1990, and in 4th grade reading and 4th and
th grade mathematics in 1992.

At this point, 40 jurisdictions, including 37 States, Guam, Virgin
Islands and the District of Columbia, have already participated in
the 1990 trial; 43 States have already signed up for the 1992 State
trial assessments.

On June 6th, the first ever State comparable data were released
for 8th grade only from the 1990 math assessment, along with na-
tional data for grades 4, 8 and 12. The indications so far are that
the data are being repor:.ed appropriately, and the States are find-
ing the information useful in helping to find ways to improve stu-
dent achievement.

A congressionally-required evaluation by the National Academy
of Education recently recommended expanding the trial to three
grades and three subjects in 1994. There is no State-level testing
under NAEP authorized beyond 1992, yet our initial experience
seems to be that the trial is working very well at this point. The
board hopes that Congress will give favorable consideration to this
recommendation.

In regard to--
Senator BINGAMAN. Let me ask, the recommendation being that

we expand it to three levelsis that the recommendation you want
us to give favorable consideration to?

Mr. BOEHLJE. The recommendation is basically that there be a
general authority to conduct regular State representative assess-
ments, and yes, most likely at three levels. But at this point the
authority was granted only for a limited period of time and in a
limited area, apparently as a test to see whether it is going to be
effective or not.

The board further believes that NAEP legislation should be
amended to permit States, school districts and nonpublic schools to
use NAEP at their option and at their cost to collect data and
report on performance of schools and school districts. This option
was available and used prior to 1988 and continues to be desired by
many States and districts. Under the current law, it is prohibited.
Today a district or school that wants to cannot use NAEP to com-
pare its results with its State or other similar districts, its region
or the country, or to monitor its own progress over time.

We recognize that some organizations such as NSBA oppose the
local use of NAEP. The concerns are that it will permit unwarrant-
ed intrusion into local decisionmaking and will tend to establish a
national curriculum. Those concerns are also shared by the Nation-
al Assessment Governing Board. But it is the position of the Na-
tional Assessment Governing Board that those concerns would not
result in the actual establishment of a national curriculum. There
would have to be several conditions to be present for that to be ef-

24 S



238

fective or to happen. There must be consequence as a result from
the testing, there must be an entity with jurisdiction to set out and
enforce the curriculum requirements. None of those conditions are
present within NAEP nor are they intended under the board's rec-
ommendation.

The board believes that a permissive authority should be granted
to allow annual testing and replace the current mandated biennial
cycle. This would provide NAEP with the flexibility to be respon-
sive to information needs as they evolve. Annual NAEP testing and
reporting are needed to provide timely and sufficient data for pol-
icymakers and the public, and for reporting on progress toward Na-
tional Education Goal 3 for student aclievement.

These items were all adopted by the board in December of 1989.
They are embodied in the NAEP amendments described this morn-
ing by Secretary Alexander. They are incorporated in the Presi-
dent's "America 2000: Excellence in Education Act" introduced by
Senators Kennedy, Pell, Hatch and Kassebaum. The amendments
to NAEP would provide regular State assessments beginning in
1992, would require annual data collection and reporting for
NAEP, and remove the prohibition against reporting school and
school district results.

One other issue I think is important to bring to your attention.
The board believes that with respect to its role and responsibilities,
the NAEP legislation contains ambiguities and conflicting provi-
sions. For example, the NAEP legislation requires the board to ex-
ercise its functions, powers and duties independent of the Secretary
and the other offices and officers of the Department of Education.
At the same time the legislation places the board within the de-
partment. This has raised a number of procedural and operational
issues for the board and the department.

There is additional detail in my written testimony in regard to
this issue.

At the present time, the board and the department are attempt-
ing to see whether, through a memorandum of understanding, they
an reduce the ambiguities and contradic, Nns, but that may or

may not be possible.
Thank you for the opportunity to present this information.
Senator BINGAMAN. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Boehlje (with aL..achments) fol-

lows:1

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. BOEHLJE

Mr. Chairman, let me express my appreciation for the opportunity to testify
before the Subcommittee on F.ducation, Arts and Humanities about the National As-
sessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).

My name is Boyd W Boehlje. I was appointed to the National Assessment Gov-
erning Board (the Board). in August of 1990. The Board sets policy for NAEP. ad-
ministers the national consensus process that determines the content for each
NAEP test, and identifies achievement goals for each grade and subject tested
under NAEP. I am a member of the Board's Ad Hoc Committc v on Reauthorization
and its Math and Science Committee I am also a member of the Pella. Iowa school
board and an officer of the National School Boards Association. By profession. I am
an attorney in private practice.

NAEP. in its twenty-two year history has developed a well deserved reputation for
integrity and innovatic,n. Now known as "The Nation's Report Card.- NAEP is our
only nationally representative assessment of what America s students know and can
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do. On June 6, 1991, as part of a pilot project authorized by the Congress in 1988,
NAEP reported for the first time State-representative results from the 1990 mathe-
matics assessment.

I am honored to provide testimony on this esteemed federal program. However, I
would want to emphasize that my remarks about possible changes to the NAEP leg-
islation will be limited to policies adopted by the Board. As you know, the NAEP
legislation specifies the responsibilities and Nrictions of the Board. The law also
stipulates that ". . . the Board . . . shall be independent of the Secretary (of Educa-
tion) and the other offices and officers of the Department of Education." Thus, my
remarks will not necessarily represent positions of the Department of Education.

This morning I will provide an overview of NAEP and the role of the Board, dis-
cuss the utility of State-representative data, and describe Board policies that require
legislative action.

OVERVIEW OF NAEP

The purpose of NAEP is ". . . to impruve our Nation's schools by making objec-
tive information about student performance in selected learning areas available to
policymakers at the national, regional, state and local levels."

Under current law, the National Assessment is conducted every two years. The
subjects covered and their prescribed cycles are: reading and mathematics, at least
once every two years; writing and science, at least once every four years: and histo-
ry/geography at least once every six years. The law also permits the Board to select
other subject areas for assessment, including assessments of adult literacy.

The National Assessment reports results on students at ages nine, thirteen and
seventeen and in grades four, eight and twelve. However, it is impon.ant to point
out that minimizing test burden is an overriding NAEP policy. NAEP does not test
all students at these ages and grades, it tests only a small sample. For example, of
the more than nine million students in the three grades covered by NAEP, approxi-
mately 51,000 participated in the newly developed 1990 reading assessment and ap-
proximately 2,500 students per participating State took the 1990 eighth grade math-
emetics State trial assessment.

Another way NAEP limits test burden is by minimizing student testing time.
Testing time under NAEP is about one hour per tested student. This is accom-
plished by a procedure known as matrix sampling. In matrix sampling, equivalent
subsamples of students receive different portions of the total pool of test questions.
The total student sample is large enough to estimate precise results for each ques-
tion. Since NAEP is intended to report aggregate student results at the national
and regional levels and, under the trial State assessment, at the State level, this is
an efficient way to assess student performance.

One final aspect of NAEP should be highlightedits capacity both to report
trends over time and to incorporate new developments in curriculum and in assess-
ment technology. To do this, NAEP conducts parallel assessments, one for trend
data and one that is "cross-sectional," to reflect current thinking and practices. For
trends, NAEP uses procedures and items from past assessments; this maintains
what is now almost a tsventy-year trend line in subjects such as reading and mathe-
matics. The cross-sectional assessment reflects current research and best practice in
each subject area identified through a national consensus process that is adminis-
tered by the Board. I will be talking more about this consensus process ',ter in my
testimony.

ROLE OF THE NATIONAL ASSESSMENT GOVERNING BOARD

In 1988 the Congress reauthorized NAEP, making improvements, providing for
the State trial assessments, requiring evaluations, and redesigning the governance
structure to include an independent Board to formulate policy for NAEP.

Prior to 1988, NAEP was conducted under a grant from the Department of Educa-
tion. The pre-1988 NAEP authority required the grantee to establish an Assessment
Policy Committee (APC) to advise on policy matters. This arrangement was intend-
ed to insulate NAEP policy development and the conduct of the assessrnent from
the Department of Education. But it also had the effect of impeding the Depart-
ment's ability to assure accountability in the administration of th,e NAEP program.

Under the 1988 NAEP reauthorization, the Congress created a tripartite structure
for NAEP: an independent governing board to formulate policy for the assessment;
r..dministration of the NAEP program within the National Center for Education Sta-
tistics; and conduct of NAEP through contracts, grants or cooperative agreements.
The result is a system of checks and balances that provides for independence in
NAEP policy development, permits the Department of Education to remain at
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"arms length" from testing policy and allows appropriate accountability for pro-
grain administration.

The legislative history of the current NAEP legislation indicates that the inde-
pendence of the Board was an important consideration; both the Senate and Confer-
ence reports discuss provisions that have this purpose. At least three provisions of
the law appear to be directed at the independence of the Board; specifically, the pro-
vision already mentioned regarding the Board's independence of the Secretary; the
requirement that the Board "exercise its independent judgment free from inappro-
priate influences and special interests"; and the requirement that appointments to
the Board are made by the Secretary of Education only from candidates nominated
by the Board.

In addition, the composition of the Board as prescribed in the law seems to be
founded on the idea of an independent Board. The Board has twenty-three voting
members: two governors and two state legislators (both on a bipartisan basis); three
teachers; an elementary and a secondary school principal; a local and a State school
board member; two chief state school officers; one school superintendent; two cur-
riculum specialists; two testing experts; one nonpublic school administrator; a repre-
sentative of business or industry; and three representatives of the general public.
The only federal member, the Msistant Secretary for Educational Research and Im-
provement, serves in a non-voting capacity.

It is difficult to imagine a group of individuals who, by the nature of their private
roles, would be more grounded in the principle of State and lccal primacy in educa-
tion matters and less inclined toward federal interventionism.

We believe that a 1987 report about NAEP was considered by the Congress when
it took up the 1988 NAEP reauthorization. The report of the Study Group headed by
then Governor (now Secretary of Education) Lamar Alexander and H. Thomas
Jamesentitled "The Nation's Report Card"recommended a tripartite governance
structure similar to that in current law. With respect to the body that would be
responsible for NAEP policy, the Study Group recommended that:

The governance and policy direction of the national assessment should be fur-
nished by a broadly representative (Board) that provides wisdom, stability and conti-
nuity; that is charged with meshing the assessment needs of states and localities
with that of the nation; that is accountable to the publicand to the federal govern-
mentfor stewardship of this important activity; but that is itself buffered from
manipulation by any individual, level of government, or special interest within the
field of education.

With this as background, I would like to discuss some of the specific responsibil-
ities of the Board as set out in law.

FORMULATING POLICY

The general responsibility of the Board is to formulate the policy guidelines for
the National Assessment. This includes formulating policy for: the methodology of
the assessment; analyzing data and reporting results; selecting non-mandated sub-
jects for assessment; and improving the form and use of the National Assessment.

In addition, the Board has responsibility for two activities that are relatively
large in scope and essential to the conduct of NAEP. The first of these, developing
consensus on the content for each asses3ment, forms the foundation for each assess-
ment. The second, identifying achievement levels for each grade for each assess-
ment, establishes benchmarks for interpreting the results.

CONBENsus PROCINS ON Tssr CONTENT

Developing consensus on the content of each assessment involves much work.
With a decentralized public education system of 16,000 school districts and fifty-odd
state education agencies (including the District of Columbia and the territories), the
need to include non-public schools, and the importance of incorporating the perspec-
tives of researchers, practitioners, and iribject area specialists, it becomes quickly
apparent that arriving at a consensus in each subject area on what should be in-
cluded in NAEP is an immense and complicated undertaking. The process involves
literally hundreds of people over a period of twelve to eighteen months at a cost of
approximately $450,000-$550,000 per subject area.

The result of this consensus activity is a document that, for each grade, describes
in very specific detail what the test will include. This document is used by the
NAEP contractor to develop the test questions that will be used for the assessment
in that subject area.
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ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS

Setting achievement levels for each assessment is also a large and complicated un-
dertaking, and at the present time, the subject of intense scrutiny. Setting achieve-
ment levels, or defining what students should know and be able to do in each grade
and subject tested under NAEP, was required for the first time under the 1988
NAEP reauthorization. Unlike consensus on test content, setting achievement levels
has never previously been done.

Realizing that it was in uncharted territory, the Board has attempted to proceed
prudently. In May 1990, the Board decided that its first effort would be a trial limit-
ed to one subjectin this case mathematicsas part of the 1990 assessment. The
Board has obtaMed the advice of the foremost experts in the field of education
standard-setting to design the methodology for setting achievement levels. The
actual work of setting the achievement levels involves the participation of both edu-
cators and non-educators. In addition, the Board has conducted three public hear-
ings to receive comment at various points in the process.

The Board conducted a validation/replication study of the initial work on achieve-
ment levels for the 1990 mathematics assessment. a Concurrent with these activities
is an external evaluation of the process. The evaluation will continue through the
reporting of the 1990 NAEP mathematics results using achievement levels to assess
their utility in interpreting NAEP results. Overall, setting achievement levels will
involve hundreds of individuals over a period of about eighteen months at a cost of
approximately $350,000.

The result of this first achievement level-setting activity is a document that de-
scribes what students should know and be able to do in mathematics at the fourth,
eighth and twelfth grades that will be used for interpreting results on the 1990
mathematics assessment. Called for in the legislation. we intend to build upon this
experience so that this ambitious trial effort can be improved in subsequent assess-
ments.

NAEP REAUTHORIZATION ISSUES

Over the last eighteen months, the Board has adopted a number of recommenda-
tions that would require legislative action. These recommendations and the ration-
ale for each are described in detail at attachment A. I-would like to highlight four of
those policies here: state-representative reporting, use of NAEP for below-state re-
porting, conducting NAEP annually rather than bi-annually, and the independence
of the Board.

The first two address a common theme: use of NAEP for reporting results at the
State and below the State (i.e. district and school) level. The Board views these two
issues differently, and I will discuss each in some detail below. However, as a gener-
al principle, the Board believes that State-representative and school- and district-
representative results, properly used, can be very helpful in informing policy and in
improving instruction.

For example. in addition to average overall scores for the 1990 eighth grade math-
ematics State trial assessment, there will be subscores by content area (e.g. numbers
and operations, measurement, geometry, data analysis, and algebra). In addition,
background questions in areas such as teacher certification, in-service training, in-
structional practices. and parental involvement are also part of the assessment.

Thus, a State superintendent of instruction might compare State results on the
subscales with those of a similar or neighboring State, and at the same time look at
teacher certification and in-service training data. This kind of comparison can help
identify strengths as well as weaknesses, identify States that may have useful
models, but most importantly, it would provide information on which some action
can be taken that would be aimed at improving the education received by the stu-
dents.

The Board if not in favor of comparisons for comparison's sake, and has adopted
policies for reporting State results that would avoid the inclination to misuse or
misinterpret results.

1. Authorizing State-representative assessments.
Congress authorized NAEP trial State assessments in eighth grade mathematics

in 1990 and in fourth grade reading and fourth and eighth grade mathematics in
1992. No subsequent State testing is authorized. These trial State assessments are
beinfi:iliosely monitored by the Department of Education, the NAEP contractor and
the rd and will be the subject of analpis across the country. A congressionally
required independent evaluation is being conducted by the National Academy of
Education: an interim report was delivered on April 1, 1991 and additional reports
are expected in September 1991 and in late i993.
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On June 6, 1991, the National Center for Education Statistics released data from
the 1990 State trial assessment in eighth grade mathematics, along with national
results for grades four, eight and twelve. Thirty-seven States participated in the
1990 trial and forty-three States have already signed up for the 1992 State trial as-
sessments. Unless the evaluation proves that the State trials do not yield valid, fair
and accurate data, and unless the State interest in participating evaporates, the
groundswell of support for regular State-representative data as a part of NAEP is
likely to continue.

The Board believes that, given the favorable results from the interim evaluation,
the NAEP legislation should be amended to provide a general authority to conduct
State representative assessments, with flexibility to determine the frequency and
subjects to be assessed, with the full costs borne by the federal government and with
State participation voluntary.

2. Restoring local optians to use NAEP
The Board believes that the NAEP legislation should be amended to permit

States, school districts and non-public schools to use NAEP, at their option and cost,
to collect data and report on performance of schools and school districts.

Under current law, . . . information [collected under NAEP] with respect to indi-
vidual schools [shall] remain confidential . . ." The law further provides that "The
use of National Assessment test items and test data employed in [the trial state as-
sessment] to rank, compare, or otherwise evaluate individual students, schools, or
school districts is prohibited." Eliminating the prohibitions against local use of
NAEP, with respect to school and district reporting, would restore the option that
existed prior to the 1988 reauthorization of NAEP. This option was exercised by
many states and districts, and continues to be desired by many states and districts.

It is not the policy of the Board that reporting below the State level should be a
federal activity. The Board has never suggestednor does it nowthat the organi-
zation that conducts NAEP should establish samples in individual schools and
school districts as part of the NAEP contract and report the results. The Board
views this as a local control issuejust as no State or district should be required to
participate in NAEP, neither should a State or district be prevented from using
NAEP to assess and report aggregate student performance in its schools.

It should be noted that some education organizations are opposed to the position
that states, school boards and non-public schools should be permitted to use NAEP
for reporting school and district results. The primary concern of these organizations
is that this use of NAEP will permit unwarranted intrusion into local decision
making and will tend to establish a national curriculum.

The Board is concerned about these issues as well. The Board's recommendation is
compatible with these positions in the following ways:

1. Local use of NAEP would only occur at local initiative; the decision, costs, ad-
ministration and reporting would all be under local control. There would be no con-
nection between local use of NAEP and other federal funding. Since the decision
would be a local one, there could be no federal intrusion.

2. In order to establish a national curriculum, several conditions must be present:
students must be tested on a regular basis, there must be consequences that result
from testing, and there must be an entity with jurisdiction to set and enforce cur-
riculum requirements. None of these conditions is present within NAEP, nor are
they intended under the Board's recommendation. Local use of NAEP as proposed
by the Board would allow state and local education authorities to do as they always
have done in determining curriculum, instruction and funding matters.

It is important to the use of NAEP and its future value as an assessment tool that
it not be used as a mechanism to determine qualification for school funding or to
determine curriculum to be taught at local schools. It is equally important that such
a valuablo resource be utilized most effectively to accurately reflect the state of edu-
cational progress being made by the students at different grade levels and in vari-
ous circumstances to aid each school in their own evaluation of their education
progress.

3. Conducting NAEP on an annual rather than biennial schedule.
The Board believes it would be better to give NAEP on a rotating schedule of

three subjects per year rather then the current practice of testing three to five sub-
jects every two years. Annual NAEP testing and reporting are necessary to provide
timely and sufficient data for policy-makers and the public. This would allow NAEP
to provide key measures of academic achievement for the annual progress reports
on American education, called for last year at the Education Summit between Presi-
dent Bush and the nation's Governors.

An annual NAEP would Joroduce little net increase in test burden because the
current vvery-other-year cycle includes up to five tests each testing year and exten-

r ti



243

sive pre-testing in off-years. NAEP conducted annual testing from 1969 until 1980,
so this proposal is not without precedent.

The Board believes a permissive authority allowing annual testing rather than a
mandated biennial cycle would provide the flexibility for NAEP to be responsive to
information needs as they evolve. Of course, the number of subjects actually as-
sessed would be subject to the availability of appropriations.

I would be remiss if I did not point out that President Bush has submitted legisla-
tion to the Congress that would accomplish these three objectives. The "America
2000 Excellence in Education Act," introduced by Senators Kennedy, Pell, Hatch
and Kassebaum in the Senate and Representative Good ling in the House, contains
amendments to NAEP that would require regular state assessments (for states that
choose to participate) beginning in 1992, remove the prohibition against reporting
school and school district results, and require annual data collection and reporting
for NAEP. These provisions are consistent with recommendations of the Board, and
we would hope that the Congress will be able to act on them quickly.

4. Clarifying the role of the Board.
The Board believes that, with respect to its role and responsibilities, the NAEP

legislation contains ambiguities and conflicting provisions. For example, the NAEP
legislation gives the Board the authority to "formulate the policy guidelines for the
National Assessment," to "exercise its functions, powers and duties independent of
the Secretary and the other offices and officers of the Department of Education," to
"exercise its independent judgment, free from inappropriate influences and special
interests," and to "hire its own staff."

Taken together, these provisions could not be more clear in their intent to estab-
lish an independent policy body for NAEP insulated from the jurisdiction of the De-
partment of Education. However, other provisions reduce this clarity.

Under the NAEP legislation, the Commissioner of Education Statistics carries out
NAEP "[vdith the advice of the National Assessment Governing Board (emphasis
added)." This has been interpreted at times by the Department of Education to
mean that the Board is an advisory committee whose policy decisions must only be

'ven consideration by the Secretary. Another part of the law provides that "The
Secretary may appoint, at the direction of the Board" up to six technical employees
under an excepted service appointing authority. This provision has the potential for
eroding the Board's independence and contradicts the provision that the Board shall
hire its own staff.

Another issue relates to the Board's budget, which as a set-aside within the NAEP
line item in the Department's Assessment, Statistics, Research and Improvement
appropriation, is in fact the Secretary's responsibility to administer. The contradic-
tion is painfully obviousindependence from the Department is incompatible with
the Secretary's budget responsibility.

While I have highlighted a few of the areas of concern with respect to ambiguities
in the role of the B;oard, attachment A contains a more complete analysis. However,
I would point out that while we have not always agreed, for the most part, these
issues have been handled openly and with a general spirit of cooperation with the
Department.

At the moment, the Board and the Department are attempting to see whether,
through a memorandum of understanding and/or delegations of authority, these
ambiguities and contradictions can be addressed without the need for legislation.
We are only at the starting poin: of this endeavor, so there is no way to be certain
or the results. However, the working relationship between the Board and the De-
partment has never been better, and we are hopeful at this time that legislation to
resolve issues of the Board's independence will not be necessary.

Thank you very much; I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have.

Attachment A

POLICIES ADOPTED BY THE NATIONAL ASSESSMENT GOVERNING BOARD THAT
REQUIRE LEGISLATIVE ACTION

JANUARY, 1991

BACKGROUND

WuuLD

During the past year, the National Assessment Governing Board adopted two
comprvhensive policy statements. In December 1989, the Board adopted positions on
the Future of the National Assessment addressing nine specific policy issues. In No-
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vember 1990, the Board adopted a statement on policy iasues for the 1994-96 NAEP
contract award addressing twenty-four specific policy issues. Some, but not all, of
these policies cannot be implemented without amending the current NAEP authori-
zation. This report has been prepared with the purpose of highlighting these poli-
cies.

In all cases, the policies that follow have been stat ed in a format that makes clear
what is being recommended for legislation and may not be a word-for-word restate-
ment of the original policy.

STATE-REPRESENTATIVE ASSESSMENTS

1. Provide a general authority to conduct State-representative assessments, with
the frequency and subjects determined according to Board policy, with the full costs
borne by the federal government, and with State participation voluntary.

RATIONALE

During 1990, both the assessment committee of the Council of Chief State School
Officers and the National Forum on Educational Statistics have called for regular
NAEP state-by-state assessment. The need for these data has been emphasized in an
analysis of national education goals recently prepared by the Urban Institute. Also,
State NAEP samples clearly are needed by the President and the Governors for
their annual progress report on American education.

Without testing on a common instrument under common conditons it would be
very difficult for citizens of any State to have sound comparative information on
how much their students have learned. SAT's and ACT's are taken by self-selected
groups. Commercial standardized tests have their "Lake Woebegone effect" in which
most children appear to be above average. State criterion-referenced tests vary
widely.

Congress authorized State NAEP on a trial basis in 8th grade math in 1990 and in
4th and lith grade math plus 4th grade reading in 1992. No subsequent State testing
is authorized. These trial State assessments are being closely monitoied by the
NAEP contractor and will be the subject of analysis across the country. An inde-
pendent evaluation, required by law, is being conducted by the National Academy of
Education; reports are due in late 1991 and 1993.

If these trial assessments are successful and the information useful, the support
will likely be strong to proceed with State- based assessments in the NAEP pro-
gram. If there are problems, changes in the assessments should be made. The under-
lying reason for State assessments is perhaps stronger today than ever and that is
the need for sound, comparative data.

The Board believes that full federal funding is needed to help move to a testing
program in which NAEP data are collected for every State, that there is a clear
public interest in collecting such data, and that it is the only way a national
progress report on P. merican education can be complete.

Federal funding for many years has supported the collection and reporting of edu-
cation data by State. These are essentially limited to "input" data including: enroll-
ment. revenues, expenditures, program participation of students, pupil-teacher
ratios, teacher characteristics, and high school graduation requirements. There is no
dispute that a federal interest exists for the collection and reporting of such infor-
mation at full cost to the government.

However, some analysts argue that there is only a very limited federal interest in
collecting and reporting the outcomes of the application of these resources and re-
quirements by State, that the outcome of the education process is a State concern
and, therefore, State participation in NAEP should be limited to those voluntarily
willing to assume part of the costs.

This view is perplexing. Almost no valid information exists about education out-
comes at levels of analysis that bear on national and State policymaking. Policy-
makers at all levels are increasingly demanding such information and only the fed-
eral government is positioned, through NAEP, to provide it. Additionally, the
amount of money involved is not excessive, particularly in comparison to other fed-
eral education initiatives

The fact alone that President Bush and the Governors have, for the first time in
our nation's history. set national education goals for the United States represents a
sea change in the partnership in education between the federal and State govern-
ments. The fact that these goals describe outcomes underscores the concern for re-
sults. Responsibility for education is first of all a State matter; and on this basis
States will be expected to do the "heavy lifting" in effecting reforms and improving
education performance. It seems, therefore, fair and appropriate that the Federal
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government, in fulfilling its role in the partnership, provide resources needed to
help assess the results of State education improvement efforts.

Finally, while provisiors related to voluntary costs to the Statks should be re-
moved, those related to voluntary participation in the assessment should not. The
intent is to encourage full State participation in NAEP by removing a federally
wrought impediment; under no circumstance should participation by a State in
NAEP be mandated, constitute a requirement for receiving any federal benefit, or
in any way be other than voluntary.

ANNUAL NAEP ASSESSMENTS

2. Provide for annual rather than biennial assessments in the National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress.

RATIONALE

It would be better to give NAEP on a rotating schedulP of three subjects per year
instead of maintaining the current practice of testing three to five subjects every
two years.

Annual NAEP testing and reporting are necessary to provide timely and suffi-
cient data for policy-makers and the public. This would allow NAEP to provide key
measures of academic achievement for the annual progress reports on American
education, called for last year at the Education Summit between President Bush
and the nation's Governors.

For example, reading and mathematics plus one other subject could be tested in
even-numbered years. Science and two other subjects could be tested in odd-num-
bered years. Annual schedules for data collection and reporting would produce cost
savings by stabilizing work-flow and eliminating separate pretest samples for new
items.

An annual NAEP would produce little net increase in test burden because the
current every-other-year cycle includes up to five tests each testing year and exten-
sive pretesting in off-years. Also, testing in three subjects annually would provide
ample opportunity on a scheduled basis, perhaps every six years or so, to test in
such subject areas as fore'vi languages, the arta, and economics, which now could
only be assessed sporadically. The Board already is considering these subjects for
possible assessments in 1996. It is important to test a range of subjects to discourage
any narrowing of the curriculum.

NAEP conducted annual testing from 1969 until 1980 when testing was placed on
a biennial schedule to save funds, so this proposal is not without precedent. Amend-
ing the current authorit3 to permit annual testing and reporting rather than man-
dating a biennial cycle will provide more flexibility in the conduct of NAEP and
allow it to be more responsive as information needs evolve. Of course, the number of
subjects actually assessed would be subject to the availability of appropriations.

RESTORING LOCAL OPTIONS TO USE NAEP

3. Eliminate the prohibition against the use of NAEP test items and reporting
below the State level by States, school districts, and non-public schools and school
organizations. Modify the NAEP confidentiality provision to permit States, school
districts, and non-public schools and school organizations to use NAEP for providing
results on individual districts, schools and students. The cost of such uses of NAEP
and of reporting would be paid by the requesting agency. Reporting of individual
student scores would continue to be prohibited.

RATIONALE

These changes are related. They would restore the local option to use NAEP that
States, localities, and schools previously had prior to 1988. The Governing Board has
never suggestednor does it nowthat the organization which conducts NAEP
should establish samples in individual schools and school districts as part of the reg.
ular NAEP contract and report the results. However, it is highly desirable that
States, school districts, and schools have the optionif they wish to pay for itof
using NAEP to measure their own schools, as some have done in the past.

During the 1970's and 1980's a number of States used NAEP items and even
NAEP tests to gather information on school and school district performance. NAEP
tests and test items also had been used, apart from the regular assessment, for indi-
vidual student testing in many State and local testing programs. All this activity
was a desirable effort to provide useful data to students, parents, and schools.
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However, in 1988 Congress enacted two provisions under NAEP that prevent
State and local use of NAEP. The first prohibits any use below the State level of
NAEP "test items and test data employed in the [State NAEP] pilot program." Al-
though the statutory prohibition pertains only to questions used in the state-by-state
assessments of 1990 and 1992, NCES has applied it to all NAEP exercises starting in
1990. The second provision requires the Commissioner to ensure "that all personally
identifiable information about students, their educational performance, and their
families and that information with respect to individual schools remain confiden-
tial . . ."

In July 1990, the National Forum on Educational Statistics, a group of 50 State
representatives and federal agency officials convened by NCES, urged that States,
"if they wish, [should be able to] analyze ... student achievement [on NAEP] ... so
that comparisons could be made among education units by significant subgroups."

Even though supporters say the prohibition and the confidentiality provision pro-
tect local interests and family privacy, they also have an opposite effectof denying
the previously available option of using NAEP if localities wish to do so. The Board
believes that these two provisions should be amended to clarify that they apply to
the federal government and its contractors in the conduct of NAEP; to permit State
and local use and augmentation of NAEP at local option and cost and pursuant to
procedures established by the Commissioner to ensure test security, uniform admin-
istration and valid reporting; Lnd to prohibit public reporting of individual student
scores.

Large-scale use of NAEP raises serious issues of test security and uniform test
adminietration and reporting. If NAEP tests are purchased by schools, given with-
out supervision by thousands of classroom teachers, and reused for many yearsas
is done now with commercial teststhere is serious danger local results will be in-
flated and comparisons with national NAEP norms rendered invalid. Because of dif-
ferences in motivation and possible preparation there would also be a serious prob-
lem in comparing the results of students who took NAEP knowing they would get
individual scores with those in the national and State samples who are assured
NAEP can't "count" for them. Also, the design of each NAEP subject area assess-
ment--now divided into blocks for matrix sarnplingwould have to be modified to
provide for individual student testing and reporting.

These concerns, however, can be addressed and should not be the basis for deny-
ing the use of NAEP and NAEP iten.s by States and local education entities.

INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS

4. Provide authority for a regular international component for NAEP.

RATIONALE

NAEP should have a regular international component funded through its regular
appropriation. The purpose of this component would not be assessment hegemony,
i.e. transforming NAEP into the primary instrument by which participating nations
compare their performance. Instead, the purpose of an international component in
NAEP would be to provide information to help interpret and understand NAEP re-
sults, just as State-representative data are intended to enhance understanding of
the performance of State education systems.

The President and the Governors have set national education goals in an interna-
tional perspective (e.g. By the year 2000, United States students will be first in the
world in mathematics and science) because a fuller understanding of the perform-
ance of U.S. students must take into account the education performance of our
neighbors, trading partners and competitors.

Making valid international comparisons is a very complex undertaking. Curricu-
lum and instructional practices, language and culture, student composition. provi-
sions for special education and disadvantaged students, rate of high school comple-
tions, and the composition of inschool age groups all vary widely from country to
country and prevent easy comparisons However, if we are to have effective bench-
marks for our own education practices and performance, they must be informed by
expectations held for comparable students in other countries and the aggregate per-
formance of those students.

Current law charges NAGS with "identifying appropriate achievement goals fbr
each age and grade in each subject area tested under [NAEP]." -developing stand-
ards fbr interstate, regional and national comparisons," and "taking appropriate ac-
tions to improve the form and use of INAEP]. Faithfully fulfilling these obligations
demands nnt merely describing what U.S. studenth know and can do. but determin-
ing whether it is good enough. Making this determination should involve appropri-
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ate analysis, in all subjecth where practicable, of the performance of students in
other nations.

For example, in setting achievement goals, it is essential to assure that they are
both challenging and reasonable; examining the curricula of other countries would
help in making this determination. Where other countries have comparable curricu-
la in a particular subject area and a comparable student sample could be drawn, it
would be useful to analyze respective patterns of student performance. It is not
likely that this would involve numerous countries for each assessment, and it is not
intended that such efforts would amount to a true international assessment. Infor-
mation collected under the international component would be directed solely at in-
forming U.S. results.

In 1988 an international comparison, using NAEP items in mathematics and sci-
ence, was conducted by Educational Testing Service under grants from the National
Science Foundation and the U.S. Department of Education. A similar comparative
assessment, with similar funding, is planned by ETS in 1991. It will use items devel-
oped jointly by participating countries, including some from NAEP. Also planned
are international assessments in science and mathematics in 1994 and 1998 to be
conducted by the IEA, the timing of which coincides with the likely NAEP schedule
for these subjects and which may be linked with NAEP. While the Board applauds
these efforts, the fact is that they are conducted outside the regular NAEP frame-
work. Thus, they are not a dependable source of information for developing policy
(e.g., setting subject area achievement levels) and are not subject to NAGB policy.

With authority for an international component, NAEP could do a better and more
complete job of reporting to the American people on the performance of American
students. Having specific legislative authority for this purpose is essential to avoid
reliance on data intended for other purposes, to assure orderly and systematic plan-
ning, preparation and data gathering, and to coordinate policy development with
ott-or agencies conducting international assessments.

ASSESS RANGE OF SKILLS

5. Modify the NAEP statement of purpose to clarify that assessment will cover
the broad range of skills and knowledge (not just the basic skills) in the subject
areas to be assessed.

RATIONALE

This clarifying amendment should be non--controversial. It reflects the view of sub-
ject matter and testing experts, expressed through the consensus process and in
public hearings we have held, that NAEP assessments should include an examina-
tion of the higher order thinking skills of U.S. students as well as "basic skills." Our
policy and practice already incorporate this view, but we believe specifying it in the
law would be useful.

REGIONAL SAMPLES

6. Replace the requirement to employ regionally-representative samples and
produce regionally-representative data with language that would make doing so a
permissive activity.

RATIONALE

Regional reporting was from the start of NAEP intended as a substitute for State
reporting. From a policy perspective, there is little cause for action that can be de-
rived from such data, and there is little evidence that such reporting has had any
effect on education policy.

With the possible advent of regular, predictable State level data collection, the
need for drawing regional samples declines. While we do not advocate prohibiting
regional samples and reporting, we do envision a time in the future when such sam-
pling and reporting may be unnecessary. Thus, the Board should have the flexibility
to recommend its application in the future consistent with other changes in NAEP.

INDEPENDENCE OF NAGB

7. Eliminate ambiguities and conflicting provisions in the NAEP legislation re-
garding the role and responsibilities of the National Assessment Governing Board
(NAGB).
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RATION ALE

The NAEP legislation gives NAGB the authority to "formulate the policy guide-
lines for the National Assessment," te "exercise its functions, powers and duties ...
independent of the Secretary and the other offices and officers of the Department of
Education," to "exercise its independent judgment, free from inappropriate influ-
ences and special interests," and to "hire its own staff."

Taken together, these provisions could not be more clear in their intent to estab-
lish an independent policy body for NAEP insulated from the jurisdiction of the De-
partment of Education. However, other provisions reduce this clarity.

Under the NAEP legislation, the Commissioner of Education Statistics carries out
NAEF "[w]ith the advice of the National Assessment Got erning Board ,..mphasis
added]." Further, the law provides that NAGB "shall haw, the authoriti, 8 author-
ized by the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) ana shall be subject to the
open meeting provisions of that law." These provisions have been interpreted by the
Department to mean that NAGB is an advisory committee subject to Department
policies and procedures for advisory committees and that NAGS policy decisions
must only be given consideration by the Secretary. Although the Department now
agrees that NAGB is not an advisory committee, it continues to oversee NAGB ac-
tivities as if it were, due in large part to the reference to FACA. Still unresolved is
the d to which the Department is obliged to observe policy established for
NAEPettr7NAGB, rather than merely to consider it as advice.

Another issue relates to the NAGB budget, which, as a set-aside within the NAEP
line item in the Department's Research, Statistics and Improvement appropriation,
is in fact the Secretary's responsibility to administer. The contradiction is painfully
obviousindependence from the Department is incompatible with the Secretary's
budget responsibility. So far this issue has been managed in a spirit of cooperation,
but it remains a potentially fatal flaw in NAEP's governance design.

There is a corollary to the budget issue. The Department has asserted that the
Secretary's responsibility for administering and monitoring Department appropria-
tions brings NAGB activities under its jurisdiction. Where compliance with govern-
ment-wide requirements for fiscal accountability are at issue there is no disagree-
ment, but assertions by the Department that its fiscal authority under the current
arrangement extends to review and clearance of the intellectual activity of the
Board and its staff in conducting its work is incompatible with NAGB's statutory
mission and is simply unacceptable.

Another part of the law provides that "The Secretary may appoint at the direc-
tion of the Board" up to six technical employees under an excepted service appoint-
ing authority. Once again, while managed in a spirit of cooperation, this provision
has the potential for eroding NAGB independence and contradicts the provision
that the Board shall hire its own staff.

An area of ambiguity relates to evaluation of NAF,P. Evaluation, particularly as
prescribed under the NAEP legislation, is intended to bear on policy formulation. A
commonly accepted standard for objectivity involves insulation of the evaluator
from the subject of the evaluation. The NAEP legislation places responsibility for
evaluation of NAEP with the Commissioner and is silent about the evaluation re-
sponsibility of NAGB. We believe that this is the opposite of sound practice for as-
suring objective evaluations and would advocate for an amendment that would add
to NAGB's functions the formulation of policy for the conduct of evaluations of
NAEP

While the law is very epecific regarding the balance of responsibilities between
the Secretary and the Board in making appointments to the Board, it is silent with
respect to how NAGB will organize itself in performing its functions. The Board be-
lieves that the independence provisions :n the law authorize total autonomy with
respect to its internal workings. The Department believes this to be true witl one
exceptionthe appointment of the Board Chairman by the Secretary. Although this
issue has been managed in a spirit of good will and cooperation, it remai. a r major
point of contention.

These issues are fundamental. Their existence erodes the principles on which
NAGB was established: independence from the Department of Education, tripar+;.-
check and balance NAEP governance structure, and freedom from inappropriate
fluences and special interests.

The goal that the Board seeks is no more than what Congress intendeda trt
independent body whose policies direct the conduct of NAEP. The NAEP legislation
does not define independence, but the Board believes that it includes three factors:
(a) freedom from inappropriate influences and special interee in making adminis-
trative and policy decisions; (b) assurance that policy decisions made by NAGB will
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be implemented in the conduct of NAEP; and (c) fulL easy and timely access to in-
formation that NAGB needs from a variety of sources, including the Department,
the Congress, education practitioners, and the NAEP contractor.

Legislation designed to achieve these ends could take many forms, from modifying
or eliminating some of the provisiow cited above to establishing NAGB with its cur-
rent authorities as an independent agency outside of the Department. Should the
Department of Education be contemplating changes in NAGB's authority as part of
its reauthorization proposal, the Board would look forward to discussing this matter.

NAGB MEMBERSHIP

8. Provide for the continuing membership of the present Board according to cur-
rent terms and for continuing the current provisions for filling va incies. Add a
provision that explicitly limits Board members 4.4 two "onsecutive terms of up to
four years in each term. Encourage the Secretary to consider a candidate's previous
experience on the Board and the overall experience of the Board when malting ap-
pointments.

RATIONALE

The current legislation contains provisions for the transition in governance from
the Assessment Policy Committee to NAGB. These provisions are now inapplicable
and will be removed whenever NAEP is reauthorized; new provisions should leave
no doubt about the continuation of the current membership.

During one thirteen month period in 1989-90, 14 of the 23 appointed members of
the Board were replaced. This turnover rate is too high to assure the stability and
continuity that was envisioned in providing for terms of up to fcur years. Providing
for two terms and taking Board experience into account in making appointments
will help assure stability.

Attachment B

POSITIONS ON THE FUTURE OF THE NATIONAL ASSESSMENT

APPROVED: December 9, 1989
At Meeting in Austin, Texas

The National Assessment Governing Board, mindful of its statutory responsibility
to seek to improve the National Assessment of Educational Progress, hereby adopts
these positions and recommendations:

1. The National Assessment of Educational Progress should provide information
for an annual report card by testing at least three subjects each year.

The exact configuration should be determined after a careful analysis of cost and
management considerations involved in such an increase over the current every-
other-year testing cycle.

RATIONALE

Annual NAEP testing and reporting are necessary to provide timely and suffi-
cient data for policy makers and the public. Under its current schedule, however,
the National Assessment is woefully incomplete. Reporting assessment data each
year will allow NAEP to become the key measure of academic achievement in the
annual Report Cards on American schools, called for in September at the education
summit between President Bush and the nation's governors. Also, regular annual
data are needed from NAEP to replace the Education Department's annual "wall
chart" which relies on SAT and ACT scores.

2. NAEP should move as quickly as feasible to full state participation in all sub-
jects and all three grade levels (4th, 8th. and 12th) tested. No state, howev?r, should
be compelled to participate. The federal government should pay the full cost of the
state.by-state NAEP program.

In 1990 each state must pay about $100,000 to take part in the state-by-state
mathematics assessment. Several have cited this expense as a reason for not partici
pating.

RAT1ONALF.

The Governing Board wishes to have a full testing program in which NAEP data
are collected for every state. There is a clear public interest in obtaining such data;
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it is the only way a National Report Card can be complete The Board believes it
would be inadvisable to require states to participate in NAEP. However, full federal
funding would make it less likely that states would decline to take part. By having
NAEP testing in all states, the Board also wishes to end duplicate national samples
as soon as feasible.

3. The Governing Board urges Congress to remove the prohibition against the use of
NAEP tests and data reporting below the state level.

Publication of individual student scores should continue to be prohibited. Any ad-
ditional costs for testing below the state-level samples should be paid by participat-
ing states or localities.

RATIONALE

The clause to be eliminatedSubsection (4XC) of P.L. 100-297reads as follows:
"The use of National Assessment test items and test data employed in the pilot pro-
gram authorized in subsection (2XC) to rank, compare, or otherwise evaluate individ-
ual students, schools, or school districts is prohibited."

This change would permit NAM' test items and data to be used at the levels
school district and school buildingwhere many important educational decisions
are made. It would provide helpful information to parents and others interested in
school improvement. By making NAEP more useful to local schools, offering this
option would encourage them to participate in national and state sampling. States
and localities would be able to tie their own regular testing programs into NAEP.
Before the prohibition was enacted in 1988, many schools and districts requested
NAEP reports on students who participated in national sampling; several states ad-
ministered NAEP items.

4. NAEP should e.sktblish international samples which would participate regularly
in the Assessment program.

Other nations should be invited to participate in NAEP on a regular schedule.
NAEP tests should be administered to representative samples of their students,
which raight serve as reference points for achievement in American schools.

RATIONALE

The Report Card for American students is incomplete if it does not include a regu-
lar barometer of academic achievement in an international context. Today there is
no such barometer.

5. The Governiag Board believes the release of NAEP data must be speeded up. It
requests its stgif to report by March on what steps could be taken to reduce the time
for reporting AEP test results, including possible design changes if needed.

It has taken 21 to 24 months after testing to report NAEP results. This is sched-
uled to improve to 15 to 18 months for the 1990 assessment. But NAEP will still be
much slower than the Colkge Board and American College Testing Program sum-
mary reports and almost all state testing programs. which usually make data public
in less than six months.

RATIONALE

The long delay in reporting severely reduces NAEP's usefulness and impact. It
will b, difficult for NAEP to serve as an annual Report Card if it is always more
than a year late.

Money is not the cause of the lengthy delay. Rather. it sterns from NAEP's highly
complicated survey design and several basic decisions about how it is conducted.
These issues should be studied carefully, including any trade-offs that might be nec-
essary if NAEP design, test construction, and testing practices are changed. The
study will include a cost-benefit analysis of any recommendations.

6. The Governing Board belEeves the time needed to develop NAEP exams must be
reduced. It requests its staff to report by March on what steps could be taken to short.
en the tinu? for planning and developing NAEP exams.

Each new test now takes about 30 months to develop. 'Ms includes the consensus
process for goals and objectives, preparation of test specifications and questions,
review of questions by NAGB, and reviews of cognitive items and background ques-
tions by the Office of Management and Budget and the Education Department.

RATIONALE

Tho study should include all aspects of the test preparatiu. cle. Special exami-
nation should be made of the impact on NAEP of the Paper., Reduction Act of
1980; reviews by OMB and the Education Department presently take a total of eight
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months per cycle. The swdy will include a cost-benefit analysis of any recommenda-
tions.

7. NAEP exams should be revised to include the full range of knowledge and skills
from basic skills to advanced subject-matter knowledge and analytical, integrative
skills.

Test planning committees and item writers should include a significant number of
test objectives and questions on NAEP exams that assess higher-level analytical
skills and knowledge as well as basic skills.

RATIONALE

Attention to higher-level skills and knowledge as well as basic skills is clearly in
line with efforts to strengthen the school curriculum. It will permit NAGB to estab-
lish high standards when it sets goals for NAEP tests. The NAEP math exam has
already been changed in this direction.

To achieve this goal NAEP exams may have to include more open-ended questions
and essays instead of relying as heavily as they do on multiple-choice items. The
multiple-choice questions themselves may also be changed to test more higher-level
skills and knowledge than they do now.

8. NAEP should obtain data on additional important groups.
Sample sizes should be enlarged to provide information on groups such as low-

income children and those attending private schools.

RATIONALE

This would provide important information for educators and policy makers and
for analysis of schools. The definition of low-income students may be difficult, but
NAEP could use those who qualify for participation in federal free or reduced-priced
lunch programs or children who attend Chapter I schools.

9. Change in the governance structure of NAEP should be considered by Congress.
The role and responsibilities of the Governing Board should be clarified by new

legislation.

RATIONALE

The current system of divided authority may lead to confusion and disputes which
would hamper the NAEP program. Governance and administrative supervision of
the National Assessment should be rationalized and ' wused. Overlap and duplica-
tion of functions of NAGB and NCES staffs should be eliminated.

Senator BINGAMAN. Dr. Stewart, go right ahead.
Mr. STEWART. Thank you very much, Senator Bingaman and

Senator Pell.
I am Don Stewart, president of The College Board, which is a

nonprofit association of close to 3,000 schools and colleges. Perhaps
I should also mention that I am president emeritus of Spellman
College in Atlanta, GA and a graduate of Grinnell College a few
years before David Evans left.

In recent weeks I have been meeting with Secretary Alexander
to offer the resourceb of The College Board in helping to realize the
vision of "America 2000" as well as with Governor Romer to help
develop the indicators that will go into the first National Report
Card that will be issued in the fall. I very much hope that The Col-
lege Board can be a resource and of assist Ance to this subcommit-
tee as you deliberate on how to improve schooling in America.

The College Board is prepared to contribute in any way possible
to the emerging national assessment and school improvement
agenda, and in my brief remarks this morning I would like to try
to link those objectives with 3 our considerations for OERI.

In my view, we will succeed in reaching our national education
goals if 1) there is a consensus on standards and what students are
expected to learnthe "what" of schooling; and 2) if teachers and
schools are empowered to support all students in achieving these
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high standardsthe "how" of schooling; and 3) if there are appro-
priate means to measure both in a formative and a summative
manner educational progressthe "how well" of schooling.

I urge the Office of Educational Research and Improvement,
OERI, to foster research and analysis in each of these areas and
that it be given sufficient resources to do so in depth. We need
thorough research on current forms of assessment, on the critical
distinction between diagnostic testing and testing for accountabil-
ity, and on the implications of current national testing proposals
for all students, the schools they attend, and the teachers who in-
struct them.

Let me deal briefly with the "what", the "how" and the "how
well" of education in somewhat greater detail.

The "what" relates to standard setting, and for the past 91 years,
The College Board has brought together educators from the second-
ary and collegiate levels to reach agreement on educational objec-
tives and test content across a wide variety of subjects. These expe-
riences resulted in a publication, "American Academic Preparation
for College", which describes what students ought to know and be
able to do upon graduating from high school. The so-called "green
book", a copy of which I will submit for the hearing today, de-
scribes learning outcomes in English, the arts, mathematics, sci-
ence, social studies and foreign languages.

And you might note, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcom-
mittee, that The College Board's list of core subjects includes the
arts and foreign lan,,-uages, which are missing from or at least not
stressed in "Americl 2000".

The mathematicE community has led the other disciplines in
building consensus on standards. Standards recently issued by the
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, NCTM, are ground-
breaking. The next step is to move to a level of detail that is suffi-
cient for both course construction and the assessment of learning
outcomes. The College Board is working with NCTM and the Math-
ematical Association of America to develop such elaborated stand-
ards at the 8th and 12th grade levels.

All of these efforts at standard setting are powerful because edu-
cators and educational associations are involved. Standards in turn
are translated into learning through the teaching process and
teacher empowerment that relates to the "how" of education.

Unfortunately, the current discussions of national assessment
have paid too little attention to the critical role of teachers in im-
plementing standards, and there can be no success, in our opinion,
without the involvement of teachers. New standards will require
teachers to improve current skills and develop new ones, to invent
new methods and to experiment. This will not happen accidentally
or indirectly. The College Board is planning to work with NCTM
and MAA to undertake strong professional development in support
of high school math faculties.

Finally, assessment is required to determine how well our educa-
tional system is doing. The recommendations of the National Edu-
cation Goals Panel for national anchor examinations, the new
American achievement tests, and the proposal for the development
of one or more comprehensive tests of academic excellence Lon-
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tained in S. 1016 all represent a challenging vision for the future of
assessment in our country.

I do not, however, support the idea of a single national achieve-
ment test. Multiple learning outcomes over time require a diversity
of assessment practices. Moreover, I am skeptical about the practi-
cality of having one test that effectively serves the needs of ac-
countability on the one hand and student development, i.e., learn-
ing, on the other.

Much of what the national assessment movement is hoping to ac-
complish is already embodied in The College Board's advanced
placement program, which Secretary Alexander has described as
the best test we have today for major skills. AP is a curriculum-
based test with teachers involved in the test development, in the
syllabus development, and in the testing.

Having been given the red light, I will skip to the end of my
statement, and I would like to say in passing that we feel equity
must also be an important consideration in your deliberations.
High standards without equity are destructive and morally unfair.
Students must be prepared to meet higher standards. And we
would like to participate in that process as well.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I appreciate this op-
portunity to appear before you, and I apologize for talking so long.

Senator PELL. [Presiding.] Thank you very much indeed, and
your full statement will be included in the record as if read.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stewart follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. STEWART

Senator Pell and members of the Subcommittee on Education, 1 am Donald M.
Stewart, President of the College Board. I very much appreciate the opportunity to
comment upon testing and assessment issues as they relate to the reauthorization af
the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (0ERI).

Founded in 1900, the College Board is a national nonprofit membership associa-
tion of more than 2,800 schools and agencies in higher and secondary education
committed to promoting educational opportunity and improving academic stand-
ards. The Board sponsors programs in guidance?., admissions, placement, assessment.
fplancial aid, and credit by examination to assist the school-to-college transition of
some four million students each year. Throughout our history one of our activities
has been to establish standards through collaborative efforts involving school and
college faculty. The Board also sponsors research and provides forums to discuss
common problems in education.

As you know, this is a time of extraordinary opportunity for education thanks to
the leadership and vision of President Bush and Secretary Alexander, Congressional
leaders like the members of this Subcommittee, and the nation's governors. For the
first time in our history we have a set of national education goals. Achieving these
goals can improve the quality of American education not just for some, but for all.
An achieving these goals is imperative since the stakes are high and the end re-
sults will determine our educational future and even our status as a democratic
nation.

Others have provided testimony on specific issues and agendas for OERI and on
expansion of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). My observa .
tions today will address the broad challenge facing the country in advancing the na-
tional education goals and designing assessment instruments to measure progress
towards them.

In recent weeks I have met with Secretary Alexander to offer the assistance of
the College Board in realizing the vision of AMERICA MO. I also have met with
Colorado Governor Roy Romer, chair of the National Education Goals Po- lel
(NEGP), to help in developing the indicators that will go into the first national
report card to be issued this fall I make the same offer of assistance to the mem-
bers of this subcommittee as you deliberate on how to improve schooling in Amer-
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ica. The College Board is prepared to contribute in any way possible to the emerging
national assessment agenda.

In my view we will succeed in reaching our national education goals if:
there is a consensus on standards and what students are expected to learnthe

"what" of schooling;
teachers and schools are empowered to support all students in achieving these

high standardsthe "how" of schooling; and
there are appropriate means to measure, both in a formative and summative

manner. educational progressthe "how well" of schooling.
Furthermore, we must take steps along the way to ensure that all students are ex-
pected to meet high standards and have access to quality education. High standards
without equity are neither productive nor fair. Instead they are destructive and
morally unfair.

I urge the OERI to incorporate research on each of these areas--WHAT all stu-
dents are expected to learn, HOW teachers and schools support them in learning
and HOW TO MEASURE their progressin its upcoming agenda. In particular, I
urge OERI to conduct thorough research on the various forms of assessment current-
ly being discussed, to distinguish between assessment for accountability and for
learning, and to carefully examine the implications of these proposals for all Ameri-
can students, for the schools they attend and for the teachers who instruct them.

Let me elaborate.

ESTABLISHING STANDARDS. THE "WHAT" OF SCHOOLING

We must be sure to integrate assessment and curriculum without blurring the dis-
tinction between the two. By curriculum, I mean the objectives of education, or the
"what" of schooling. By assessment, I mean the gathering of information about the
extent to which the objectives have been achievedthe "how well" of schooling.
Agreement upon the "what" of schooling must precede agreement upon ways to
measure the "how well" of schooling.

In that regard. I am pleased that both the NEGP and America 2000 acknowledge
the importance of first establishing standards. The NEGP endorses the creation of a
framework reflecting "what the nation wants young people to know and be able to
do as a result of their years in school" as the first sequential step in the develop-
ment of their proposed examination system. The America 2000 strategy calls for the
development of "new world standards" and a new nationwide examination system
tied to these standards.

The College Board has a wealth of experience in bringing together educators from
the secondary and collegiate level to reach agreement on educational objectives and
test content across a wide variety of academic subjects. These experiences resulted
in a publicationAcademic Preparation for College (also known as the "green
book")describing "what students should know and be able to do" upon graduating
from high school.

The "green book" describes learning outcomes in English, the arts, mathematics.
science, social studies and foreign languages. It also identifies and describes basic
academic competenciesreading, writing, speaking, and listening. A subsequent set
of College Board publications, the "rainbow" series, provides specific curriculum and
instructional suggestions about how to achieve the results outlined in the "green
book."

The experiences of the mathematics community in establishing standards is also
illustrative of what must be involved in reaching consensus in other disciplines.
Standards recently issued by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
(NCTM) are an important and first step in that direction. In fact, the math commu-
nity was greatly assisted in its consensus-building activities by the College Board's
publication of Academic Preparation for Mathematics. The next step is to move
these expressions of values to a level of detail that is sufficient for both course con-
struction and the assessment of learning outcomes The College Board is currently
working cooperatively with the NCTM and the Mathematical Association of Amer.
ica (MAA) to develop such "elaborated" standards at the 8th and 12th grade levels.
Just as the NCTM standards serve as an example of a first step so can the College
Board/NCTM/MAA collaboration serve as an example of the requisite second step.

Both of these efforts are powerful because educators and educational associations
are involved. This is as it should be. I urge OERI to build upon the standard-setting
experiences already underway at the College Board and in the math community.
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EMPOWERING TEACHERS. THE "HOW" OF SCHOOLING

Standards are transi...04.1 into learning through the teaching process. Unfortunate-
ly the current discussions of national assessment have paid teo little attention to
the critical role of teachers and other educators in implementing standards and
there can be no success without this involvement. The assumption is that teachers
should and will respond to the national education goals, but little is being done to
include them directly in the process or to support them in their classroom efforts.
This must change or the goals will not be reached.

New standards will require teachers to improve current skills and develop new
ones, to invent new methods and to experiment. This will not happen accidentally
or indirectly. It must be planned and executed. Professional development and train-
ing efforts must be put in place to involve teachers in the setting of standards and
to assist them in preparing students with a full range of abilities to meet outcome
expectations.

At the College Board we are planning to work with NCTM and MAA to under-
take a strong professional development effort in support of high school math facul-
ty. This effort will focus on the central role that teachers should play in linking
standards and assessment.

I urge OERI to consider the expansion of these types of efforts to other disciplines
and to more and more teachers.

CHOOSING ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS. THE "HOW WELL" OF SCHOOLING

I have been describing an education process that starts with the establishment of
standards, involves teachers in the translation of these standards into classroom
and other learning activities, and culminates with the assessment of learning out-
comes.
'This final phase of the process ieads to the question of whether or not there

should be a national examination (or system of examinations). It also raises the
question of what kinds of testIng should be utilized and developed. Many suggest
that we move away from traditio d multiple-choice examinations to more diagnos-
tic forms of assessment that may au a better job of both measuring and encouraging
educational achievement. And finally the issue of testing for accountability vs. test-
ing for individual learning and development must be addressed.

The recommendations of the NEGP for national anchor examinations, the propos-
als contained in America 2000 for the new (American Achievement Tests), and the
proposal for the development of one or more comprehensive "tests of academic ex-
cellence" contained in S. 1016 all represent a challenging vision for the future of
assesament in our country. The College Board can contribute a great deal to realiz-
ing this vision and is already doing so.

I do not, however, support the idea of a single national achievement test; multiple
learning outcomes over time require a diversity of assessment practices. For this
reason, the College Board is looking closely at how to develop diversified assess-
ments and how to implement an examination system consistent in each of its parts
and coherent in its whole.

Last fall the College Board announced revisions to the SAT designed to make the
test even more responsive to the changing educational needs of the nation and a
new generation of students. The redesigned SAT, to be administered in the Spring
of 1994, will consist of two parts. SAT-I (Reasoning Tests) is a measure of broad
verbal and mathematical reaboning skills that students learn through their courses
and outside of school as well. SAT-II (Subject Tests), more directly reflective of the
nigh school curriculum, will be enhanced and expanded to include a new writing
test that combines multiple-choice questions and a direct writing sample, new tests
in Asian languages and proficiency in English as a second language. These changes
will benefit schools (by providing more information for guidance and counseling pur-
poses and curriculum evaluations), colleges (by offering improved information for
admissions, advising and placement) and students (by aligning the tests more closely
to current classroom practices and by offering a variety of tests to demonstrate indi-
vidual strengths).

Much of what the national assessment movement is hoping to accomplish is al-
ready encapsulated in the College Board's Advanced Placement (AP) program de-
scribed by &cretary Alexander as "the best test we have today to honor proficiency
in major skills." In fact. President Bush is proposing to use performance on AP ex-
aminations as the basis for the Presidential Citations for Educational Excellence
and AP data will be used as an indicator on the 1991 Report Card issued by the
National Education Goals Panel.
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The AP program has grown dramatically over the last decade. Since 1985, the
number of minority students participating in the AP program has increased consist-
ently, as has the number of AP secondary schools with predominantly minority en-
rollments. Minority participation in AP (24 percent) is about the same as the minor-
ity percentage of the secondary school population.

The current AP program provides students with the opportunity to complete col-
lege-level studies while in secondary school. It is curriculum-based with teachers di-
rectly involved in the development of courses and of examinations designtd to meas-
ure achievement utilizing both multiple-choice and student-produced answers as
forms of assessment. Multiple-choice questions are included to sample broadly from
the content of the course, while the free-response format enables a student to dem-
onstrate the ability to "do" some valued aspect of the subject.

In addition to these assessment tools, the College Board, in conjunction with the
Educational Testing Service (EPS), has begun to plan how we might further address
the current calls for a multiplicity of asseasment forms. As we look to the future, I
think it will be possible to create curriculum-based, AP-like tests that incorporate
performance-based components and are used generally in high schools for all stu-
dents; relate high school curriculum to outcomes; and involve teachers in reading
and grading on a decentralized basis.

While our ideas are still in the formative stage, we are convinced that an ap-
proach and process is needed that links (1) course development by appropriate aca-
demic disciplines working together in a time honored collegial manner; (2) identifi-
cation and conduct of important and needed teacher preparation and support; and
(3) development of assessment approaches that measure mastery of desirable learn-
ing outcomes.

F'inally, much of the current discussion of national assessment hail tended to blur
the distinction between testing for accountability with testing for individual devel-
opmei.! (learning). In practice there is frequently a difference between the two and
this must be understood by all those concerned with improving education.

Testing for accountability involves the gathering of information about the per-
formance of groups of students in order to inform educational policymakers includ-
ing government officialsabout the effectiveness of schools at the state, city, district
and school level.

Testing for individual development provides information to teachers and students
that will help guide instruction and learning in the classroom; it provides feedback
to students, parents and teachers so that instruction can be shaped to help over-
come weaknesses in learning. For example, the SAT has limited value as a test of
accountability, and it is far more appropriately used to assess individual learning.

Tests for individual development differ from tests utilized for accountability in
two important ways. A test used for accountability must cover a broad range of con-
tent representing a good cross section of valued educational objectives. In contrast, a
test used for individual development is narrower in scope but deeper in content; and
a test must provide information to both the teacher and the students about the mas-
tery of very specific subject matter by individual learners. Furthermore, tests for
learning must be given at the individual student level. This is not true for tests of
accountability; carefully selected slimples can provide sufficiently reliable data for
this purpose.

I urge OERI to pursue an agenda that will clarify the purposes of testing and dis-
tinguish between testing for accountability and testing for individual development.
Thuugh it is technically possible to do so, I remain skeptical about the practicality
of developing one test that will serve effectively both the purposes of accountability
and individual development.

ENSURING HIGH STANDARDS FOR ALL STUDENTS

Before closing, I want to underscore the need to guarantee access and equity for
all students. At a time in our history when cultural, racial and ethnic diversity has
never been greater, it is essential, as a matter of economics as well as social justice,
to assure quality, education standards for everyone. We must not allow the rush to-
wards the establishment of standards and the creation of new assessment systems to
obscure (or worsen) the extrc,r ',equalities of opportunity that currently exist for
minority and disadvantaged stuu,. i. We must monitor every step, ever plan, and
every action so that equity is advanced while high standards are achieved.

If you will allow me, Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention in this context a na-
tional campaign launched by the College Board, Equity 2000, which was announced
here in Washington on June 4. Designed to raise the college-going rates of minority
and urban students by the year 2000, the program is based on research that statisti-
cally demonstrates the importance of student mastery of algebra and geometry as a
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prerequisite to pursuing and succeeding in higher educ ion. The setting of stand-
ards, the preparation of teachers to meet those standard, and the utilization of as-
sessment techniques to identify strengths and weaknesses in student progress are
all an integral part of our Equity 2000 project.

In its first stage, Equity 2000 currently involves six local communities across the
country. Senator Pell, I appreciate your attendance at our luncheon last week and
note your pleasure in having Providence, Rhode Island as one of the sites. During
1991-92, Providence schools will offer all eighth grade students pre-algebra; in subse-
quent years these same students will be required to take algebra and then geome-
try. Students will be provided with intensified and on-going guidance and counseling
to motivate and support them to seek a college education and to succeed when they
get there. With support from a number of private foundations, we hope to establish
a model that can be replicated and will lead to widespread and long term improve-
ment in education for all students.

We cannot allow comparisons with the educational achievement of other coun-
tries, and their testing programs, to obscure the real strength of American educa-
tion. We must remember no other country has an educational establishment which
aspires to the degree of student participation, the pluralism of means, or the multi-
ple layers of opportunity which exist in the United States. The achievements of
other systems come from the fact that they have identified clear educational objec-
tives toward which instruction for some students is aimed The challenge for Amer-
ica is to establish objectives which are no less rigorous, but also to create the means
by which they can be pursued successfully by an students.

CONCLUSION

I very much appreciate the opportunity to appear before your Subcommittee and
to share my perspectives with you. I hope that my remarks on the importance of
setting standards, the preparation of teachers to help students meet those stand-
ards, the use of specific assessment instruments and the importance of ensuring
equity will be helpful as you continue your deliberations on the reauthorization of
the Office of Educational Research and Improvement.

I close with a fervent hope that the commitment now being focused on education-
al reform will bring positive results for students, their parents and schools. Through
dialogue, consensus and cooperation American education can surely emerge
strengthened and revitalized.

Thank you.

Senator PELL. Dr. Stewart, you established standards within Eng-
lish, the arts, math, science, social studies and foreign languages.
What was the process by which you developed those standards, and
how did you choose those particular subjects?

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman, the answer to your first question is
over a long period The College Board in association with teachers
and college faculty in those disciplines worked on the development
of those standards. They are described in the "green book" and in
individual books by subject.

We have what we call the "rainbow series" which breaks the
fields down into those that you have just mentioned.

To answer your second question, there was a consensus that
these were the essential fields of knowledge that provide both the
skill and competency underpinnings and the subject matter knowl-
edge needed to perform well in college, and frankly, in life.

So it was based on a perhaps somewhat traditional view of the
nature of learning and knowledge and of a liberal arts curriculum.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
Senator Kassebaum.
Senator KASSEBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First, my apologies for missing the testimony; I have been Lying

to catch up.
Regarding testing, Dr. Stewart, what would be your suggestions,

if you think a national test has some problems, in terms of being
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able to work with collaborative efforts? As the Secretary was im-
plying, perhaps each State and/or each district could adapt certain
areas and focus that is important to that area.

Does that have any merit?
Mr. STEWART. It may certainly have merit, Senator Kassebaum. I

would hope to see how that might work out. What I am hoping
does not happen is that we lose. the power of a national account-
ability test such as NAEPand even if it goes down to district and
school levels, that we still do sampling and aggregate data so that
we understand the important trends and can make the compari-
sons among districts, State, or whatever, without going to the indi-
vidual student.

I would hope that any tests that are focused on or used by what-
ever agency or entity for individual student testing would be ones
that enhance learning, that teachers would be involved in develop-
ing and would not feel threatened by an externally-imposed test,
but would in fact use testing creatively for diagnostic purposes, etc.

Also, tests tend not to follow political units, and knowledge is not
so organized. I think there are many forms of national tests now,
some that are no longer considered good because they do use multi-
ple choice such as our own SAT, and standardized testing is some-
thing that is being questioned. But tests cut across multiple
layersgovernment schools, whdteverand for the integrity of
testing, I would hope that the units would not be political defined.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Maybe both of you cou!d answer this. How
well are teachers prepared to use the newer forms of
assessment,such as performance-based assessment; how much re-
training, if t ny, would be required; and how many of the teacher
education programs, as a matter of fact, in the country are teach-
ing prospective teachers about alternative assessments?

Mr. BOEHLJE. I'm not sure I am qualified to answer that from the
perspective of NAEP because the type of assessment that NAEP is
is a random sampling that is designed to evolve a reading of the
population in general and not get to specific assessment. So it is
very, very strictly limited, and it is a very specialized type of test.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Kansas did not participate in the last test
that was done of 8th graders in math. I had some teachers tell me
they were disappointed that Kansas had decided not to participate.
I think that is a decision that has to come from the State, but obvi-
ously teachers, particularly those teaching in the subject, had some
strong feelings. I don't know how the teachers at that point become
a part of this process.

Mr. STEWART. Senator, if I may, my sense is that a great deal of
groundbreaking work still needs to be done in schools of education
and in service training program , and so on for the teaching profes-
sion.

At the same time, I think there is a groundswell in our country
with a number of experiments going on in school districts, with
teachers being helped to better understand the uses of testing for
informing instruction, for looking for performance measures as op-
posed to just multiple choice. I think now there is a growing feeling
in the country that performance-based testing is doable and impor-
tant.
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We have just restructured the SAT to make it far more perform-
ance-based in anticipation of this, and new technologies make it
possible; much more testing will be taking place on computers, and
I think as part of pedagogy, new approaches to testing and meas-
urement are very much gaining momentum. But we have a long
way to go.

Senator KASSEBAUM. Of course, we always wonder abe'.:4-. the
child who may fall through the cracks. That is one of my real cot,-
cerns with testing early on, that then someone doesn't become
identified. That's why I think, particularly in the early years, we
have to be sensitive to how we approach testing.

Regarding NAEP, how much more would it cost to do it yearly
rather than every 2 years, because I think the overall assessment
has much merit. I think it creates an opportunity, without getting
too specific, to show where a State stands. I didn't know if you had
given any thought to the merits of that.

Mr. BOEHLJE. The discussion of cost has taken place. I am not
privy at this point to the estimates on what the additional costs
will be. I know the NAGB staff at one point was making a determi-
nation of that, and I can submit that to you at a later point.

Senator KASSEBAUM. But you do think it would be a good idea.
Mr. BOEHLJE. Yes, very definitely.
Senator KASSEBAUM. How would you go about encouraging a

State. like Kansas, for instance, that has chosen not to participate
to participate?

Mr. BOEHLJE. That's a tough question.
Mr. STEWART. You might speak to its Senator. [Laughter.]
Mr. BOEHLJE. One of the important factors of this assessment

process is that it is voluntary and that States like Kansas can elect
not to be involved. I think that the reaction we are getting from
this first reporting will be positive enough that most of the States
are going to want to come on line. We are seeing the numbers in-
crease already.

Senator KASSEBA UM. I would guess that's very true. With the at-
tention and the publicity paid to this, which is really in many ways
the first time we have had such a national focus on tests and edu-
cation, it seems to me that States will want to participate. Pressure
will .--.)tz.e from those who believe it would be serious to be left out;
that .failing to participate, in and of itself, casts aspersions on the
c,. v.

Mr. BO;fHLJE. I gUeSS the encouraging trend that I have seen so
farand it really has been just a very short time since this math
assessment has been releasedbut when you look at the analysis
that has been mademost of the press releases and statements
that we're getting are from State departments of educationbut
they have not keyed on comparing themselves with another State,
as a rule.

Senator KASSEBAUM. That's true.
Mr. BOEHIJE. They have looked at the assessment as a basic tool

and said, "This shows that we have significant problems, and this
shows some of the factors that appear to relate to these problems,
and these are the areas that we have to address."
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I think if that attitude is going on by the people who are current-
ly involved in it, it should not be a deterrent to the remainder of
the States hopefully coming on line.

Senator KASSEBAUM. I have been very impressed, and I think it
has served a useful function.

Thank you very much.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Senator Kassebaum.
Senator Bingaman.
Senator BINGAMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It seems to me logical that at some stage here, all of this would

come together into one test. I mean, at some point, if you are going
to test a 4th grader on how much mathematics that 4th grader
knows, it is hard for me to understand how you explain to him that
we need to give him one test to talk to his folks about how he is
doing, and we need to give him another test to do the NAEP assess-
ment nationally.

Do you agree that at some stage, it is all the same thingI
mean, that at some stage we set standards, we prepare a test that
we all agree measures to those standards, and that is it?

Mr. BOEHLJE. Well, at some point it appears that it would be in
everyone's best interest to have those items brought together. One
of the things the NAGB board has discussed consistently is this
whole question of testing and how do we make the test effective,
how do we make students want to take the test when there is no
individual reporting back, how do we address the fact that students
may have 15 other tests that they have to take--

Senator BINGAMAN. So you are making the case that I am
making, that it all ought to come down to one test in each subject,
at whatever grades we decide to test.

Mr. BOEHLJE. That's an issue that has been addressed. One of the
big problems that we see as a board and that the board has not
come to a conclusion on is that the NAEP assessment is a very dif-
ferent type of assessment from a national test for individuals, and
bridging that type--

Senator BINGAMAN. It is very different in what sense?
Mr. BOEHLJE. In the reporting sense.
Senator BINGAMAN. Oh, in the reporting sense, I understand. But

you are still trying to get to the same core issue, which is how well
is this 4th grader performing in math.

Mr. BOEHLJE. That's correct.
Senator BINGAMAN. And how well is this 4th grader performing

in math relative to how he or she should be performing.
Mr. BOEHLJE. Yes.
Senator BINGAMAN. So that to that extent, I understand that you

do yours at random, and you are trying to assess national trends
and that sort of thingbut I guess I'm just saying that the logic
drives you to a conclusion that if we come up with a national test,
NAEP ought to administer it, our NAEP ought to go out of busi-
ness.

Mr. BOEHLJE. It depends on what you want from NAEP. Yes, you
could make that statement. If you want NAEP to continue to
simply report trends and be independent from thr national individ-
ual testing philosophy, then fine. The credibility of NAFP would
indicate that it would lend itself very nicely to becoming the na-
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tional test. But as I say, that is a very, very big step, and making
the jump to becoming that test is very costly, very--

Senator BINGAMAN. Well, the Secretary said that in 1994, his
plan and the President's plan is that NAEP will do State by State
comparison testingnot of all students, obviously, but enough test-
ing in each State that you can do State by State, as I und.erstood
what he said--

Mr. BOEHLJE. Yes.
Senator BINGAMAN [continuing]. In five subjects, at three differ-

ent grade levels, 4th, 8th and 12th. I understand that you don't
have the dollar figures as to what that would cost, but can you tell
me if that is a realistic goal? Can you gear up tf do that?

Mr. BOEHLJE. The time frame?
Senator BINGAMAN. Yesin order that that test be administered

in 1994.
Mr. BOEHLJE. I think it is possible on a test basisand by "test"

I mean on a specific, limited basis. I don't think it is possible on a
national basis to gear the whole process up that fast.

Senator BINGAMAN. Well, now, you can't do it on too limited a
basis and still have the State by State testing that is now being
talked about, can you?

Mr. BOEHLJE. That's right.
Senator BINGAMAN. SO I guess my question is can you do what is

now being set out as the goal?
Mr. BOEHLJE. I suspect it can be done if the dollars are allocated

to set the framework up to let the contracts for the test, but it is a
tight time framework.

Senator BINGAMAN. And you are going to get back to us on the
amount that will cost?

Mr. BOEHLJE. Yes.
Senator BINGAMAN. That would be very useful. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Senator Bingaman.
Thank you, Dr. Stewart and Mr. Boehlje, for being with us.
[Additional statements and materials submitted for the record

follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHAEL A. RESNICK, ASSOCIATE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF EDUCATION

RESEARCH AND THE RENEWAL OF EDUCATION

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

As Americans strive to reform and restructure schools and design programs that
prepare young people for a new century. education policy and practice must be
guided by the best that is known about education and all areas of inquiry related to
learning, schooling, and young people.

According to a new report from the National Academy of Education, an honorary
society of 75 of the nation's most distinguished researchers and educational leaders,
current efforts to implement broad-based school reforms without adequate research
to guide the direction of change will lead to failure. "Pushing for change without
continuing to deepen our understanding of what we are doing will intensify the
problems we seek to solve," says the study, Research and the Renewal 1:Vacation,
which will be released next month.

The Academy's study asserts that if we want well-designed institutions, good lead-
- ership, high standards, and public support for education, we need imaginative re-
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search that anticipates the future, takes on the biggest challenges, and is funded to
support the most promising areas where breakthroughs are likely to occur.

The Academy suggests how the organization and character of research can be
changed to improve its application to policy and practice. The report cites five notify
areas expwted to spark positive changes in schools. These include:

Ass 'lament. As educators debate the need for new forms and "applications of
testing, a major investment is needed to develop new educational assessments.
Research should improve the instructional relevance of testing, prube the social
contexts of learning, and foster a rich view of thinking and creativity.

Active Learning over the Lifespan. Research must he designed to understand
how students can be intellectually engaged and encouraged to solve challenging
problems as individuals and as a groupthe kind of learning they will use in
the real world. Research must focus on ways to help students take initiative,
construct meaning for themselves, and develop thinking skills in new and unfa-
miliar settings. The Academy underscores the fact that learning exists outside
of schools and that research must embrace education in its broadest contexts
including learning that takes place within families, communities, and in other
settings.

Bolstering Achievement of Historically Underserved, "Minority," and Impover-
ished Groups. More research is needed on the social backgrounds, cultural con-
texts, and learning dispositions of these groups as related to education, and on
the institutional arrangements that prove r,ost effective in expanding educa-
tional opportunities for such groups.

School Organization. We need further inquiry into the social organization of
schooling and the inner workings of schools as institutions. More research is
needed to clarify how effective learning is organized, whether within school or
beyond. The Academy notes that the structure or schools constrains the dissemi-
nation of new innovations based on research and that new organizational struc-
tures hold promise for more widespread use of research.

Connection to Teaching. Connecting theory to practice is more than examining
instruction effectiveness or devising new forms of professional development. It
also means placing research in the service of teaching and school improvement.
Teachers and researchers must be collaborators in constant communication
with each other, but this will involve new roles for teachers and students, ac-
cording to the Academy.

This new agenda, the Academy asserts, will create new support for research and
its applications and lead to real results in schools. The Academy's goal is to develop
research that will be useful in the future. "As in medicine, researchers must discov-
er tomorrow's cures, not yesterday's leeches," the report says.

The study, funded by the Carnegie Corporation of New York, was directed by Mi-
chael Kirst of Stanford University fkn d Diane Ravitch of Columbia University's
Teachers' College. The executive director and principal writer of the study was
Thomas James of Brown University.

The study argues that while researchers have not developed the equivalent of
antibiotics or hybrid corn, investigations conducted in universities, laboratories, and
in schools themselves have played a crucial role in shaping the structure and con.
tent of schooling and in deepening our understanding of the education process. Edu-
cation research has led to fundamental reorientations in our knowledge of human
development, learning theory and its applications, testing and assessment, the
nature of disabilities, and curriculum design. " Education research has led schools
to turn 'good' practice into 'best' practice," according to Michael Kirst.

Today, researchers are bringing new understandings in areas such as the process
of reading, the craft of writing, the growth of reasoning skills, and the nature of
cultural differences in learning that are leading to significant improvements in edu-
cation. In addition, research is helping to shape public policy, such as in the design
and implementation of mandates for equitably financing school systems in the
states. (See attached sheet for examples of how research has influenced practice.)

The Academy argues that the answers to our education problems lie in creating
new connections between what is discovered through regearch and what schools and
teachers do in their policies, procedures, and instructional practice.

According to the Academy, educational problems cannot be solved by developing
treatments that focus on one level of the system, such as state governments, school
districts, or classrooms, or on just one aspect of the process under way in learning
institutions, such as reading or mathematics.
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PROBLEMS IN RESEARCH

But the promise of research in shaping educational change, the Academy notes, is
limited by constraints within and outside the research community. The research
base is underfunded, limited in focus, and traditionally lacks connection to what
happens in classrooms. Research studies tend to be small-scale, short term, and con-
ducted in isolation.

Educational research as a whole is fragmented and theoretically diffuse, marked
by a profusion of studies that too often lead down divergent paths to endlessly de-
bated viewpoints and assertions. The paucity of longitudinal studies has resulted in
an over-abundance of "snapshots," studies of specific treatments and interventions
without a systematic knowledge base established over time and under varying cir-
cumstances.

Institutional research does not adequately take into account outside forces im-
pinging on the educational settings under study, such as the social, cultural, and
economic forces influencing dropouts, testing, and tracking.

In addition, the Academy assets, the whole enterprise is slow in responding to
powerful new currents of fundamental research in disciplines touching upon the
study of education.

Part of the problem with research is its funding base. Patterns of support )r edu
cational research are episodic and hampered by changing demands, vacillating lead.
ership, unstable commitments, and institutional pressures. Most research on educa-
tion is not funded at levels sufficient to allow intensive experimentation and col-
laboration with educational practitioners. Neither the federal nor the state govern-
ments fund leading centers of research well enough to give them status as centers of
excellence and to communicate effectively with educational practitioners.

Funding for research through the National Institute of Educationfor many
years the largest source of research supporthas been decimated since 19'1.3, the
peak funding year. Between 19'73 and 1986 funding dropped nearly 80 percent before
being adjusted for inflation, and there has been no significant increase since that
time.

The U.S. Department of Education spends less than $120 million for research. In
comparison with fields such as defense, health care, energy, and agriculture, the
nation spends little on disciplined inquiry and research-driven experimentation for
improving education.

Only $2 million of the 1992 budget request for the Office of Educatiowil Research
and Improvement covers field initiated research, and even this small amount repre-
sents a 100 percent increase over last year. Consevently, the entire field-initiated
research program of the Department of Euusation supports about 15 to 17 one-year
grants.

Foundations, which have the power to spark innovation through funding prior-
ities, tend to fund "action projects" that can be widely franchised with limhed re-
search on comparative effectiveness, evaluation, and affordability.

According to a National Academy of Education survey, less than three percent of
grants form the major foundations are targeted for educational research. Only about
15 percent of grants categorized specificahy as education-related go to educational
research.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The National Academy for Education makes a series of policy recommendations
for a major effort to strengthen research to better help our education system meet
national priorities. Following are some key recomrnendations:

FUNDING AND SUPPORT

In the next few years, support for research should be increased from one-half a
percent of total elementary and secondary school expenditures ($125 to $150
million) to 1 percent of all expenditures for education to $300 millimi).
Many knowledge-producing industries spend ate-where from 4 to 6 percent of
their operating budgets on research and development.

--The NAE supports the notion that much of educational research be funded
through mission-oriented institutes. We must select a Rills Iler number of serious
education problems and address theai in a systematic fashion over a sustained
period at reasonable funding levels. The current one- to two-million dollar fund-
ing levels for centers are barely enough for staffing and overhead and is not
enough to provide support for the necessary long-term experiments, monitoring,
and follow-through.
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Research dollars should be centered around the Academy's research priorities
that envision the future and are likely to lead to positive change in schools.

QUALITY CONTROL

We need to develcip u National Panel of Reviewers omprised of education, busi-
ness, and political leaders to advise the federal R&D effort, proposing consensus
on what is known and recommending new studies to close gaps in the research
base.

A better balance must be achieved between research from federal centers and
regional laboratories and research initiated in Cie field, and more funds should
be available for site visits to monitor field-initiated studies.

INCENTIVES FOR RESEARCHERS

New incentives are needed to draw talenteu young people into educational re-
search, including scholars from disadvantaged and minority backgrounds.

The government must provide increased support for field initiated research,
which could be coordinated by Federal research centers in order to take advan-
tage of existing mechanisms for accumulation of knowledge and dissemination.

RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

To promote greater connections between research and prr.ctice, clear incentives
are required if researchers are to he engaged seriously with educational practi-
tioners. Incentives are needed for school districts and for state education agen-
cies to collaborate on research and development.

In addition to centers, labs, and field-initiated research, incentives should be
given to states and districts to mount coordinated efforts with scholars and dis-
tricts. Policymakers should consider ways to integrate research, development,
and practice in program planning.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS
ASSOCIATIONS

APRIL 1991 INTERIM REPORT ON THE EVALUATION OF THE 1990 NAEP TRIAL STATE
ASSESSMENT

NATIONAL ACADPMY OF EDUCATION

PANEL ON THE EVALUATION OF THE NAEP TRIAL STATE ASSESSMENT PROJECT

APRIL 1, 1991

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Three years ago, Congress, the Administration, the nation's Governors, the Chief
St ate School Officers, and other education professionals determined that the time
had come to see whether the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEKthe "Nation's Report Card", might also become a report card for the states.
In the spring of 1988, Congress enacted P.L. 100-297, authorizing a NAEP Trial
State Assessment (TSA) program to determine whether state assessments following
the NAEP format coule produce reliable and useful estimates of educational
progress. As part of the authorization, Congress culled for an independent evalua-
tion of "the feasibility and valid'ty of [state) assessments and the fairness and accu-
:acy of *.he data they produce." The evaluation was to be "conducted by a nationdlly
recognized :lrganization (such as the National Academy of Sciences or the National
Academy of k..du-ation)."

Congress viewed , .1 evaluation of a f-.et of trials in the states as prerequisite to the
establishment of a NAEP ?rogeam at the state level. Major issues to be investigated
included the reliability p.c1 validity of the data yielded by testing a representative
sample of a state's students; the utility of an indicator system, such as NAEP, for
guiding state policy; and the effects of state NAEP, positive or negative, on national
NAEP. All in all, Congress wanted to estimate the range of benefits of expanding
NAEP, in light of its potential cost.

The evaluation of the TSA is being carried out under a grant from the National
Center for Education Statiztics to the National Academy of Education. To conduct
the evaluation, the Academy appointed an independent Panel, co-chaiied by Profes-
sors Robert Glaser and Robert Linn. Its first mandated report will be delivered to
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the Acting Commissioner of the National Center for Education Statistics in October
1991, with the purpose of providing results of the Panel's evaluation of the 1990
trial to Congress, the participating states, and the Executive Branch. The Panel has
chosen to issue an interim report at this time for two reasons. First, the authoriza-
tion for the TSA runs out in 1992, and it is the Panel's understanding that reau-
thorization hearings may begin soon. Second, the Panel believes that Congress
might find its preliminary conclusions and recommendations about the 1990 trial
useful, given current attention to the role of assessment in improving educational
performance.

Because the first TSA results will not be released until June 1991, it is too soon to
evaluate many espects of the trial, including the arious uses and impacts of the
results. However, the Panel's preliminary research and deliberations provide the
basis for making a Set of recommendations to Congress, the states, and the Execu-
tive Branch. The Panel believes that these recommendations can help inform the
decisions Congress will soon make concerning reauthorization of state NAEP. Justi-
fication for the recommendations is presented in the attached full interim report.

Thus far, the results suggest that the 1990 trial has gone well. The Panel has not
discovered any significant flaws in the sampling or administration procedures that
would threaten the integrity of the results. Nor has it discovered indications that
the TSA has adversely affected the national assessment. Consequently, in its role as
independent evaluator of this important initiative, the Panel offers the following
recommendations:

1. On the basis of its preliminary findings from the 1990 trial, the Panel recom-
mends the release of the state-level 1990 NAEP mathematics scale scores as sched-
uled.

2. The Panel recommends that future authorizations for state NAEP include ade-
quate resources to sample private school students in order to increase the compera-
bility of results from one state to another, as well as comparability to the national
assessment sample.

3. Because of serious concerns about the validity of the achievement levels devel-
oped last fall by NAGB, the Panel recommends that NCES arrange for an independ-
ent technical review of NAGB's ongoing replication and validation studies, prior to
adoption, use or reporting of achievement levels.

4. The use of NAEP at the school district or school level should be authorized only
after careful review oi policy, technical, logistical, and cost factors. The Panel plans
to review such factors and recommends that the prohibition on the use of NAEP
scores at the school district or school levels remain until such a review is completed.

5. Because only two subjects at grade 4 and one subject at grade 8 will have been
assessed at the conclusion of the 1992 TSA, the Panel recommends the continuance
of the trial program In 1994, rather than the full establishment of a state NAEP
program. Specifically for 1994, the Panel recommends trials at three grade levels
fourth, eighth, and twelfthin mathematics, reading, and one additional subject,
such as science.

6. Substantial lead-time is required for achieving national consensus on new con-
tent frameworks, and for developing assessment questions and exercises that elicit
more than rote l -riling from students. Therefore, the Panel recommends that au-
thority for continuation of state NAEP be made at the earliest time and that Con.
gressional appropriations be at a level that will support appropriate assessment in-
novations.

These recommendations are offered in hopes of contributing to a thorough evalua-
tion of the promise of state NAEP. As state-le-el trend lines are established for
achievement at various levels, in various subjects. the Panel anticipates that TSA
data can become increasingly valuable to the participating states. However, the
Panel wishes to register here, in addition to these recommendations, a caution
against the overinterpretation from TSA results to judgments about causes or expla-
nations of group differences in achievement. In particular, it would not be warrant-
ed from the NAEP data only to conclude that higher scores are the result of any
particular differences' in state policies or educational practices. AP the trials move
forward, it will be essential to the long-term effectiveness of this venture that those
who use NAEP data exercise caution and avoid unwarranted interpretations.

Ambach dissents from this position; he is on record elsewhere as recommending
lifting the prohibition at the school district level where the size of the enrollment
enables sampling as used at the state level.

27f;
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APRIL 1991 INTERIM REPORT ON TIIE EVALUATION OF THE 1990 NAEP TRIAL STATE
ASSESSMENT

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF EDUCATION PANEL ON THE EVALUATION OF THE NAEP TRIAL
STATE ASSESSMENT PROJECT

APRIL 1, 1991

For more than twenty years, the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAM has been the best available indicator of the status of the nation's education-
al system. Unlike results from college admissions tests that are often used inappro-
priately as indicators of nationwide educational achievement, NAEP represents all
students, not just a subset of college-bound high school seniors. NAEP trend data
have shown that, from 1969 to the present, the average overall achievement levels
in the core disciplines of reading and mathematics have been quite stable; however,
achievement levels for too many students are below the levels required for their suc-
cessful participation in the workforce and for the well-being of the nation. Of par-
ticular concern is the performance of 17-year-olds in science, where there has been a
significant decrease in achievement over the past twenty years. Only a small pro-
portion of students attain the basic scientific knowledge needed in this society; most
fall behind early in learning science.

NAEP has been the source of some encouraging information as well. It has pro-
vided valuable insights into variations in achievement by race, ethnicity and
gender. Through NAEP, policymakers learned in the 1970's and 1980's that minori-
ty students had begun to narrow the gap between their academic achievement and
that of whitesthough that gap remains unacceptably large.

NAEP's role as an independent indicator of educational progress is quite different
from that of tests that supply information for school accountability or measure an
individual student's, achievement. NAEP's role is unique in that, since its first ad-
ministration in 1969, it has provided the most reliable single source of information
about trends in the achievement of the nation's youth. Although we may not like
the discovery that levels of achievement have changed relatively little during the
past twenty years and remain below those to which we aspire, NAEP will allow us
to continue to monitor progress for the nation as a whole as we renew efforts for
improvement and reform.

Assessment, of course, has other roles as well. The current national debate about
establishing a national examination system or a national test of individual students'
performances centers on using tests that would be integral to state curricula and
address standards of achievement. It is critical, however, that the purposes of a na-
tional ot state level indicator system be clearly distinguished from those of individ-
ual tests. NAEP was not designed to provide scores for individual students or
schools. Indeed, such uses are precluded ir the current law, which bars student
identification and the reporting of results for individual schools. Ranking, compar-
ing. or evaluating individual students, schools, or school districts is also prohibited.
In the context of current ambitions for educational change, such as a proposed nu.

tional examination system and school restructuring, NAEP is best seen as an indica-
tor that can rei1e,:t the outcomes of these changes.

TRIAL STATE NAEP

In 1986, Secretary of Education William Bennett formed a study group to look at
NAEP and to suggest ways to improve the process for assessing student achieve-
ment in the United States. Our new Secretary of Education, Lamar Alexander.
.3erved as chairman. The study group's document, The Nation's Report Card (pre-
pared by Alexander and H. 'Thomas James, President Emeritus of the Spencer
Foundation% recommended expanding NAEP to provide baseiine and trend achieve-
ment data for the states. This recommendation was consistent with growing interest
in educational progress at the state level. The report noted that primary responsibil-
ity for education in the U.S. historically has been vested in the states and argued
that the value of NAEP would be enhanced if it reported state results. Participation
in a voluntary state NAEP program, the report further argued, would preserve local
educational autonomy and, at the same time, give states access to a core of high-
quality data on performance.

The enactment of Public Law 100-297 in the spring of 1988 provided for the vol-
untary participation of states in NAEP on a trial basis in 1990 and 1992. In Febru
ary of 1990 the first trial of the state NAEP, an assessment of mathematics achieve-
ment, was administered in mor than 3,500 schools, to some 100.000 of the nation's
eighth graders. In total, 37 states, the District of Columbia, and two territories par-
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ticipated, an indication of the wide interest in state NAEP. The resuits are to be
released on June 6, 1991.

The second trial is schedtled for 1992, with expanded data collection to include
foitrth grade reading as well as fourth and eighth grade mathematics. The continu-
ation of the trials through 1994, however, is contingent on Congressional actioe.

NE PANEL'S FIRST YEAR OF ACTIVITY AND THE REASONS FOR THIS REPORT

Public Law 100-297 also mandated that an independent evaluation be conducted
tc assess the feaeibility and validity of the Trial State Assessments (TSA). In Octo-
ber 1989, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) commissioned the Na-
tional Academy of Education (NAE) to conduct this evaluation. The NAE assembled
a panel of experts in a broad range of technical and policy fields in education and
arranged for technical and staff support from the American Institutes for Research
(AIR). The Academy's panel held three meetings in its first year. During this time,
the Panel focused on the data and information it would require, and the design of
studies needed to conduct an effective evaluation. The Panel has made major deci-
sions on a first-pbase agenda for obtaining information about the 1990 trial, its
impact. and questions related to the future value and validit,- f the TSA.

The key questions that guide the Panel's work are those Congress, in 1988, antici-
pated would be crucial to evaluating the TSA: (1) How well was the assessment im-
plemented from a technical perspective? (2) How valid and accurate is the assess-
ment? Has it yielded valid and reliable data at the state level? (3) How useful are
the results and reports generated from the assessment? To answer these questions.
the Panel has commissioned a set of studies and papers to address prominent as-
pect if the TSA design and implementation. The results of these inquiries will clar-
ify the appropriate role of state indicators. They will also reveal how state NAEP
might hel.- monitor progress toward national educational goals.

Becau.,e authorization hearings beyond 1992 may begin soon, the Panel has
chosen to issue this interim report, prior to releasing its first mandated report in
October. Although it is still early in the evaluation, the Panel's findings and discus-
sions to-date have direct bearing on issues that may be considered in connection
with future authorizations. These findings can also inform national deliberations
about the use and effects of educational assessments, particularly those relating to
the work of two groups: the National Education Goals Panel and the President's
Educational Policy Advisory Committee.

The balance of this interim report includes the following sections: A review of the
Panel's work, along w.lh its evaluatmn of the trials to this point in time: discussion
of the achievement levels established by NAGB: discussion of the prohibition
againrt reporting NAEP results below the state level: suggestions regarding the re-
authorization of state NAM': and a short overview of topics for which data will be
available for the October report.

THE EVALUATION OF THE TRIAL TO-DATF:

At present. the Panel is prepared to offer preliminary observations about the 1990
TSA based on data and deliberations in four areas. 111 sampling, (2) excluded stu-
dent populations. GO administration. and 141 inferences that can and cannot be made
from the 1990 Trial State Assessment. A more complete and detailed report on work
in these areas will be presented fo- Congressional. state. and Executive Branch con-
sideration in October.

SAMPLING

The preliminar ,. analysis of the sampling design and its execution has focused on
the reports on sampling in the February 1990 trial that were available as of Janu.
ary 1991. From this analysis the Panel has concluded that the sampling was compe-
tently performed. A common difficulty encountered in programs such as NAEP is
nonparticipation: some schools refuse to participate and some students either refuse
or are absent. The magnitude of nonparticipation in the TSA as a whole was reason-
ably small, with about ti percent of the schools declining to join the peoject and
about ti percent of the students in the participating schools not taking part_ These
rates varied from state to state, however, and in two states the rate of students not
participating was between 10 r.ercent and '20 percent. Statistical adjustments.
known as "nonresponse adjustments,- are being used to compensate for the missing
data, the adjustments appear to be appropriate and reasonable In sum, school and
student participation in the 1990 sample produced a generally favorable picture for
state NAEP.

BkSiASO
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In considering issues of sample design, the Panel has been alert to any indication
that state NAEP might have a negative impact on participation in national NAEP.
Thus far we have found no cause for concern. While it is true that state NAEP did
increase the burden on small states to provide a sufficient number of schools to
meet the requirements of both the national and state sampling frameworks, few of
the 37 states that participated in the first trial found it to be a problem. Further-
more, there was no indication in the administration of the 1990 trial of interference
with the administration of national NAEP In sum, the Panel can report that, thus
far, the 1990 TSA has had no discernible negative impact on the 1990 national
NAEP.

EXCLUDED STUDENT POPULATIONS

The design of the TSA allowed for the exclusions of three groups of students: stu-
dents enrolled in private schools, students with limited English proficiency (LEP),
and special education students with individualized educatiou plans (IEP). Together,
these groups make up about one-sixth of the eighth grade nationally. Differences
among the states in the proportions of students in these groups could have impor-
tant effects on state-by-state and state-to-national NAEP comparisons. For eximple,
in national NAEP, which tests both private and public school students, private
school students tend to perform better than public school students. Because com-
parisons of states performances on NAEP inevitably will be made, the exclusion of
private school students in the TSA is cause for concern; states' performances could
change substantially with inclusion of the private school students.

Private School Students. Private school students typically made up the largest ex-
cluded group in each state. Nationally, about 12 percent of the eighth grade stu
dents are enrolled in private schools, but this percentage varies widely across states:
In seven states fewer than 5 percent of the eighth grade students are in private
schools. and in seven others more than 18 percent are in private schools. Wyoming
and Utah each enroll only about 2 percent in private schools, whereas Hawaii and
the District of Columbia each enroll about 20 percent.

At this time the Panel does not know how much the inclusion of private school
students would affect the rankings of states. The magnitude of the effect depends on
how many students in a state are enrolled in private schools and on the size of the
differences between public and private school students' performances on the NAEP
items. For the October report, the Panel is conducting analyses to examine how the
states' results might change as a function of the exclusion of private school stu-
dents.

The Panel believes that state NAEP :late would better reflect educational
achievement and make state results more readily comparable if, in addition to re-
sults for public school students, results for all ntudents (in public and private
schools) were produced.

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and Individualized Education Plan (IEP) Exclu-
sions. The exclusion criteria for LEP and IEP stude' ts were part of the sampling
design and were implemented locally, but the local administrators were told to in-
clude doubtful cases in the assessment. Overall, atsout 1 percent of the students
were excluded for reasons of limited English proficiency and about 4 percent be-
cause they had individualized education plans. But the percentages across states
varied, with LEP exclusions ranging from near 0 percent in West Virginia and
about 2 percent in New Jersey, New York. Rhode Island, and Texas, to 5 percent in
California. IEP exclusions ranged from about 2 percent in Montana to 8 percent in
Arkansas. -

The Panel is in the. process of examining how consistently the exclusion rule was
implemented in the first trial state assessmene, but findings will nut be available
until the Panel's October report.

ADMINISTRATION

As part of the study on administration, Panel staff directly observed training ses-
sions for test administrators and assessment sessions. In addition, they conducted
independent analyses of the TSA data and Quality Control Monitoring Data collect-
ed by the NAEP contractor. Finally, they conducted a survey of State Testing Direc-
tors as an independent appraisal of the 1990 TSA administration. Their initial rind-
ings focus on issues of local conditions for implementing the TSA, the impact of the
first trial on the 1990 riltional NAEP, and state testing directors' responses to the
first trial.

Local Conditions. Unlike national NAEP, the ISA employed local school staff to
administer the test sessions, rather than staff employed by the contractor. Uniform-
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ity of assessment conditions is a prerequisite for the legitimate comparison of a
state's recults, both with the national composite result and with the results of other
states. The administration of TSA by local staff had the potential to threaten the
comparability of state results with national results. Although the local test adminis-
trators underwent careful training, there was the possibility that students might re-
spond differently when tested by them, and that this would distort the results of the
TSA. Therefore, the NAEP contractor had a monitor present in a random half of
the test sessions to assure that the local administrators proceeded according to their
training.

The critical finding was that student performance in monitored sessions did not
significantly differ from the performance in unmonitored sessions, suggesting that
local administrators were largely successful in implementing uniform testing condi-
tions that did not advantage or disadvantage students. Quality control monitors
looked for variations in every aspect of the testing session, including timing, reading
the script, and handling student questions Analysis of the reports indicates that de-
viations from uniform procedures were infrequent and were unlikely to have sys-
tematically influenced state results.

The Trial and National NAEP. Because of possible differences in testing condi-
tions, a second issue was whether students assessed in the TSA might obtain scores
that, on average, differ from those obtained by students in national NAEP. Since
the sampling frame for the TSA differed from that of national NAEP, the contrac-
tor constructed a "matched" subset of the students from national NAEP to enable
valid comparisons. Compared to the matched subset of national NAEP students, stu-
dents in the TSA obtained slightly, but reliably, higher scores. While the design of
the study prohibits a definitive explanation for the difference, the Panel is exploring
the possibility that students participating in state NAEP may have been more moti-
vated to do well than those in natioeal NAEP. The Panel will report further on this
issue in its October report. In addition, the Panel will closely monitor the 1992 trials

-ee if this potentially important finding is replicated.
. A. Planning and Policy from the State Testing Directors' Perspective. State test-

ing directors are knowledgeable observers and important stakeholders in the assess-
ment precess. To monitor their responses to the first trial, the Panel staff conducted
an independent survey of the directors as part of the study on administration. Most
reported that the assessment went well and that the data from the TSA would be of
value to their states. However, some noted that they felt excluded from important
policy decisions in ate establishment and implementation of the TSA. The Panel ap-
plauds the efforts of NAGB and NCES in their stated intention to use CCSSO's FAu-
cation Information Advisory Committee as a vehicle fo: providing state testing di-
rectors with greater policy input. However, because the Panel recognizes the need
for close cooperation among NCES, the contr,actor, and the states participating in
the TSA, the Panel proposes that the governance and administrative structures cf
NAEP strengthen the mechanisms for securing input from state testing directors
into the state NAEP policy and assessment development process.

Based on the preliminary results of its studies and its ongoing deliberations, the
Panel believes that the 1990 TSA has proceeded well. Thus far. the studies have
identified no signs that the experiment is flawed. that major redirection is neces-
sary, or that the TSA should be terminated. On the basis of its preliminary findings
from the 1990 trial, the Panel recommends the release of the 1990 NAEP methemat-
ics scale scores as scheduled.

Despite this generally favorable observation, the Panel is concerned that the ex-
clusion of private school students from the TSA ultimately will diminish the utility
of the trials and future administrations of the state NAEP. Given both the signifi-
cant variation from state-to-state in the size of this group, and its inclusion in the
national sample, issues of comparability become much more complex than need be
when private school students are excluaed from the sample. The Panel recommends
that future authorizations for state NAEP include adequate resources to sample pri-
vate school students in order to increase the comparability of results from one state
to another. as well as comparability to the national assessment sample.

INFERENCES THAT CAN AND CANNOT BE DRAWN FROM THE TRIALS

Congress should be aware cf the kin Is of inferences that can be usefully drawn
from the TSA, given the design of the assessments. As state-level trend lines are
established for achievement at various levels in various subjects, state NAEP data
will become increasingly valuable to the participating states. The:,. will provide gov-
ernors, legislators, and state school officials with the ability to monitor educational
progtess using information uf unparalleled richness. These trend lines will enable
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comparisons with similar states, the nation, .and other countries as the basis for
much-needed educational innovation. The two data points for eighth grade mathe-
matias provided by the 1990 and 1992 TSA's will provide valuable preliminary trend
information to those states that. participate in both trials. However, the real value
will come with the accumulation of additional data points across time.

The ability to compare similar states will prove useful in the consideration of
policy WILMS. It. should be env) Isized, however, that the results will not support
causal inferera about what produced differences in achievement. In particular. it
would be safe to conclude that higher scores are the result of any particular differ-
ences in state policies or educational practices.

At this juncture, it is important to remember that the 1990 Trial State Assess-
ment is limited in scope: it embraces only one subject at one grade level, eighth
grade mathematics. With the inclusion of fourth grade reading, fourth grade mathe-
matics, and eighth grade mathematics in the 1992 trial, policymakers and the public
will have a valuable, yet narrow, window on learning outcomes across the two grade
levels and curriculum areas. The Panel cautions against overgeneralization from
these trials to questions of schools' and teachers' performances or group differences
in achievement.

The results will see their best use in the establishment of trends in achievement
withi.. a state, over time, and in the drawing of comparisons between states with
similar populations, and between a state and the nation. However, comparisons of
states' rankings inevitably will be made. While states can be ranked with respect to
mean levels of achievement, interpretations of state-to-state differences must be
made with great caution. Three issues tnust be addressed. (1) It must be determined
whether the diffet awes between the rankings are large enough to be considered re-
liable. (21The relevance of a state's ranking to judgments about its educational qual-
ity will depend upon the match between the content tested by NAEP and the state's
currict:um framework as implernentfd. Some state frameworks are closer than
others to the content of NAEP. (3) Differences in states' performances may be due to
differences in demographics. The Panel has studies in place to examine all three of
these issues

ISSUES CURRENTLY UNDER DISCUSSION AND DERATE

Since the Panel received its mandate for the evaluation of the 1990 TSA from
NCES, two important policy issues relevant to state NAEP have become prominent.
The first is the proposal for and the development of a set of achievement levels or
standards, using the 1990 NAEP mathematics items. The second is a recommenda-
tion by the National Assessment Governing Board for lifting the current prohibition
against the reporting of NAEP results below the state level. Given the importance
of both these issues for state NAEP. the Panel has agreed to address them in this
report

"STANDARDS- OR ACHIEVEMF.NT LEVELS

The legislation that authorized State NAr.P (PL. 100-297) also assigned to NAGB
the ta.-1( of developing appropriate achievement goals for eitch age. grade. and sub-
ject aren in NAEP The unveiling of a set of six educational goals by the White
House and the Governors in 1989 heightened interest in educational Ftandards, and
set Ow stage for NAGB to develop a set of achievement levels that could be used to
measure progress toward the national goals. Last August, NAGB engaged in an ex-
ercise to define basic, proficient. and advanced achievement levels in fourth. eighth,
zind tws,lfth grades, using the 1990 NAEI' mathematics items. The Panel applauds
this attempt to make scores : interpretable, but cautimw that it must be viewed
as an intricate process invok lgment. definition. and, ultimately, issues of reli-
ability and validity.

As valuable as a, ';ievenwnt levels might be for the states in monitoring their
progress toward me, some of the national educational goals. the results or the
process of setting thi .evement levels should meet the scrutiny of experts and be
credible to the public -.e Paiwl concurs with NCES's Technical Review Panel and
CCSSO that the current achievement levels. obtained before Janunry 1991 are
flawed. As a result. the Panel's Chairman mid (7o-chairman have written to Richard
Boyd. Chair of NAGB, urging that the Rchievemert levels he used only if corrected
NAGB is in the proems of conducting a replication and validation stud.; in four re
gions of the country. The Panel commends NAGB's efforts to secure valida.ion
the achievement levels, since the data collected for that purpose should be adequat-
for evrduating the current levek. or if nectis,sary, modifying or discarding
Since the Panel bel:eves that the use of inadequately developed achievement levels

2 1



271

could have a corrosive effect on state participation in the future, as well as on the
credibility of NAEP more generally, the Panel will monitor the validation studies.

REPORTING TSA DATA BELOW THE STATE LEVEL

NAGB recently has recommended to Congress that the current prohibition
against reporting NAEP data below the state level be lifted to allow reporting at the
school district or school. NAGB would continue the prohibition on reporting individ-
ual student scores. The Panel supports NAGB's recommendation to continue the
prohibition against reporting data at the student level. But the Panel also believes
that expansion of NAEP to provide results at the individual school building level or
for other than large school districts could lead to the loss of NAEP as an independ-
ent and uncorrupted indicator of educational progress. NAEP's historic role as an
auditor that stands apart from the training and testing of individual students can
too easily be compromised by its use at the school and student level.

The extension of NAEP to the district level raises a somewhat different set of
issues. The reporting of data for at least some of the largest districts may be as war-
ranted as reporting data for some of the smallest states. Indeed, because of its spe-
cial status, the District of Columbia did participate in the 1990 TSA. Prior to lifting
the prohibition, however, the Panel believes that the technical, policy, and cost im-
plications, as well as the implications for future test design and administration,
need careful study and consideration. The Panel plans to commission a study on the
implication of reporting NAEP data below the state level and will present the re-
sults and conclusions in a future report. The use of NAEP at the school district or
school level should be authorized only after careful review of policy, technical, logis-
tical, and cost factors. The Panel plans to review such factors and recommends that
the prohibition on the use of NAEP scores at the school district or school levels
remain until such a review is completed.

PANEL PERSPECTIVES ON litiy ISSUES IN REAUTHORIZATION

The Panel recognizes the great value of maintaining continuity of state NAEP,
especially in light of the general technical success of the 1)90 ttial. But as Congress
considers reauthorization of 1994 NAEP, the Panel suggests a number of important
iSSLIP-8 tO consider.

PLANNING ME 1994 rRIAL STATE ASSESSMENT

The Panel recommends that 1994 Ns.EP, when reauthorized, should include addi-
_ tional state trials since, with the conclusion of the 1992 trial, only two subjects,

mathematics and reading, will have been evaluated at two grade levels. In 1994, na-
tional NAEP will assess mathematics, reading, science, and history and geogrtphv
combined. Authorizing state trials for one subject (e.g., science/ in addition to read-
ing and mathematics and for an additional grade level (twelve in addition to four
and eight1 prior to moving to a fully implemented state NAEP would be informa-
tive. By 1994, trends for fourth grade mathematics and reading would be available
in addition to the trends for eighth grade mathematics for 1990 and 1992, thereby
allowing for a more complete evaluation of the uses of and the inte:est in such
trend data by the participating states. In addition. such an expansion would provide
data to help evaluate the feasibility, impact, and cost of a fully implemented state
N A.EP.

The Panel suggests the addition of a twelfth grade trial in 1994. Of central impor-
- tance to the Panel is the fact that results from the trials at the fourth and eighth

grade levels cannot be assumed to generalize to the twelfth grade. The motivation of
twelfth graders to participate and perform well may be very different from that of
students in the lower grades. Moreover, state level results for twelfth grade students
may be of particular interest and use to the states There is great concern about
workforce preparedness on the part of private industry, the Administration, Con.
gress, and the states.

Finally, preliminary evaluation results suggest that the 1990 trial is going well.
However, before the Panel can reach a final conclusion regarding the success of the
trials, it must complete its evaluation of the 1990 and the 1992 trials. There is much
useful information to be gained from continuing the trial program to inform the
fulier developmem and implementation of' state NAEP in the longer term.

Because only two subjects at grade 4 and one subject at grade 8 will have bf
assessed at the coaclusion of the 1992 TSA, the Panel recommends the continuance
of the trial program in 1994, rather than the cull establishment of a state NAEP
program. Specifically for 1994, the Panel recommends trials at three grade leve4s-
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fourth, eighth, and twelfthin mathematics, reading, and one additional subject,
such as science.

ASSURING ME QUALITY OF STATE NAEP

With Congress' requirement in 1988 that a national consensus process be carried
out when updating test content frameworks, NAEP has reaffirmed its status as an
innovator. The 1992 reading assessment reflects the current emphasis cn perform-
ance-based assessment, and the 1994 science assessment seems likely to pursue the
same progressive route. The Panel believes that NAEP should exemplify and pro-
mote current innovations in assessment technology on a stage-by-stage basis. To pro-
vide for trend data, provision must be made for assessments to inelude items that
maintain links to past assessments and, at the same time, build links to the future.
The consensual development and updating of content frameworks are essential to
securing innovr' in and planning this balance.

New assessment technologies and innovations carry with them increased costs
and require considerable time to develop. The Panel is also aware of the massive
amount of work that must be completed in relatively short periods in the implemen-
tation of NAEP. For example, CCSSO had less than four months in 1989 to create
the reading framework and must, in seven months, create the new science frame-
work. Working within such schedules, while incorporating high-q-iality innovations
in assessment technology, is nearly impossible.

Substantial lead-time is required for achieving national consensus on new content
frameworks, and for developing assessment questions and exercises that elicit more
than rote learning from students. Therefore, the Panel recommends that authority
for continuation of state NAEP be made at the earliest time and that Congressional
appropriations be at a level that will support appropriate assessment innovations.

THE PANEL'S OCTOBER REPORT

The Panel's mandated report in October will eipand on the topics addressed in
this interim report, and will focus as well on: the presentation and impact of the
results of the 1990 Trial, the content validity of the items, and the policy context of
goals for achievement in which the TSA is embedded.

The re3ults of the 1990 Trial State NAEP will be released on June 6, 1991. The
Panel is interested in the clarity, interpretability, and usefulness of different for-
mats for reporting results to the states. It will also investigate any moves toward
curricular or instructional changes in states' mathematics programs. Finally, it will
examine the degree to which the reports are fairthat is, the degree to which the
rankings of states vary as a function of different types of test content (e.g., algebra
versus geometry), or as a consequence of adopting alternative methods for producing
an overall score. The Panel will also examine the relation between state assessment
results and the racial, ethnic, and gender compoeition of the states.

When Congress authorized NAEP in P L. 98-511, it required that the curriculum
frameworks be developed through a national consensus process, providing for the
participation of teachers, curriculum specialists, school administrators, parents, and
members of the general public. In October, the Panel will report on the adequacy of
this consensus process for the 1990 mathematics assessment and the 1992 reading
assessment. The report will dexribe the constituencies represented and the nature
of the advice sought. It will also evaluate how this advice and input affected the
design of the frameworks, and the extent to which the frameworks represent a con.
sensus among professionals in the fields of mathematics and reading education. Of
particular interest for TSA is the degree to which the consensual process represents
a national perspective that includes the current goals and objectives of state and
local school districts.

There is considerable interest in using the results from the achievement levels for
inclusion in the state "report cards" that the National Goals Panel will release this

In addition, discussion continues about whether there should be a na-
tional examination, and if so, what role NAEP and state NAEP should play if a .ia-
tional examination is established. The Panel continues to monitor the policy context
in which the 1990 Trial is occurring, and will report more fully on that context in
ks October report.

The Panel hopes that this interim report regarding the 1990 trial in mathematics
and TSA reauthorization will prove useful to Congress as it deliberates about the
future of state NAEP. The recommendations enuorsed here will allow thorough
evaluation of itt promise as a valuable indicator of states' educational achievement
and will strengthen the possible full extension of NAEP to the states. Over the
shorter and longer terms. state NAEP may serve as a vital measure of progress
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toward the achievement of the educational goala that are a priority for the states
and the nation.

Ambach dissents from this position; he is on record elsewhere as recommending
lifting the prohibition at the school district level where the size of the enrollment
enables sampling as used at the state level.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS
ASSOCIATION

I. INTRODUCTION

The National School Boards Association (NSBA) represents the 97,000 local school
board members responsible for educational governance in the nation's 15,350 public
school districts. We are pleased to provide this statement for the record regarding
the reauthorization of the Department of Education's Office of Educational Re-
search and Improvement.

NSBA believes the issues of national standards and testing involve some of the
most importaut decision.% facing public education today. These issues have special
relevance for local school districts because they are closely tied to the schools' ac-
countability for learning and what is actually being taught in the classroom. Test-
ing, in particular, is of high concern to schools because of the profound impact it
can have on education performance and the future of millions of school children.

Our statement focuses particular attention on issues relating to the reauthoriza-
tion of the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP). NSBA believes that
lifting the prohibition against local use of NAEP at this time would be premature
and potentially damaging to school improvement efforts. Any movement toward
using NAEP to report school district test results must be made deliberately based
on solid data from evaluations of state, and then local trial results. There is no com-
pelling reason to alter language in the 1988 Hawkins-Stafford Act prohibiting local
use of NAEP until this data is available and fully appraised. Many other leading
voices in educationincluding groups representing teachers, administrators, princi-
pals, parents, and the civil rights community, as well as assessment expertsshare
this judgment. On the other hand, if the issues raised in our statement below are
carefully weighed and adequately addresaed, it is possible for NSBA to support a
system of national standards and testing used locally in which NAEP could have a
significant role.

As additional background, we have included a copy of a letter sent to Governor
Roy Romer, Chairman of the National Education Goals Panel, further outlining
NSBA's position with regard to national, state, and local testing issues.

II. NSBA'S POSITION ON REPORTING NATIONAL, STATE, AND LOCAL
TESTING

A. NAT:ONAL REPORTING: VAL.UED ACTIvITY

The National School Board Association (NSBA) has historically supported the
vital function of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) as our
only nationally representative assessment of what America's students know and can
do. We believe the value of NAEP over its twenty year life has been its ability to
develop a national baseline of information about performance and trends in learn-
ing in a manner that has provided policymakers with the ability to make substan-
tive improvements in education.

B. STATE REPORTING: PROMISING FUNCTION

In 1988, NSBA supported Congress' decision to permit four trial state assessments
(1990 eighth grade math assessment; 1992 fourth and eighth grade math assess-
ments, and fourth grade reading assessment) to gauge vhether information deemed
so valuable nationally could be reported at the state level as well. Our support was
based on specific language in the statute authorizing the National Assessment Gov-
erning Board (NAGB) to undertake trial state assessments for the purpose of provid-
ing states with the kind of information needed to identify problems and develop so-
lutions for improving educational performance. Included in the statute was explicit
language specifying that each trial must be carefully monitored and independenVy
evaluated and appraised. NSBA is looking forward to an evaluation of the recently
released math assessment, as well as the three trials that will follow in 1992. Only
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after these evaluations are available in 199$ would Congress have adequate informa-
tion to determine whether further extension of NAEP testing would be productive.

C. LOCAL USE OF NAEP: PREMATURE

NSBA commends NAGB, its contractors, the Department of Education, and others
involved in the state trial effort to develop fair and honest state assessments. How-
ever, because this review is still in process, and in light of a number of other impor-
tant issues and concerns raised below, we believe it is premature to extend NAEP,
or any other national test, to the local level. Our position is based on several rea-
sons:

1. Before local testing of any kind ensues, it is critical to establish national stand-
ards for education so that we understand clearly what is to be testedas well as the
purpose of the test. A ten-year process has been established, involving Congress, the
President, and the nation's governors and school policymakers, to do just that under
the umbrella of the National Education Goals Panel. Therefore, the recommenda-
tion to allow local use of NAEP for reporting test results is out of step with both the
preferred approach of setting standards first, and the sequence of events which are
unfolding nationally.

The price paid for developing a local NAEP which is out of sequence with na-
tional education standards unnecessarily invites serious misdirections in policymak-
ing. :he potential negative impact can be measured in terms of (a) public confusion
ar.ct lowered confidence in the schools and policymakers, (b) the financial cost
burden for school districts in administering and acting upon misdirected local test
results, (c) the influence on curriculum and course offerings, and (d) the influence
on innovation, instructional practices, and issues relating to cultural diversity. By
contrast, a properly sequenced local report would provide greater assurance that the
test will be beneficial and in context with the ten-year plan for educational improve-
ment now being developed.

3. Even if standards are put in place and NAEP is the instrument chosen to meas-
ure them, there is still not enough experience with state data (although the NAEP
1990 trial state math assessment is promising) to know how it would be used locally.
Moreover, there has been no national discussion as to how local reporting should be
accomplished and what information local report should contain.

4. No evidence presently exists answering concerns of local school policymakers
that local NAEP reporting will produce more than a comparative ranking of 8C1-.0...!
districts by states, and cast unfair blame upon schools for "not measuring up," par.
ticularly as new world standards are adopted. in other words, the same issues that
caused Congress to prohibit local reporting in 1988 may still persist today.

5. Last month, NAEP's report on state math programs could not avoid invidious
comparisons based on state rankings. Unfortunately, the data from the trial has
been reported in a manner that has caused the public to draw conclusions based on
such rankings. Until the public understanding of NAEP is changed, similar report-
ing of test results at the local level may force political considerations to overtake
sound educational policymaking.

6. NAGB's recommendation that states and school districts be permitted to use
NAEP at their option only begs the questions which we have raised; it does not re-
solve them. Local school districts would he left unprotected against federal or state
desire to mandate, coerce, or otherwise require local reporting. Moreover, the pre-
mature commencement of local reporting of any one test, even optionally, could
create a presumption that would unnecessarily bias the standard assessment system
which is developed.

III. CRITEF1A FOR TESTING AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

Despit: these issues, a growing consensus has emerged recognizing that results of
well-col.ceived national testing can be beneficial for school districts if they include
constructive information and accountability to foster educational improvement. In
this regard, it is very encouraging that the 1990 NAEP trial assessment includes
score ranges and interpretive and underlying data to identify trends in achieve-
ment.

NSBA believes that a national test, including one that provides local reporting,
should adhere to the following guidelines: (a) the test should be tied to student&
mastery of skills but not specific subject matter (i.e., assuring flexibility in local cur-
riculum decisions), (b) student performance should be reported in terms of ranges of
mastery, not specific point scores; and (c) performance should be reported in a
manner that avoids generalized conclusions implying inherent differences in ability
on the basis of race, national origin, or gender.
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Additionally, before lifting the prohibition against. local NAEP reporting, we be-
lieve the following issues must be addressed:

A. Any local use of NAEP must have as its primary purpose the goal of assisting
school districts to improve education and advance student achievement. The value
of such testing lies in providing useful information to school districts about their
educational strengths and weaknesses. Aggregated with other noneducational indi-
cators and context factors, information of this kind can give school policymakers
and practitioners a more comprehensive assessment through which to identify
causes, potential solutions, and resources in the nor- f improved educational per-
formance.

B. A local NAEP reporting process that does ;Ay reflect the diversity of
schools and becomes a method to cast winners and lobers through pointless rankings
of schools and school districts will be of limited value. Any local assessment must be
sensitive to cultural, social, class and gender differences, and to disabilities. It
should be valid for all groups and not penalize any groups.

C. The use of local NAEP reporting, particularly in conjunction with nationally
developed standards to meet the education goals, should not unnecessarily dictate
curriculum, stifle instructional innovation, or fail to adequately recognize cultural
diversity at the local level.

D. No matter how reliable the results, no matter how enriching the assessment
data, if local reporting occurs in isolation from other resource and contextual issues,
the entire reporting process will be subject to broad-based challenge by local school
policymakers. We believe that a thorough appraisal of interpretive input" factors is
essential to ensure an honest assessment. That appraisal should identify educational
resources available to the school district, such as expenditures per student, avail-
ability of materials, equipment, and other instructional technologies. It should iden-
tify context factors, such as school climate, type of community, and socioeconomic
status and health conditions of students. And it should identify education program
information such as school district curriculum objectives, instructional method),
class size, course sequencing, and management strategies.

IV. EXPERT PANELS RECOMMEND CAUTION ON LOCAL NAEP TESTING

NSBA's position on local reporting is supported by two important advisory panels
which are providing critical insight to NAGB, as well as members of Congress, the
administration, and governors involved in the National Education Goals Panel proc-
ess to establish national standards:

A. The National Academy of Education's Panel on the Evaluation of the NAEP
Trial State Assessment Project

In April, the panel charged by Congress with providing an independent evaluation
of NAEP's trial state assessments issued its int(irim report. It recommended that
"The use of NAEP at the school district or school level should be authorized only
a fter careful review of policy, technical, logistical, and cost factors (emphasis added).

e Panel plans to review such factors and recommends that the prohibition on the
use of NAEP scores at the school district or school levels remain until such a review
is completed."

The Panel expressec. a number of concerns leading to this recommerdation. It rec-
ognized that although the math trial assessment has gone smoothly thus Car, closer
examination is necessary of the impact of (a) student populations excluded from the
first state trial, (b) whether or not students participating in the state NAEP were
more motivated to do well than those in the national NA.EP, and (c) what to do to
protect against inevitable comparisons of states' rankings. The Panel also cautioned
against making generalizations based on an assessment limited to only one subject
at one grade level. We believe that these concerns, valid for state reporting, are
equally valid for local reporting. The Panel will respond to these issues when it re-
leases its final report to C,ongress in the Fall.

The report also warned that expanding NAEP below the state level could result
in its loss as an "independent and uncorrupted indicator of educational progress.
NAEP's historic role as an auditor that stands apart from the training and testing
of individual students can too easily be compromised by its use at the school and
student level."

B. Interim Council on Standards and Testing
Recognizing the value of involving national, state, and local education policymak-

ers and practitioners, testing experts, and other education stakeholders in the proc-
ess of developiitg national standards, Congress and the administration have formed
this Interim Council to determine the desirability and feasibility of developing na-
tional standards.
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At its initial meeting this week, expert witnesses offered provocative insight on
standard-setting and testing. Each were clear in enunciating concern over test se-
quencing, the need to incorporate cultural diversity, the profound impact on local
curriculum decisions, the factors implicit in developing high performance, yet rea-
sonable, standards, and other similar issues. They concluded that these must first be
resolved before the nation can move forward in developing appropriate measures.

They also discussed the integral, but still unclear, role NAEP will play in this
process. For example, it is not known if NAGB's current efforts to use NAEP to
identify what students shou;d knowin addition to wha: they now knowwill con-
flict with the National Education Goals Panel efforts to identify the same. They also
questioned how new standards and their measurements (including NAEP) will be
used to assure local uccountability. And they questioned how long it would take
schools to adapt to new standards and i.leasures and what types of adjustments will
be needed to compensate for millions of school children now accountable to differ-
ent set of "educational standards."

The ultimate conclusion of these experts, and the advice given to the Interim
Council, was to move orderly and deliberately in developing standards and meas.
ures. Unless the kinds of iasues we have raised in this statement ere first resolved,
the standards will have little value for the nation. We believe these conclusions can
be exter,ded to the question of lifting the prohibition against local NAEP reporting.

V. NAGB'S POSITION ON LOCAL USE OF NAEP

During NAGB's testimony before this Subcommittee, reference was made that
"some education organizations," are "opposed" to reporting NAEP results at the
school district and school building levels. NAGB's testimony stated that the "pri-
mary concern of these organizations is that this use of NAEP will permit unwar-
ranted intrusion into local decision making and will tend to establish a national cur-
riculum."

With respect to NSBA, NAGB's written testimony does not adequately reflect the
real basis f'or oiir concern. As we have stated beforeincluding in testimony before
this Subcommittee last yearNSBA is not necessarily opposed to a system of na-
tional tests and standards used at the local level for schccl improvement. While a
move toward establishing a national curriculum would naturally be of concern to
us, from NSBA's point of view, the unresolved issues we have raised in this state-
ment relating to the use of local testing to improve education are the driving ele-
ments that will determine our support.

VI. CONCLUSION

NSBA commends NAGB for the work it is doing on national and state testing. At
some point, the use of NAEP tests at the local level may be advantageons. However,
given the major impact that such testing would have, we strongly urge that stand-
ard setting occur fat. We also believe the prohibition on local testing should be con-
tinued for the reasons outlined in our statement, including: (a) there is no compel-
ling reason to alter current statutory timelines authorizing trial assessments and
their evaluations; (b) there is not enough experience and data available to warrant
local use of reporting of NAEP tests; (c) proceeding with local reporting is out of
sequence with the national standard setting process which Congress has just legis-
lated; and (d) there are now few assurances that valuable interpretive input data
will be prominently displayed as part of local results that provide districts with
credible information to improve educational performance. It may be possible to re-
solve these issues to allow effective local testingbut we are far from that resolu-
tion now. More time and study is necessary to do so.

NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATICN
June 10, 1991

Honorable Roy ROMER
Governor of Colo.-ado
State Capitol
116 State Capitol Street
Denver, CO.

DEAR GOVERNOR ROMER: On behalf of the nation's 97,000 local school boards mem .
bers, the National School Boards Association (NSI3A) appreciates yout continuing
efforts and leadership to advance education through the National Education Goals
Panel.
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During the June 3rd meeting of the Panel in Washington, D.C., two major points
of concern to local school beards arose. First, NSBA agrees with your premise that
progress reoorts bturd provide the nation with indicators that reflect: (1) where
education should be (standards), (2) the current condition of education (assessineet),
and (3) what r ceds to be done to get better (strategies for improvement). However,
during the discussion several other Panel members expressed tnr view that progress
reports shr.uld only reach the second step. That is, they envision a progmrs report
on stod,est performance but do not want to address "input" or strategy..wiented in-
dicators.

Dur.7)g the hearing which you held at the NSBA Convention last April. local
school board witnesses repeatedly voi',ed the concern that unless the availability of
resources and the participation of other key sectors (e.g., parents, state and federal
governments, and the business sector) were assessed, the goals will not be realized.
It is from that standpoint that we urge you to incorport.:-! "input" or strategic indi-
cators into the progress reports including the school readiness indicators which you
advocated, as well as the economic indicators suggested by Governor Bayh regarding
student testing (Goal No. 3).

Our second concern relates to national testing. We appreciate the remr ks you
made to President Bush that, while NSBA wuuld not support a single national test,
it is open to a more diffuse assessment system. As local leaders elected (or appoint-
ed) to govern the schools, we believe that if censtructive information and account-
ability to foster educational improvement can be provided through well-conceived
testing, we will have a powerful tool in meeting our policymaking responsibilities.

At the same time, we have several caveats on the testing issue. For example, the
national standards selected and 1.-.e decentralized assessment system utilized should,
among other criteria, be designed to indicate mastery of learning skills and subject
matter, not to establish curriculum. Equally important, test results (including
NAEP) should be aggregated, and presented in a manner that produces constructive
changerather than rankings by which to censure those at the bottom end. We be-
lieve this central point meets your desire to have indicators which can lead to strat-
egies for improvement.

Before reporting NAEP (or other tests) on a local school district level or below, we
strongly believe more experience win be required to determine how the national
and state program will operate and be used, and what could be specifically envi-
sioned for local progress reportsincluding the potential impact on curriculum,
classroom innovation, and community diversity. Hence, we fully support the Panel's
decision not to report locally for the foreseeable future.

We greatly appreciate your efforts and sensitivity to local school boaris concnns
If your office wishes to obtain additional information concerning NSBA's position,
please contact Associate Executive Director, Michael A. Resnick.

Very truly yours,
ARLENE R. PENFIELD,

President

THOMAS A. SHANNON,
Executive Director

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. KOLBERG, PRESIDENT OF THE
NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS

(The National Alliance of Business is an independent, business-led, nonprofit con
poration whose mission is to increase private sector training and job opportunities
for economically aisadvantaged and long-term unemployed individuals by building
and strengthening public/private partnerships of business, goveenment, labor, edu-
cation, and community-based groups.)

I appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement for consideration by mem-
bers of subcommittee, and as part of today's hearing to provide a business perspec-
tive on the need for tederal leadership in research and development to meet the
goals of education excellence in this country.

LEADERSHIP THROUGH RESEARCH AND DEvEL,OPMENT

The focus of the hearing today is one component of the federal rolebut a very
critical partresearch and development. If there is any clear cut role fbr the feder-
al government. it is in research and development. The Office of Educational Re-
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search and Improvement (OERD, and its forerunner the National Institute of Educa-
tion, was established within the Department of Education to design and implement
the education research and development agenda.

My understanding is that much of the work of OERI has been developed over
time in response to various congressional mandates and is not, on t a,- whole, a lead-
ership strategy. This hearing is a timely one, because it provides the scbcommittee
with a chance to rethink the various author:witions of OM.

There is a critical need to define and focus this role, especially with ,he setting of
national goals. Not that the national goals ahould determine the entire focus of
OERI activities, but they should have a significant influence on its research and de-
velopment agenda for changing our educations.: system to meet the goals. We
should carefully, but pro-actively, develop tb.. national capacity to provide the
knowledg. and basic data from which the enti..e educational system can draw.

My sense is that the OERI research agenda has been set incrementallystep by
stepover the years. This has led to fanding a broad range of discrete research
projects which have not added up to a strategic plan or vision. The result is a De-
partment of Education which is viewed as not providing ample information that the
States and local schools can use in their efforts to restructure, and developing mfor-
ma.ion that is not widely or systematically disseminated when completed. We are
miss ng an opportunity for the federal governmen*, to provide the leadership in re-
search and to be a resource on education restructuring and national goals.

We need an aggressive and focused research and development agenda to measur-
a)ly change education quality by the year 2000. It must point the way to real sys-
temic change rather than marginal improvements. It should provide the tools for
innovation, experimentation, and information sharing which Can have broad appli-
cation in state and local systems. To have real impact. the research and information
must be presented in practical, usable form and for audiences other than educators.
This agenda needs to be coupled with other education funds and programs to en-
courage and facilitate the implementation of what works

The effort to make systemic change is a joint venture which draws resources,
skills, and experiences from all segments of society If we are to he successful, every-
one needs to understand what works and what doesn't That can only be accom-
plished through information widely /wadable and written in a manner that is

simple and succinct.
Although reaching our education goals should he the primary focus. the research

and development agenda should not be limited to those topical areas only It will

take a much more systematic approach to improve education than just those areas
identified by the national goals.

The broader purpose should be to have an approach to educational research which
reflects an integrated human resources policy One function of OERI must be to ad
dress the whole problem of education reform, from integration of social and human
services in elementz,y and secondary education to institutional restructuring. in-
struction. curriculum. assessment. and management of the educat ional procesit

The Department needs to be an important catalyst for change. and should have
the funds and authority to underwrite .nuch of the developmental work that is nec-
essary The- comprehensive strategy is a means to facilitate OEM's role as a nation-
al resource for restructuring W. at tho Alliance recognize the ride of- Congress is
helping shape a mission and direction, hut there needs fleiliditv iii R&D to
hplp find strategies and practices that meet this nation's education needs Wt. would
only caution the Congress against micro.managing the research agenda The agenda
must remain broad and dynamic, but still have a sense ot purpo.se All of tile itt i i

hes as the) ate constructed must be interrelated with oin, goal in mind .1 better
education system for all children, students. and society

I see OERI being involved in sach activit les as
Collecting and disseminating data.

niferwrit mg the development of a,sessnient lust tt.chnuvir:-. awls and
strategies,
Evaluating what we are doing in cur rein programs and hov well these fit Imo a
restrad urmg st rategy.
Funding of new and innovative practices and st rat 'gmt' lii t hi- form of re,earch
and demonstration projects the projects must offei opportunities for new part

tiers, like business, to participate in these endeavor,-.
Disseminating information and materials on -what works oaf hest practices
that are understandable and can be used by audiences other than educatias.
Eat-dinning the on-going dialogue between researcher,. ta artit loners, and orga-
nizatitm community and business leaders.
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Sponsoring research on Instructional and curricula practices which has greater
practical application than in the past; and

Coordinating the federal government's education R&D function to avoid dupli-
cation and building a comprehensive strategy.

One of the lead responsibilities should be the development of national educational
standards and Zhe methods of assessing individt.al students against those standards
Since this particular issue has received a lot of attention recently in other congres-
sional hearings, I would like to add a few observations about the OERI role.

The National Alliance of Business and other organizations endorse the notion of
establishing a framework for national student assessments. Students would be as
sessed over a period of years. Cumulative assessment provides multiple opportsni-
ties for success rather than a single high-stakes moment of possible failure. It is a
system based on a set of national standards.

The assessment system can be helped along substantially through OEM's re-
search and development authority. OERI, more than any other part of the Educa-
tion Department has the resources and the capacity to direct this effort.

Already, the Assistant Secretary and his staff have been working closely with the
National Education G. als Panel. But, beyond working together, OERI must be given
the authority and funds for ongoing development of authentic assessment strategies
and toois that will indicate where a student is in relation to the standards. They
need to build a research agenda that provides alternatives to give us the best choice
of assessment tools to echieve the goals.

Mr. Chairman, this is a complex agenda for change. Despite what seem like insur-
mountable obstacles, a growing current of public opinion demands change in educa-
tion. All As-ericans must play a part. We in business are preparing ourselves to
play an important role in achieving s:gnificant change and improvement.

Our long term agenda, through the Alliance's Center for Excellence in Education
and with our partners in the Business Coalition fbr Education Reform, is to find and
implement more effective ways for business involvement.

This education reform effort requires strong national leadership from the federal
government in setting Ow vision and the goals, fostering change, and in ensuring
that all the stakeholders carry out their appropriate roles.

THK COLLEGE Bit/kali
Neu York. NY. ane 21. 1991_

The Iionorable CLAIBORNE PELL
LIS. Senate
.13.5 Senate Russell Offuw Mgdding
Washington. IX'.

DEAR SENATOR PELL' I very much appreciated tlw opportunity to testify laA week
befoe your subcommittee, on the challenges facing the country in advancing the na
tional education goals and designing appropriate assessnwnt systems

In addition to my written sthtenwnt. I would like to submit the enclosed two
items for the hearing record:

A copy of the -green book." Academic Preparation fin- (Mege. What Students
)Veed to Know and Be Able to Do. The College Board developed and issued this
set of standards after extensive consensus building with secondary and postsec-
ondary (Klucator-s Ilcrotiti thE' country_

The latest annual report or. the Advanced Placement rAPr program. AP seems
to embody much of what the current testing movenwnt is calling fortesting, in
subject areas that are part of the school curriculum. a mix of performance-
hased nwasures along with multi*, choice test items. iind teachers involved in
the development of course content and test construction.
lmpe tIwse materials are useful to the subcommittee

Please call on rue or Larry Gladieux of our Washington Office whenever tlw Col-
lege Board can help.

Sincerely.
DoNALO M STEWART

dell!

(Due to the high cosi or print nig. the docunwnts refern.d to is retanwd in the files
of the committer )
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This wraps up this hearing, and the subcommittee is adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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