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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE REPORT OF THE
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON EDUCATION STAND-
ARDS AND TESTING

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 1992

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITmE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,

AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:30 a.m., Room 2261,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale Kildee, Chairman, pre-
siding.

Members present: Representatives Kildee, Miller, Williams, Mar-
tinez, Hayes, Sawyer, Owens, Lowey, Reed, Roemer, Pastor, Good-
ling, Petri, Roukema, Gunderson, and Molinari.

Staff present: Susan Wilhelm, staff director; Jeff McFarland, leg-
islative counsel; Damian Thorman, legislative associate; Jack Jen-
nings, general counsel (education); Andrew Hartman, minority edu-
cation coordinator; and Lynn Selmser, minority professional staff
member.

Chairman KILDEE. The Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,
and Vocational Education convenes today for the first of several
hearings on the recommendations of the National Council on Edu-
cation Standards and Testing.

Before I proceed, I would like to call to the attention of those
who are assembled here today that one of my mentors and the
former Chairman of the full committeea person who I can truly
say, as God as my witness, that I'm a better person because of
himis present here this morning, the honorable Gus Hawkins
from California.

As members of the committee are aware, the Council was estab-
lished by legislation originating in this committee to advise the
Congress, the Secretary of Education, and the National Goals
Panel, on the desirability and feasibility of national education
standards and national assessments. The Council released its
report January 24th, and copies have been distributed to all mem-
bers.

The report recommends the establishment of national education
standards, a national system of assessments, and the establishment
of a reconfigured national education goals panel and a national
education standards and assessment council, to coordinate the de-
velopment of both the standards and assessments.

(1)
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The topics addressed in this report and the recommendations it
makes must be considered carefully and deliberately. Our goal
must be to determine the most effective way to improve our educa-
tion system and to ensure the academic success of all children.

Testifying on behalf of the Council this morning are Dr. Mar-
shall "Mike" Smith, Dean of the College of Education at Stanford
Universityand Mike and I got to know each other very well
during those meetingsand Dr. Lauren B. Resnick, Director of the
Learning Research and Development Center, the University of
Pittsburgh. Lauren and I also got to know each other and shared
many good ideas during that time. Mike and Lauren are both
active members of the Council.

They are joined by Dr. Linda Darling-Hammond, Co-Director,
National Center for Restructuring Education, Schools and Teach-
ing, Columbia University, and Dr. Walter M. Haney, Senior Re-
search Associate, Center for the Study of Testing, Evaluation, and
Educational Policy, Boston College.

Before we begin, I would like to recognize my good friend, a good
educator, the ranking Republican on both this subcommittee and
the full committee, Mr. Good ling.

Mr. GOODLING. Who as of midnight last night was voted back a
district which I had lost just a few days before.

[Laughter.]
Chairman KILDEE. I think you're doing better than I am right

now.
Mr. GOODLING. All I want to say is that the only person I like

better than our "Chairman Gus" is Elsie. I, too, welcoine you here.
I hope some of our other colleagues get here because this is the

church talking to the choir, or the choir talking to the church,
something of that nature. I'm glad we got one to join us, and hope-
fully some others will come, although maybe the White House
would like it to be the way it is, because they couldn't imagine that
we couldn't push it through here as rapidly as it was pushed
through the Senate. I said, well, they had no idea what it was they
were voting on, but I'll guarantee you, by the time we get to it, the
House Members will know and it may be more difficult.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you.
Mr. Roemer.
Mr. ROEMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, would like to wel-

come Chairman Hawkins to this hearing this morning and salute
both you, Mr. Chairman, as well as the ranking member, for the
quick start here to have hearings on such an important topic. I
look forward to the testimony from our distinguished panelists this
morning.

I would also like to say that 2 weeks ago, Mr. Chairman, I testi-
fied before the Joint Economic Committee and talked about educa-
tion as a component of a "Marshall Plan" to rebuild and restruc-
ture America. Education is such an important pillar of this Mar-
shall Plan to rebuild. I am hopeful to hear some innovative, cre-
ative, new approaches to education this morning for our country.
We need to tie new Federal moneys to innovation and genius in
this system, and I look forward to hearing some of those ideas this
morning.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. GOODLING. I would like to say that I watched you as you
were testifying, and I particularly liked your line when they said
something about the money, and you said "well, you've been here a
lot longer than I have; it's up to you to find that money."

Mr. ROEMER. Thank you. Every now and then I do come up with
a good line.

Chairman KILDEE. Mike, you may begin your testimony this
morning.

STATEMENTS OF MARSHALL S. SMITH, DEAN, SCHOOL OF EDU-
CATION, STANFORD UNIVERSITY, AND MEMBER, NATIONAL
COUNCIL ON EDUCATION STANDARDS AND TESTING; DR.
LAUREN B. RESNICK, DIRECTOR, LEARNING RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT CENTER, UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH, AND
MEMBER, NATIONAL COUNCIL ON EDUCATION STANDARDS
AND TESTING; DR. LINDA DARLING-HAMMOND, CO-DIRECTOR,

NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESTRUCTURING EDUCATION,

SCHOOLS AND TEACHING, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY; AND DR.
WALTER M. HANEY, SENIOR RESEARCH ASSOCIATE, CENTER

FOR THE STUDY OF TESTING, EVALUATION, AND EDUCATION-

AL POLICY, BOSTON COLLEGE
Mr. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Good ling, Congressman

Roemer, I am honored to be here today to discuss with you the
very important issues of national standards, national testing, and
the quality of education in the United States for all of our stu-
dents.

I am going to suppress the urge to have a pun about a "Marshall
Plan." I am speaking here as a member of the National Council on
Education Standards and Testing, and as the chair of the Task
Force on Standards of the Council.

I will speak about three aspects of the Council's work, and would
be happy to answer questions about other aspects.

The three aspects are the overall recommendations of the Coun-
cil, the specific recommendations about the desirability and feasi-
bility of national standards. This includes ways in which issues of
equal education opportunity are addressed in the report. I'm going
to leave it to Dr. Resnick to focus on the issues of assessment.

The third issue that I will discuss is the nature of a mechanism
for helping to implement the recommendations of the Council.

The Council was a diverse body. There were 32 members. The
members included a broad spectrum of the education world, includ-
ing a "Teacher of the Year," two superintendents, two principals,
as well as representatives of State and the Federal Government
from both parties. The Council met seven times, heard over 30
presentations, solicited and received comments from a large
number of organizations, and considered reports generated by eight
task forces, each chaired by a member of the Council.

Decisions were hard to come by in the Council, I think would be
a fair thing to say. The Council was vigorous in its analysis of the
charge given to it by Lhe Congress. There were many disagree-
ments along the way, and a number of compromises are reflected
in the report. The issues set out in the legislation concerning desir-

U
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ability and feasibility of national education standards and testing
were debated and redebated during the life of the Council.

Yet, even though there were initial disagreements, the Council
concluded that, under the right conditions, voluntary national
standards are desirable and feasible; and second, that a single
system, not a single test, of voluntary national examinations based
on the national standards is desirable and feasible.

Finally, the Council recommended that a national coordinating
structure be put in place to advance standard setting and assess-
ment development as part of a comprehensive educational reform.

These may appear on the surface to be innocuous recommenda-
tions. They don't ask for big money to go into education; they don't
suggest ways of changing specific activities in a classroom. But
they are not innocuous recommendations. If implemented, they
will represent a major departure in the United States' way of doing
business in education. For the first time, this Nation will develop a
set of education standards and performance expectations for all of
its children. In a dramatic and important way, we would be explic-
itly recognizing that the quality and equality of our country's
system of education for all students is a national as well as a State
and local responsibility, and we would be taking a significant step
toward improving that education.

Now, how did we conclude that voluntary national standards are
desirable and feasible? We had to go through a number of steps.
The first step was to define what national standards areand I'llread you the definitions that we ended up with. A second step was
to consider under what conditions national standards might be de-
sirable and feasible, and then the third step was to answer the
three questions that the Congress posed to us: about whether or not
national standards would influence achievement and teaching in
the classroom; about the influence of national standards on educa-
tional equity; and about the role of national standards, national
standards, in as diverse a Nation as we presently have. That's what
I will cover in the next 2 or 3 minutes.

What are education standards and under what conditions are
they desirable and feasible? The Council recommends standards for
students and standards for schools and school systems. Standards
for students are more common, more understood, I believe. They
have two parts:

Content standards for students describe the knowledge, skills and
common understandings that students are expected to learn and,
thus, that schools are expected to teach.

Student performance standards, the second set of standards for
students, define levels of competence in the challenging subject
matter set out in the content standards.

Now, we can specify the content standards, and we can set our-
selves expectations about performance standards. But it all doesn't
mean anything unless we begin to think about what it takes to de-
liver the education, to deliver the teaching, to provide the opportu-
nity to learn to students so that they can accomplish, so they can
learn those content standards, at very high levels specified by the
performance standards.

So, to ensure that students do not bear the sole burden of attain-
ing the standards, and to encourage assurances that all students

9
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will have the opportunity to learn the content standards to a high
level of performance, the Council recommends two forms of stand-
ards for the education system.

School delivery standards would be established by the States for
the purpose of assessing whether a school delivers to all students
the opportunity to learn the content standards.

System delivery standards would be established to provide evi-
dence about the success of schools, local school systxns, States and
the Nation, in bringing all students to high performance standards.

These are very important steps that the Council took. This is an
example of a set of issues that were debated and redebated over
time, over a 6 month's period of time. They're terribly important
and they really go to the heart of thinking about major educational
reform in the United States.

Now, in its discussions, the Council established a set of necessary
conditions for finding that national educational standards are de-
sirable and feasible. There are five such conditions:

First, the standards should generate high expectations, not ex-
pectations of minimal competency. Second, they should provide
focus and direction, not a national curriculum. Third, they should
be national, not Federal. They should not be controlled by the Fed-
eral Government. They should be controlled by nationally repre-
sented bodies. Fourth, they should be voluntary, not mandatory.
And fifth, they should be dynamic, not static. They should change
as our knowledge and understandings change over time.

These definitions and conditions set the stage for the Council's
consideration of the three questions I posed earlier. The key ques-
tions about desirability posed by the Congress in legislation creat-
ing the Council.

The first question was, will national standards have a positive in-
fluence on student achievement and the quality of teachers and
schools? This is not a simple question, either. None of these ques-
tions were simple.

If there were voluntary, challenging national standards which
had been developed through a broad national consensus process,
the Council found that one of the primary conditions for improving
the Nation's performance would have been met; that is, the Nation
would have changed its expectations from minimal standards to
higher standards. But even if that step were taken, the hard work
will only have begun.

Standards alone cannot change student achievement, school qual-
ity, or teacher performance. Student achievement and teacher per-
formance will not be greatly influenced by content and perform-
ance and delivery standards unless the standards are part of a co-
herent and systemic approach to improving instruction in the
schools. This approach would have a number of components:

First, it would have challenging national standards which could
set expectations for all schools and grades in key content areas.
Second, it would have a voluntary national examination system
based on the content standards that could reinforce and assess at-
tainment of the standards. Third, the challenging content and per-
formance standards could form the basis for systemic reform of
State and local policies regarding the adoption of instructional ma-
terials and teacher professional development and licensing. Fourth,
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the school system delivery standards would establish fundamental
criteria by which to assess the quality and capacity of all of our
schools to deliver to all of our children the opportunity to learn at
a high level of performance the material in the content standards.
There would be no excuse for settling for a less rigorous curricu-
lum for some children. These arguments were persuasive to the
Council.

The second question, will national standards improve or harm
educational equity for students? The Council was unanimous in its
view that a major part of the justification for national standards
must rest on their promise for improving the quality of the educa-
tional experiences for the most needy in our society.

This was also a complex issue, discussed in great detail through-
out the life of the Council.

Three arguments stand out: first, common challenging national
standards and assessments for all can be a powerful catalyst for
implementing the systemic change necessary to bring all students
to high performance levels. These standards would apply to all chil-
dren. In my community, they would apply to East Palo Alto as well
as Palo Alto. Other communities have other examples of the same
sort. Right now we do not have common standards applying at Palo
Alto and to East Palo Alto. The standards in Palo Alto are far
higher, reflecting a far more advantaged population.

Second, school delivery standards would, for the first time, estab-
lish fundamental criteria for assessing whether schools can provide
to all children the opportunity to learn the challenging content
standards to a high level of performance.

Third, the proposed examination system could be used as a mech-
anism for helping to ensure equal opportunity to learn for all chil-
dren. The Council was clear in its recommendations that the exam-
ination system proposed by the Council could only be used for the
purpose of helping make decisions about students and schools if the
examinations met the standards of high reliability and validity.

The validity standard is critical. The proposed examinations are
intended to assess student performance on the content standards.
For such an examination to be valid, the student must have had
the opportunity to learn the material on the examination. This, in
turn, implies that the school has the capacity to deliver to all stu-
dents the opportunity to learn the material to a high performance
level. Otherwise, the examination would not be valid and could not
be legitimately used for decision-making purposes.

During the discussions of equal opportunity in the Council, I
often recalled the real-life experience of the primarily low income,
Mexican-American students depicted in the movie "Stand and De-liver." These students were exposed, many for the first time in
their lives, to a common and, indeed, national set of very challeng-
ing content and performance standards. Their level of academic
performance was then assessed by the national advanced place-
ment examinations in calculus.

The students performed extraordinarily well. They responded to
the clear challenge of the content usually reserved for students
from much more advantaged backgrounds. But they were also well
prepared by a master teacher, with deep knowledge of the content
and great pedagogical skill. All of these ingredients are necessary

1 1
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for our students, rich or poor, to succeed in raising their achieve-
ment performanceclear content standards, clear performance
standards, and a school and system and teacher prepared to give
them the opportunity to learn.

The third question posed by the Congress had to do with the
issue of whether national standards are appropriate for a Nation
with very diverse populations, where the curriculum is traditional-
ly controlled at the State and local level.

To a substantial degree, these issues are met by the two condi-
tions alr.tady stated. First, the standards are voluntary, and in
being voluntary, local and State school systems can either choose
and select them or not select them. Second, they serve only as a
common core around which States, localities and schools maintain
their flexibility and responsibility of tailoring their specific curricu-
la to meet the particular needs of their students.

A second concern raised by these issues is the effect of the wide
variations that exist in State and local fiscal and human resources.
This is an important concern, for the variation in resources may
well contribute to variation in performance and delivery standards
among and within States.

The simple fact, however, is that variations in resources should
not be used to justify and excuse wide variation in the quality of
content presented or the levels of student performance, as now
occurs. Well defined and challenging national standards could
serve both to point out problems and to establish clear targets for
all States and localities.

Based on these considerations, the Council concluded that the de-
velopment of national education standards would be desirable. If
properly designed and embedded within a larger system of educa-
tion reform, the standards could lead to higher quality teaching
and learning, a more equitable educational environment, and
would enhance the sense of a common if'entity and community in
the Nation.

The final question I want to address is should there be a national
coordinating structure to advance standard setting and assessment
development.

The Council recommended that a coordinating structure at the
national level be created to help organize the development and im-
plementation of voluntary national standards and a system of as-
sessments. Such a structure would serve three critical purposes:

First, it would help maintain the momentum developed by na-
tional public interest and through the work of the Council and
many professional groups, such as the NCTM.

Second, it would help ensure that mass confusion at the national
and Federal level is not created as different groups and agencies
respond to the national interest in education standards and assess-
ment. We need a coordinating body just in order to keep track of
what's going on and to impose some quality control.

Third, it would help to ensure that there is public involvement
and accountability as the process of standard setting and examina-
tion development proceeds.

Conceived to be both independent of the Federal Government
and accountable to the public, such a structure could serve to help

1 .
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mobilize the entire country and move toward challenging standards
and a high quality education experience for all children.

Let me close by quoting a brief statement from the Council
report, a statement that occurs in its concluding section on ensur-
ing equity in education:

"Providing genuine opportunity for all students to achieve high
standards is a moral imperative. The standards that the Council
proposes would apply to the entire education system. All students
must have the opportunity to achieve them and to be assessed
fairly on their attainment. To bring this about, equitable educa-
tional opportunities must be provided.

"The Council recognizes the concerns of those who are fearful of
the unintended consequences of its proposals. Yet, high standards
and knowledge gained from appropriate assessments could serve as
rallying points to secure the school and community efforts to reach
them. High-quality standards and assessments should mobilize edu-
cators and the public to reform schools, engage families and com-
munities, create incentives for high performance, and provide gen-
uine opportunity for all students."

This concludes my testimony. I would be happy to respond to
questions.

[The prepared statement of Marshall S. Smith follows:)
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February 4, 1992

Testimony before the House Subcommittee on Elementary and Secondary Education on the
Report of The National Council on Education Standards and Testing.

Marshall S. Smith
Dean, School of Education
Stanford University

Chairman Kildee, Congressman Good ling, other Members of Congress:

I am honored to be here today to discuss with you the very important issues of
national standards, national testing, and the quality of education in the United States for all
of our students.

In the legislation creating the National Council on Education Standards and Testing,
Congress asked the Council to consider the `desirability* and the *feasibility' of national
standards and tests. In addition, the legislation requested the Council to make
recommendations about "long -term policies, structures, and mechanisms for setting voluntary
education standards and an appropriate system of tests."

I was a member of the National Council on Education Standards and Testing and the
Chair of the Council's Task Force on Standards. I will speak about three aspects of the
Council's work and would be happy to answer questions about other aspects. The three
aspects are:

I. The overall recommendations of the Council.

2. The specific recommendations about the desirability and feasibility of national
standards. This includes ways in which issues of equal educational opportunity are
addressed in the report.

3. The nature of a "mechanism" for helping to implement the recommendations of the
Council.

Council Recommendations;

There were 32 members of the Council. The members included a broad spectrum of
the education world including a teacher of the year, two superintendents, and two principals
as well as representatives of state and the federal governments from both parties. The
Council met seven times, heard over thirty presentations, solicited and received comments

1
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from a large variety of organizations, and considered reports generated by eight task forces,
each chaired by a member of the Council.

The Council was unanimous in its recommendations. All members of the Council
concur with the report, Failing Standards frtr trpriran Education. Unanimity was not
arrived at easily there were many disagreements along the way and a number of
compromises are reflected in the report. The issues set out in the legislation concerning the
feasibility and desirability of national education standards and testing were debated and re-
debated during the life of the Council.

Yet even though there were initial disagreements, all members of the Council
concluded that, under the right conditions:

1. voluntary national standards are desirable and feasible and;

2. a system (not a single test) of voluntary national examinations based on the
national standards is desirable and feasible.

Finally, the Council recommended that a national "coordinating structure be put in
place to advance standard-setting and assessment development ... as part of a comprehensive
educational reform."

These may appear to some to be innocuous recommendations. They are not. If
implemented they will represent a major departure in the United State's way of doing
business in education. For the first time, this nation would develop a set of education
standards and performance expectations for all of our children. In a dramatic and important
way, we would b: explicitly recognizing that the quality and equality of our country's system
of education for all students is a national as well as a state and local responsibility, and we
would be taking a significant step toward improving that education.

I. 1!1: -II I I dard

What are education standards and under what conditions are they desirable and
feasible? The Council recommends standards for students and standards for schools and
school systems. Standards for students have two parts:

1. Content Standards describe the knowledge, skills and common understandings that
students are expected to learn and, thus, that schools are expected to teach. In some
states, content standards are termed "curriculum frameworks" because they provide
the broad focus and direction around which local curriculum is developed.

2. Student Performance Standards define levels of competence in the challenging
subject matter set out in the content standards.

2

t7-a- .J



12

To ensure that students do not bear the sole burden of attaining the standards and to
encourage assurances that all students will have the opportunity to learn the content standards
to a high level of performance, the Council recommends two forms of standards for the
education system.

3. School Delivery Standards would be established by the states for the purpose of
assessing whether a school delivers to all stuclent,t_tbs_

4. System Delivery Standards would be established to provide evidence about the
success of schools, local school systems, states and the nation in bringing all students
to high performance standards.

In its discussions the Council established a st of necessary conditions for finding that
national education standards are desirable and feasible. National standards should meet thefollowing conditions:

1. High Expectations -- not expectations of minimal competency. The content,
performance, and delivery standards should represent challenging levels for all
students and schools to attain.

2. Focus and Direction not a national curriculum. The content standards should
provide a common core of knowledge, skills and understandings -- a core which
would be augmented and enhanced by state and local flexibility.

3. National not federal. The standards should be arrived at through a broad national
effort, not created and/or mandated by the federal government. The effort should
involve the widest possible participation from individuals and groups at the national,state, and local levels.

4. Voluntary not mandatory. States and local agencies would not have to adopt the
national standards. The Council expected there would be widespread adoption if the
standards were of the highest quality.

5. Dynamic not static. While care should be taken to develop quality standards fromthe outset, the process must be on-going, entailing continuous improvement over time.

These definitions and conditions set the stage for the Council's consideration of three
key questions about desirability posed by the Congress in the legislation creating the Council.

Will National Standards have a positive influence on student achievement and the
quality of teachers and schoolf1

3
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The Council found that at the present time our nation's de facto content, performance
and delivery standards are mediocre at best. Moreover, it is difficult to imagine improving
our level of student achievement or the quality of our schools by very much if we continue to
support and implement our current minimal standards curricula.

If there were voluntary, challenging national standards which had been developed
through a broad national consensus process, one of the primary conditions for improving the
nation's performance would have been met: the nation would have changed its expectations
But, the hard work will have only begun.

Standards alone cannot change student achievement, school quality, or teacher
performance. Student achievement and teacher performance will not be greatly influenced by
content and performance and delivery standards unless the standards are part of a coherent
and systemic approach to improving instruction in the schools. Thisapproach would have a
number of components:

Challenging national stand rds could set expectations for all schools and grades
in key content areas, signalling the type of substantive changes we need system-
wide in our schools and classrooms.

A voluntary national examination system based on the content standards could
reinforce and assesses attainment of the standards.

The challenging content and performance standards could form the basis for
systemic reform of state and local policies regarding the adoption of instructional
materials and teacher professional development and licensing. We would then
have several interconnected policy efforts directed toward improved teaching and
learning around ambitious, not minimal, academic goals.

The school and system delivery standards would establish fundamental criteria by
which to assess the quality and capacity of our schools to deliver to all children
the opportunity to learn to a high level of performance the material in the
content standards. There would be no excuse for settling for a less rigorous
curriculum for some children.

These arguments were persuasive to the Council. We would not expect immediate
improvement in student achievement and school quality. Indeed, as these points indicate the
path will be very demanding. But, we believe it begins with a challenging, coherent, and
common vision of what our goals and standards are -- we need to know where we want to go
before we can set out on the path.

Will National Standards improve or harm Educational Equity for Students?

The Council was unanimous in its view that a major part of the justification for

4
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national standards must rest on their promise for improving the quality of the educational
experiences for the most needy in our society.

The Council addressed this issue throughout the report. not just in its consideration of
national standards. Three arguments stand out:

Common, challenging national standards and assessments for all can be a
powerful catalyst for implementing the systemic change necessary to bring all
students to high performance levels. By emphasizing their applicability to all
students, national standards and assessments could help assure that adequate resources
are available and appropriately targeted to helping all students attain the standards.

Sebt ol Delivery standards would, for the rust time, establish fundamental criteria
for assessing whether a schools can provide to all children the opportunity to
learn the challenging content standards to a high level of performance. These
criteria would not be geared to minimal de facto expectations and standards they
would be developed in the context of challenging content and performance standards
for all children.

The proposed examination system can be used as a mechanism for helping to
Insure equal opportunity to learn for all children. The Council was clear in its
recommendations that the examination system proposed by the Council could only be
used for the purpose of helping to make decisions about students and schools if the
examinations met the standards of high reliability and validity. The validity standard
is critical. The proposed examinations are intended to assess student performance on
the content standards. For such an examination to be valid, the student must have
had the opportunity to learn the material on the examination. This in turn implies that
the school has the capacity to deliver to all students the opportunity to learn the
material to a high performance level -- otherwise the examination would not be valid
and could not legitimately be u-xl for decision making purposes.

During the discussions of equal opportunity in the Council, I often recalled the real-
life experience of the primarily low income, Mexican American students depicted in the
movie "Stand and Deliver". These students were exposed, many for the first time in their
lives, to a common (indeed, national) set of very challenging content and performance
standards. Their level of academic performance was then assessed by the national Advanced
Placement Examinations in calculus. The students performed extraordinarily well they
responded to the clear challenge of the content usually reserved for students from much more
advantaged backgrounds. But they were also well prepared by a master teacher with deep
knowledge of the content and great pedagogical skill. All of these ingredients are necessary
for our students, rich or poor, to succeed in raising their achievement performance clear
content standards, clear performance standards, and a school and system prepared to give to
them the opportunity to learn. The delivery standards recommended by the Council would
help to ensure that schools and school systems provide that opportunity.

14)
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Are National Standards appropriate for a nation with very diverse populations where
the curriculum is traditionally controlled at the state and local level?

To a substantial 4egree these issues are addressed by two conditions: first, that the
standards are voluntary, and second, that they serve only as a common core around which
states, localities and schools maintain the flexibility and responsibility of tailoring their
specific curricula to meet the particular needs of their students. Moreover, the Council
believed that a national consensus around common standards could enhance the sense of
national identity and community we need as our Nation becomes increasingly diverse.
National polls reflect overwhelming support among all groups for the concept of national
education standards.

A second concern raised by these issues is the effect of the wide variations that exist
in state and local fiscal and human resources. This is an important concern, for the variation
in state and local resources may well contribute to variation in performance and delivery
standards among and within states.

The simple fact, however, is that variations in resources should not be used to justify
and excuse wide variation in the quality of content presented or the levels of student
performance, as now occurs. Well defined and challenging national standards (content,
performance, and delivery) could serve both to point out problems and to establish clear
targets for all states and localities to strive for.

Summary:.

Based on these considerations, the Council concluded that the development of
National Education Standards would be desirable. If properly designed and embedded within
a larger system of education reform the standards would lead to higher quality teaching and
learning, a more equitable educational environment and would enhance the sense of a
common identity and community in the nation.

The Council also considered the feasibility of establishing challenging, national
standards. It concluded that there was considerable evidence that very high quality content
standards could be developed. Indeed, the nation already has such standards in mathematics
and a number of states are moving to develop content standards in other academic areas.

The U. S. experience with student performance standards is less extensive but the
work of the National Assessment Board and the College Board on the Advanced Placement
Examinations gives the nation a good beginning. The design of appropriate school and
system delivery standards in the context of common content standards is even newer ground
for the U. S. though again the mathematics community through the NCTM guidelines for
instruction is leading the way.

6
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Overall, then, the Council concluded that national education standards were both
desirable and feasible.

Should there be a national coordinating structure to advance standards-setting and assessment
avelogmentl

The Council recommended that a coordinating structure at the national level be
created to help organize the development and implementation of voluntary national standards
and a system of assessments. The Council believed that the implementation of national
standards and assessments should not take place in isolation 'but should be part of
comprehensive education reform. Indeed, the intellectual and political activities of setting
high national standards and developing assessments are likely to provide added momentum
for higher expectations and educational renewal.'

Such a structure would serve three critical purposes. First, it will help maintain the
momentum developed by national public interest and through the work of Council and many
professional education groups such as the NCTM. Second, it will help insure that mass
confusion at the national and federal level is not created as different groups and agencies
respond to the national interest in education standards and assessment. Without such a
structure to help coordinate response, we could see the generation of uncoordinated
piecemeal procurements of standards and examinations in different areas based on different
standards of quality. Third, it will help to insure that there is public involvement and
accountability as the process of standard setting and examination development proceeds.

Conceived to be both independent of the federal government and accountable to the
public, such a structure could serve to help mobilize the entire country to move toward
challenging standards and a high quality education experience for all children.

The Council report summarizes the position of the Council in its concluding section
on 'Ensuring Equity':

Providing genuine opportunity for all students to achieve high standards is a
moral imperative. The Standards that the Council proposes would apply to the
entire education system. All students must have the opportunity to achieve
them and to be assessed fairly on their attainment. To bring this about,
equitable educational opportunities must be provided.

The Council recognizes the concerns of those who are fearful of the
unintended consequences of its proposals. Yet high standards and knowledge
grained from appropriate assessments could serve as rallying points to secure
the school and community efforts to reach them. High-quality standards and
assessments should mobilize educators and the public reform schools, engage
families and communities, create incentives for high performance, and provide
genuine opportunity for all students.'
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
Dr. Resnick.
Dr. RESNICK. I am very pleased to be here. I come from the Uni-

versity of Pittsburgh, where I am Director of the Learning Re-
search and Development Center. Like Mike, I was a member of the
National Council on Education Standards and Testing and am a
supporter of its recommendations.

This morning I would like to say why I believe that those recom-
mendations are ones that Congress should act on, especially when
joined with the provisions of the Neighborhood Schools Improve-
ment Act, H.R. 3320, and perhaps only when joined with provisions
like those.

I have three reasons. The first and central one has to do with
equity. American children today do not have an equal chance to
learn in school. There are dramatic differences in resources avail-
able in rich and poor school districts, and these are growing. But
the most profound inequities are often hidden; they persist even
when children from different backgrounds attend the same schools.
Even in such schools, expectations are not the same for all, and the
opportunities for learning are not equivalent. Almost everywhere,
we expect less of children from poor and minority families; we
therefore ask less of them and, above all, we offer them less.

The examples are legion. There are some in my written docu-
ment that have to do with the difference in de facto curricula. The
weak learners who are practicing computations that they're not ex-
pected to understand, the good learners, so called, solving interest-
ing problems, all of this in the first grade, in the same classroom,
and carried forward a few years, what were initially small manage-
able differences have become a self-fulfilling prophecy of inability
to learn on the part of some.

For poor and minority parents, these differences in expectation
and, therefore, in the kind of instruction that children are offered,
are nearly impossible to confront in today's system. It is not unusu-
al to hear stories from such parents like the following, which is one
that I heard recently:

A child who was earning A's and B's in a predominantly minori-
ty school moved to a more mixed school in sixth grade. There he
was judged unable to read, he was given failing grades, and eventu-
ally said to be in need of remediationto the astonishment and
anger of his parents. What is happening is our schools are operat-
ing on a double standard. The people most aware of that are poor
and minority families, parents especially, who have begun to get
really involved in their children's education. What they recognize
is that clear and public standards, the same ones for everyone, are
the only way out of this situation.

Last fall, the New Standards Project, of which I'm co-director
with Mort Tucker of the National Center on Education and the
Economy, ran a series of focus groups in a number of locations
around the country. What we were seeking was information about
the opinions of different groups of Americans, people from all
social and economic groups, on the desirability of national educa-
tion standards and assessments. The results showed support for na-
tional standards from all groups, but the strongest and most out-
spoken support came from low income and minority parents who
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wanted their children to be judged by the same criteria as other
children, and who saw in a program of standards and assessments
to go with them a chance to improve the educational prospects for
their children.

So that is the primary reason that I think we need a national
program of standards.

Now, the second reason, also expressed in the Council's report, is
that we need to increase the education system's capacity to deliver
on these standards. We are talking about something really quite
radically new. We're talking not about a small rise in our current
plan for what children ought to learn but a redefinition toward
what some of us call a thinking curriculum for everybody.

Our schools aren't organized for that. The curriculum in place is
not designed to bring students up to the kind of new standards that
we need. Teachers and administrators themselves were ed:icated in
a different system. So we're all imprisoned in our past, and only a
massive boot-strapping operation is going to take us where we now
need to go and want to go. We're going to have to mobilize all re-
sources and coherent programs aimed at meeting ambitious new
goals.

Bootstrapping ourselves into that kind of educational future will
require operating on all fronts at oncestandards, assessment, cur-
riculum and teaching materials, professional developmentthat
may be the absolute corepreschool education, and adequate
health and social services for children in school. The Standards
Council recognized that, as does H.R. 3320.

Now, in addressing the desirability of assessments, the Council
was clear about why a new system of assessments is desirable. It is
not to monitor education achievement and measure it and show yet
again that we're doing badly. We have a very fine system for doing
that called the National Assessment of Educational Progress. What
we need now is a tool to raise the achievement levels of children,
all children, and to do that we need new forms of assessment of the
following kinds:

These new assessments need to exemplify targets of instruction,
making it clear to everybodystudents, teachers, parentsjust
what kinds of capabilities students should be learning. Those as-
sessments need to be as rich and complex as the world for which
students are preparing. They need to be linked to local decisions
about curriculum so that they can legitimately organize teaching
and learning. They need to engage the loyalty and understanding
of teachers and educators throughout the system, and they must be
reliable, Lir and valid for their stated purposes.

That strategy of using assessments as part of a bootstrapping op-
eration, a lever for all the rest that needs to be done, can only
work if teachers and educators are committed to assessments as
educational targets. That means that a single national test cannot
work. Imposed from far away, without the engagement of educa-
tors, there is no way for these assessments to penetrate educational
practice.

That is why the Council was explicit in its call for a varied
system of State and local assessments linked to national standards.
Recent press coverage has misrepresented the Council's proposal. It
has cast it as a central curriculum versus local controls. The Coun-
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cil didn't call for a national test. It was quite explicit in rejecting
that idea. Such a test would not serve the ends the Council had in
mind. It would lock inequities into place and it wouldn't increase
the education system's capacity.

So what we are looking forhere's my third point, and final
oneis a high performance education system. A system of national
standards, with locally developed assessments tied to them, is the
key to that, key to the possibility for opening up real opportunity
for all American children. That kind of system can set achievement
targets that aren't just higher, but different in kind, able to
produce the literate, thinking problem solvers we will need in the
future. It can also provide tools for an important shift in the way
schools are governed, a shift from rules and regulations set in some
central office to local responsibility for meeting agreed-upon out-
comes.

What I would like to do in conclusion is lay out a set of princi-
ples that could well guide the committee's thinking as it considers
how to legislate for improved and equitable education throughout
the Nation. These principles, taken together, comprise the ele-
ments of a new social compact for education that will ensure all
students a fair shot at reaching high standards of achievement. I
will mention only some. The full set is in the written testimony.

First of all, it is time to abolish the practice of expecting less
from poor and minority children than from others. Student per-
formance standards and the assessment systems that go with them
should be designed to help bring all groups of students to the same
high standards of performance.

Closely linked to that is the idea that we can no longer afford to
educate a few to think and train many to do. The education stand-
ards set for the country for everyone should emphasize the ability
to think and to use what they know outside a school setting. That
means using complex, new forms of assessment.

Standards of performance need to be the same throughout the
Nation, though States and districts can and should use different as-
sessments to measure that performance. We are one country, not
many, and no children should be denied the right to a first-class
education because they go to school in one State rather than an-
other, or in one school district rather than another. But, at the
same time, we are a country of enormous diversity, and one of our
challenges, a meetable one, is to design an assessment system that
can recognize and honor all of those differences.

Standards need to be set through an open and public process that
engages all sectors of society throughout the Nation. A really grass-
roots movement is needed, and needs to be organized and ener-
gized. Education standards are not the concern of educators alone.
Parents especially, but also employers, child advocates and the
public-at-large have a stake in what students learn, because this is
the future of the country as well as the future of the individual
students we're talking about.

New standards need to be deliberately tied to curriculum and de-
signed as targets for instruction, not as neutral measuring devices.
Teachers need to be actively involved in developing, grading and
interpreting those assessments. Development and implementation
of new assessments should be linked to professional development
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and enriched curriculum so that all students have a fair opportuni-
ty to learn what is assessed.

Finally, the system needs to be designed so that it provides posi-
tive incentives for student effort. Demonstrated competence must
lead to real opportunity for further education and jobs with ad-
vancement prospects.

Now, that's a lot, and there are skeptics who say it can't be done.
They note that the new forms of assessment that we're calling for
are untested, that they haven't yet proven themselves able to meet
technical criteria of reliability, fairness and validity. Much of that
criticism seems to imply that it would be better to stick with the
discriminatory and educationally destructive current testing tech-
nology rather than invest in developing the new technical capacity
we will need for the program I have outlined.

The cautions are, of course, appropriate. There is a lot of work
ahead, and we are going to have to be careful about inappropriate
uses of assessment results, especially if they're not accompanied by
determined efforts to implement a full systemic reform program.
But we can only build the new education system we need by get-
ting started. We can't build it on paper. New forms of assessment
and standard setting are a critical part of the process. There are
risks to acting, but the risks of not acting are even greater. I urge
that Congress move ahead with this program.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Lauren B. Resnick follows:]
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I am Lauren B. Resnick, Director of the Learning Research and Development Center at
the University of Pittsburgh. I appreciate the opportunity to speak with you today. I served as
a member of the National Council on Education Standards and Testing and signed its
recommendations document, This morning I would like to say why I favor the Council's
recommendations and urge the Congress to move forward In adopting them.

I believe that the Council recommendations on education standards and assessments,
joined with the provisions of the Neighborhood Schools Improvement Act (HR3320), provide a
foundation for dramatic improvement in the nation's education system. There am three reasons,
all closely linked: equity in educating all Americans, increasing the capacity of Arne lean schools
to educate all students well, and creating a high performance education system tha. will blend
national aspirations with local energy and decision making.

Education Standards and Equity
American children today do not have an equal chance to learn in school, Dramatic

differences in resources available in rich and poor school districts persist and are growing. But
the most profound inequities are often hidden from view; they persist even when children from
different backgrounds attend the same schools. Even in such schools, expectations are not the
same for all and the opportunities for learning are not equivalent. Almost everywhere, we expect
less of children from poor and minority families; we therefore ask less of them; and, above all.
we offer them less.

Accounts of these hidden, but profoundly disabling inequities abound. We treat children
in ways t',at etlec,ively limit what poor, minority and immigrant children have a chance to learn.
Formal tracving systems aren't needed. All it takes is a first grade program in which the "high"
reading groups are engaged in interpreting stories while the low' reading groups are being drilled
on recognizing words; in which "good" math learners solve interesting problems while 'weak"
math learners are practice computations they are not expected to understand. Carry this program
of different de facto curriculum forward a few years and the initial, relatively small differences
between children become large and unmanageable. Early differences in expectation have
become a self-fulfilling prophecy.
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For poor and minority parents, the differences In expectation, and therefore In the kind of

Instruction offered to their children, are often Impossible to confront. Parents are told their
elementary school children are doing fine, 'Working to their ability." How can they know that

"working to ability" means working to a lower expectation than others? Or If they do suspect,
what can they do to insist that higher expectations and more challenging Instruction are

appropriate for their children? It is not unusual to hear stories from poor or minority parents like

the following: A child who was earning A's and B's in a predominantly minority school moved to

a more mixed school in sixth grade. There he was Judged "unable to read," given failing grades,

and Judged to be in need of remediation - -to the astonishment and anger of his parents. Our

schools today are operating on a double standard. With good Intentprotecting children from
undue sti sss and respecting individual differences--the education system is, often, effectively lying

to poor parents and children. By the time families find out, It is too lateor at least much harder- -

to recoup.

Many poor and minority parents recognize that clear and public standards- -the same ones

for everyone--are the only way this situation is likely to end. Last Fall, the New Standards
Protect' ran a series of focus groups in several parts of the country, seeking information about

the opinions of Americans of different social, economic and ethnic groups on the desirability of

national education standards and assessments. The results showed support for national
standards from all quarters. But the strongest support came from !ow income and minority

parents who wanted their children to be judged by the same criteria as other children and who

saw in standards a chance to improve the educational chances for their children?

Increasing the Education System's Capacity
To take America confidently into the next century, preserving both our civic Institutions and

our standard of living, will require a much more highly educated workforce than we have today.

We must now educate everyone to high standards of thinking, reasoning and practical application

that in the past were reserved tor an elite. Our schools are not organized for these new goals.

The curriculum in place today in most schools is not designed to bring students to the high
standards of attainment that their future and the nation's demand. Teachers and administrators

are themselves mostly the product of a low-demand education system; they have not been

educated for the new kinds of Curriculum aid teaching we now aspire to.

We are all imprisoned in our past. Only a massive bootstrapping operation can take us

where we want to go. Ali resources need to be mobilized in coherent programs aimed at meeting

amb.tious educational goals Bootstrapping ourselves into the future will require operating on all

'The New Standards Project is a privately funded consortium of 17 states and 6 school distriCts that
is developing a system of snared standards and multipleassessments to those standards. New Standards.

directed by Marc Tucker and myself, is a joint undertaking of the Learning Research and Development

Center at the University of Pittsburgh and the National Center on Education and the Economy.

2A report of the focus group study. entitled "Public Response to the New Standards Project." by Dr
Vincent J Sreg'io of ResearclyStrategy/Management Inc. is available from the National Center on

Education and the Economy. 1341 G Street NW. Suite 1020, Washington. DC 20005.

February 4. 1992
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fronts at once standards, assessment, curriculum and teaching materials, professional
development, preschool education, adequate health and social services. The Standards Council
recognized that in its report, as does HR3320.

In addressing the desirability of education standards and assessments the Council was
clear about why a new system of assessments is desirable. It Is not to monitor education
achievement and show yet again that we are doing badly- -our National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) does that very well. It is to provide a tool for raising the
achievement levels of all children. To serve these ends the country needs new forms of
assessment that will:

exemplify targets of instruction, making it clear to everyone what kinds of
capabilities students should be learning.

be as rich and complex as the world for which students are preparing.

be linked to local decisions about curriculum, so that they can legitimately organize
teaching and learning.

engage the loyalty and understanding of teachers and educators throughout the
system.

be reliable, fair and valid for their Intended purposes.

Assessments that meet these demanding criteria can be major instruments in the
bootstrapping reform of American education. They can change education practice In profound
ways. With the richer, more complex assessments the Council envisaged, the kind that will be
worth teaching and studying for because they exemplify true targets for learning, the natural
desire of educators to prepare their students for the challenges ahead will work to raise
achievement for all students.

That strategy can work, however, only if teachers and educators understand and are
committed to the assessments as educational targets. Imposed from far away, without local
participation in design, administration and grading, assessmentsno matter how elegant--will not
engage teachers' best efforts. They will not be able to effect the change in attitudes, habits and
ways of thinking that are necessary for the new kind of education achievement set out In the
national goals. That is why the Council was explicit in it call for a varied system of state and local
assessments linked to national standards. Recent press coverage has misrepresented the
Council's proposal. It did not call for a single national test. In fact, it was explicit In rejecting such
a unitary test. Such a test would not serve the ends the Council had in mind. It would lock
inequities Into place and would not increase the education system's capacity

A High-Performance Education System
A system of national standards and locally developed assessments tied to them is the key

to a high performance education system that can open real opportunities for all Americans. Such
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8. Teachers should be actively involved in developing, grading and Interpreting the
assessments. Only in that way can assessments serve as a linchpin for improving Instruction.

9. Development and Implementation of new assessments should be linked to professional
development and enriched curriculum so that all students have a fair opportunity to loam what
is assessed.

10. The system must be designed so that it provides positive Incentives for student effort.
Demonstrated competence must lead to real opportunity for further education and Jobs with
advancement prospects.

There are skeptics who say this can't be done. They note that the new forms of
assessment being called for are untested, that they haven't yet proven themselves able to meat
technical criteria of reliability, fairness and validity. Such critics seem to Imply that it would be
better to stick with the discriminatory and educationally destructive current testing technology,
rather than invest In developing the new technical capacity we will need for the program outlined
here. Of course the cautions are appropriate. There is substantial work ahead, and we must be
careful about inappropriate uses of assessment results, especially if they are not accompanied
by determined efforts to implement a full systemic reform program. But we can only build the new
education system rre need by getting started, and new forms of assessment and standard setting
are a critical part of the process. Education is in crisis, and failure to act is the biggest risk we
can take.

2.9
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a system can set achievement targets that are not just higher, but different in kindable to
produce the literate, thinking problem solvers we will need In the future. It can also provide the
tools for an Important shift in the way schools are governed, a shift from rules and regulations set
at the center to local responsibility for meeting agreed upon outcomes.

To conclude, I would like to offer a set of principles that could well guide the Committee's
thinking as it considers how to legislate for improved and equitable education throughout the
nation. Taken together, they comprise the elements of a new social compact for education that
will ensure all students a fair shot at reaching high standards of achievement.

1. It is possible to have an education system that is both equitable and excellent. Our
system of standards and assessment can and should reflect that commitment. Its goal should
be to raise the performance of virtually all students to world class standards, not simply to
measure student performance. This will mean raising the top as well as closing the gap between
the best and the worst student performances.

2. It is time to abolish the practice of expecting less from poor and minority children than
from others. Student performance standards and assessment systems should be designed to
help bring all groups of students to the same high standards of performance.

3. Standards of performance should be the same throughout the nation, though states
and districts may use different assessments to measure student performance. We are one
country, not many, and no children should be denied the right to a first-class education because
they go to school in one state rather than another or In one school district rather than another.
But, at the same time, we are a country of enormous diversity and the design of our assessment
system must recognize and honor our differences.

4. The time is over when this country could afford to educate a few to think and train
many to do. The education standards set for the country should emphasize the ability to think,
and to use what they know outside a school setting. The assessments should use performance
examinations, projects, exhibitions and portfolios to assess the capacity of students to apply what
has been learned to the complex problems that they will encounter as citizens, family members,
and members of the workforce.

5. Though all students should be held to the same standards, assessments should
provide students with many ways to demonstrate their competence, enabling them to take
advantage of the strengths of their particular cultural backgrounds and experiences, Assessments
should be free of any cultural or racial bias.

6. Standards must be set through an open and public process that engages all sectors
of society, throughout the nation. Education standards are not the concern of educators alone.
Parents especially, but also employers, child advocates and the public at large have a stake in
what students learn.

7. New assessments should be deliberately tied to curriculum and designed as targets
for instruction and learning not as neutral measuring devices.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Dr. Resnick.
Dr. Darling-Hammond.
Dr. DARLING-HAMMOND. Thank you.
I don't need to tell you that over the last couple of years we've

seen an array of proposals at the Federal level to cure America's
educational problems with national tests or testing systems. These
have included proposals for an individual NAEP, proposals for
Educate America, the American Achievement Test proposed, the
America 2000 plan, and now a national system of assessments
this last, in many respects, the most responsible and well consid-
ered of these proposals, but one that should still be subjected to se-
rious scrutiny.

I support many of the intentions and proposals outlined in the
report that's been described already, but I think it's also important
to raise some questions to guide the deliberations of the Congress
on this. Many ideas and assumptions underlie the national testing
proposals. One is that other countries are beating us educationally
because of their national tests. This is an interesting perception be-
cause many of the countries that are performing substantially
better than the United States on international assessments do not,
in fact, have national tests. Germany, Australia and Canada, for
example, have State or provincial systems of education and assess-
ment. Japan, contrary to the assumptions of many, has no national
testing system.

Why so much emphasis on national tests? Some would say it's an
attempt to appear to be improving education without having tv
invest dollars or energy to change schooling. There may be some-
thing to that argument and that's why I think it's important that
there be teeth in the delivery standards idea that is proposed in
the NCEST report.

Some claim, rightly I believe, that most current U.S. tests are
counterproductive to the development of higher level thinking and
performance skills. There is a legitimate set of questions, though,
as to whether and how national standards will improve on the
many innovative and important efforts already underway in States
and local districts, or whether they will constrain and distort them.

There are important issues. For example, consensus on values.
How will we handle multicultural perspectives on a national level?
As well as on the nature of learning desired. Will we end up with a
compromise between the standards of the most high achieving
States and the least high achieving that leaves us somewhere in
the middle? Also, what is the kind of learning we want to encour-
age? Do we want to aim at the problem-oriented skills used in
interdisciplinary tasks, as was described in the SCANS report, or
the kinds of tests and traditionaland some would arguerigid
academic disciplines that are proposed to start the new testing
system? And should that be determined at the national level?

I don't pretend there are not appropriate answers to those ques-
tions, but I think they need to be asked and examined as we pro-
ceed to figure out what approaches to assessment reform makes
sense.

Where is the line between a national curriculum and the nation-
al specifications of curriculum standards and goals that are called
for? How does one reconcile demands for comparability in test
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scores with promises to respect diversity, innovation and local
democratic processes?

Finally, what use will tests be put to and how will those help and
hurt American students and the American school system? Ameri-
cans have a tradition for misusing tests for inappropriate decisions
in ways that research confirms have harmed educational quality
and have seriously harmed educational equity.

These concerns have been raised by many over recent months.
Nearly a year ago, the American Psychological Association issued a
statement raising a series of these concerns and stated that a high-
stakes national testing system would be counterproductive. Last
June, the APA, along with the American Educational Research As-
sociation and the National Council on Measurement and Educa-
tion, issued a joint statement based on testing research, urging the
Nation to slow down and think differently about test-based ac-
countability.

Many of the individuals most deeply involved in the most serious
school reforms in this Nation have raised concerns about the rush
to a national testing solution. And civil rights and child advocacy
organizations have asked questions about the potential benefits and
harm to students that have not yet been answered.

As a consequence of these concerns and conversations among
many of us involved in educational reform, a statement laying out
criteria for evaluating the pletho7a of testing proposals that have
emerged was drafted 2 weeks ago, just before the release of the
NCEST report and before we knew what the contents would be.
The statement is aimed at informing Members of Congress, as well
as the public and press, of our concerns regarding national testing
proposals.

The concerns are: one, preserving local involvement in standard
setting and assessment development; two, ensuring that tests are
not used to administer high-stakes consequences to students and
schools; and three, calling attention to equity concerns in the avail-
ability of educational resources.

The 53 individuals who signed during the three or four days in
which it was circulated represent leadership in the educational re-
search and testing communities, including the current president
and numerous past presidents of the American Educational Re-
search Association, the National Council for Measurement in Edu-
cation, the National Academy of Education, and organizations such
as the Educational Testing Service and the College Board. Individ-
uals deeply involved in school restructuring, including Ted Sizer of
the Coalition of Essential Schools, James Comer of the School De-
velopment Program, John Good lad of the Center for Educational
Renewal, and many others, and individuals representing child ad-
vocacy and civil rights organizations, including the Children's De-
fense Fund, the National Urban Coalition, the National Urban
League, the NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund, and the
Quality Education for Minorities Project. Of the signers include
members of the NCEST group and its task forces.

I would like to enter into the record, to shape the considerations
of the panel as it proceeds. It says, in the current ferment around
school reform, considerable emphasis has been given to the devel-
opment of a new national test of educational achievement as a
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means of establishing higher standards for students and holding
schools accountable. We believe that the development and use of
such a test is not in the best interests of our educational system or
our students. While we all agree that dramatically higher educa-
tional standards are needed for American schools, we believe that
the pursuit of such standards does not require and could be severe-
ly compromised by such a national examination.

Along with many others, we believe that more challenging cur-
riculum goals in American schools must be supported by more
valid performance-based assessments of what students understand
and know how to do. We are not opposed to all approaches to as-
sessment reform, but we believe there are important criteria for
determining the merits of various proposals. For assessment to be a
constructive agent in teaching, learning, and school improvement,
we believe the following conditions are necessary. We are also per-
suaded that some approaches could be seriously counterproductive.

First, we believe that the primary goals of an assessment system
should be to improve teaching, support learning, and increase edu-
cational opportunity, not to become simplistic arbiters of rewards
or sanctions for students or schools. Members of the measurement
community agree that the limited information available from test
results should not be used as sole determinants of students' educa-
tional futuresfor example, for tracking, promotion, or graduation
decisionsor for assigning consequences to schools. Past research
and experience have shown that these inappropriate uses of test re-
sults ultimately narrow curriculum, thus lowering standards, and
create perverse incentives for schools to artificially raise scores
and this is key when we think about an outcomes-based approach
to accountabilityby pushing out low-scoring students rather than
improving the quality of education. Imposing national standards
through a high stakes assessment system that promotes such inap-
propriate uses of test results would harm teaching and learr ing
and further reduce educational opportunities for disadvantaged
students.

Second, we believe that in order to achieve challenging educa-
tional goals, local educators must participate in developing and im-
plementing assessment practices that express the considered values
and standards of their school communities and are clear and open
about the capabilities and performances desired of students.

Unless local communities are integrally involved in standard set-
ting, they will not own the standards, nor will they develop the will
and capacity required for ongoing school investment and improve-
ment. America's commitments to intellectual freedom and demo-
cratic decision making require that national curriculum ideas be
open to rich examination and imaginative local revision.

We want to see an accountability system rooted in local efforts to
take stock, supported and monitored by districts and States, and in-
formed, but not controlled, by national perspectives on achieve-
ment. Such a system recognizes that the creation of rigorous stand-
ards does not require standardization.

Finally, we believe that any real effort to create accountability
in American schools must focus equal or more attention on improv-
ing the capabilities of children to learn and schools to teach as it
does on gaging educational outcomes. Parents and taxpayers have
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a right to expect that accountability policies will aim to provide
good education, rather than merely measuring schools.

Given the tremendous differences between today's achievements
and the goals set for America 2000, the inadequate supports for
children and families in American society, and the dramatic in-
equalities among schools' resources, any policy to establish bench-
marks for achievement without creating equity in the educational
resources available to children, would be a cruel hoax.

It is important to note that there the NCEST report does ac-
knowledge two of these concerns. For investments in educational
equity, the school delivery standards and system assessment stand-
ards are very important, and for local development and implemen-
tation. However, there's a point of tension between the views of the
educators and child advocates expressed in this statement. In the
NCEST report on the question of States, the report claims that the
assessments can be used for such purposes as high school gradua-
tion, college admission, continuing education, certification for em-
ployment, system accountability and rewards and sanctions to
teachers and schools.

It is important also to note that no other country uses its assess-
ment system for this array of high stakes purposes, and none for
rewards and sanctions to teachers and schools. There are good rea-
sons for this. There are a lot of reasons why this could be problem-
atic. First of all, high stakes can corrupt assessmentsand I be-
lieve that Walt Haney will address that in more detail, so I won't
spend any time on it. But most important for the equity concerns is
the fact that no test is adequate, in and of itself, to base a major
decision regarding students' future options. No technology, no
matter how glamorous, can capture the important and diverse
qualities and potentials of human beings. That's a point that has
been raised time and again by the measurement community.

Cutting off options is a serious thing to do. There is a difference
in the ways in which we currently use such assessments, as the Ad-
vanced Placement Test referred to earlier, for example, in Jaime
Escalante's classroom shown in "Stand and Deliver," the SAT test,
and the nature of States which, in fact, would not just give a score
or information but would cut off students' future options in life.

Let's say that high, universal, world-class standards might be
equivalent to something like 1400 on the SAT. How many of us, if
we didn't scoreI won't ask.

[Laughter.]
How many of us should have had our future options for high

school graduation and employment cut off based on a standard that
is used for that kind of purpose?

It's one thing to have an assessment system that delivers infor-
mation and scores that can be factored into decisions and school
improvement and instruction improvement and, in fact, decisions
that colleges or others would make. It's another to create a system
which, in fact, says, based on this one set of information, we make
the decision that will allow you to further develop your talents in
society, or to be cut off from developing them. So I think we have
to be very careful when we think about what the uses of an assess-
ment system will befor all of us.
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Of course, there are special concerns for the most underserved
students in our society in that regard. My daughter put it this way.
She said the problem with the standard-setting stuff is that it tends
to penalize those who are different. Now, if a 15 year old can ac-
knowledge that, I think most of us can understand it. Somebody
makes decisions at some point about what is valued.

The beauty of an assessment system of the sort described in this
report is that it might be a very full and rich way, with much
higher standards for people to guide, instruct, and understand stu-
dents. The danger is that inappropriate high stakes are attached to
it. We may cut off the opportunity for our Nation to develop the
talent, which we can't ever fully enumerate and quantify, of some
of its citizens to go on and develop further in life.

Finally, stakes for schools create a perverse incentivewe have a
lot of research on this nowto dissuade talented staff from teach-
ing in difficult schools and to push out or keep out low achieving
students. If schools are evaluated on the proportion of students
who achieve well on tests, they will, if they have the option, keep
out those students or push out those who do poorly on the tests as
a way of boosting the measure on which they're evaluated. If we
care about encouraging equity, we should be applying accountabil-
ity to States and school districts in their treatment of students as
the primary way in which we use assessments.

The assessment task force and NCEST acknowledged these issues
and raised many questions, and I urge you to attend to those.

I would be much more supportive of a voluntary national assess-
ment system if it focused explicitly on educational information and
improvement, if it were clearly tied to legislation to invest in
school development, especially for under-financed schools, and if it
eschewed high stakes intentions that hold the greatest danger for
destroying both the integrity of the assessments and the appropri-
ateness of incentives to schools and students.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Linda Darling-Hammond follows:]
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Response to National Testing Proposals

In the current ferment around school reform, considerable
emphasis has been given to the development of a new national test
of educational achievement as a means of establishing higher
standards for students and holding schools accountable. We believe
that the development and use of such a test is not in the best
interests of our educational system or our students. While we all
agree that dramatically higher educational standards are needed for
American schools, we believe that the pursuit of such standards
does not require -- and could be severely compromised by -- such a
national examination.

Along with many others, we believe that more challenging
curriculum goals in American schools must be supported by more
valid, performance-based assessments of what students understand
and know how to do. We are not opposed to all approaches to
assessment reform, but we believe there are important criteria for
determining the merits of various proposals. For assessment to be
a constructive agent in teaching, learning, and school improvement,
we believe the following conditions are necessary. We are also
persuaded that some approaches would be seriously
counterproductive.

First, we believe that the primary goals of an assessment
system should be to improve teaching, support learning, and
increase educational opportunity, not to become simplistic arbiters
of rewards or sanctions for students or schools. Members of the
measurement community agree that the limited information available
from test results should not be used as sole determinants of
students' educational futures -- e.g. for tracking, promotion, or
graduation decisions -- or for assigning consequences to s,lhools.
Past research and experience have shown that these inappropriate
uses of test results ultimately narrow curriculum, thus lowering
standards, and create perverse incentives for schools to
artificially raise scores by pushing out low-scoring students
rather than improving the quality of education. Imposing national
standards through a high stakes assessment system that promotes
such inappropriate uses of test results would harm teaching and
learning and further reduce educational opportunities for
disadvantaged students.

Second, we believe that in order to achieve challenging new
educational goals, local educators must participate in developing
and implementing assessment practices that express the considered
values and standards of their school communities and are clear and
open about the capabilities and performances desired of students.
Unles local comnunities are integrally involved in standard-

will not "own" the standaLL:;, ..111 they develop
the will and capacity required for ongoing school investment and
improvement. America's commitments to intellectual freedom and
democratic decisionmaking require that national curriculum ideas be
open to rich examination and imaginative local revision.
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We want to see an accountability system rooted in local
efforts to take stock, supported and monitored by districts and
states, and informed -- but not controlled -- by national
perspectives on achievement. Such a system recognizes that the
creation of rigorous standards does not require standardization.
It would extend beyond examinations to include cumulative evidence
of student accomplishments and of school practices, including
inspection or audit systems that require each school to examine its
own goals and performance, disclose what its indicators of
achievement reveal, and report to its community, striving for
continual improvement.

Finally, we believe that any real effort to create
accountability in American schools must focus equal or more
attention on improving the capabilities of children to learn and
schools to teach as it does on gauging educational "outcomes."
Parents and taxpayers have a right to expect that accountability
policies will aim to provide good education, rathr than merely
measuring schools. Given the tremendous differences between
today's achievements and the goals set for America 2000, the
inadequate supports for children and families in American society,
and the dramatic inequalities among schools' resources, any policy
to establish benchmarks for achievement without creating equity in
the educational resources available to children would be a cruel
hoax.
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The attached statement is aimed at informing members of the
Congress as well as the public and press of our concerns regarding
national testing proposals. The concerns are for 1) preserving
local involvement in standard-setting and assessment development,
2) ensuring that tests are not used to administer high stakes
consequences to students and schools, and 3) calling attention to
equity concerns in the availability of educational resources.

Initial signers include:
Gregory R. Anrig, President, Educational Testing Service
Sue E. Berryman, Director, Institute on Education and the Economy,

Teachers College, Columbia University
Julius Chambers, Director-Counsel, NAACP Legal Defense and

Education Fund
David K. Cohen, John A. Hannah Professor of Education,

Michigan State University
James P. Comer, M.D., Maurice Falk Professor of Child Psychiatry,

Yale Child Study Center; Associate Dean, Yale School of
Medicine, Yale University

Eric Cooper, Executive Director, National Urban Alliance for
Effective Education

Larry Cuban, Professor of Education, Stanford University
Past President, American Educational Research Association

Linda Darling-Hammond, Co-Director, National Center for

Restructuring Education, Schools and Teaching and
Professor,Teachers College, Columbia University

Ramona Edelin, President, National Urban Coalition
Marian Wright Edelman, President, Children's Defense Fund
Elliot Eisner, Professor of Education, Stanford University;

President Elect, American Educational Research
Association

Michelle Fine, Goldie Anna Professor of Psychology in Education,
University of Pennsylvania

Howard Gardner, Co-Director, Project Zero, Harvard Graduate School

of Education
Keith Gieger, President, National Education Association, National

Center for Innovation
Bernard R. Gifford, Vice President of Education, Apple Computer;

Founding Chair, National Commission on Testing and

Public Policy
John I. Goodlad, Professor and Director, Center for Educational

Renewal, University of Washington Seattle
Edmund Gordon, Emeritus Professor, Yale University
Gary A. Griffin, Professor of Education, University of Arizona
Walt Haney, Senior Research Associate, Center for the Study of

Testing, Evaluation & Educational Policy, Boston College
George H. Hanford, President Emeritus, College Board
Dolwyn Harnich, Associate Professor, University of Illinois

Harold Howe II, Senior Lecturer Emeritus, Harvard Graduate School

of Education
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Philip W. Jackson, Professor of Education and Psychology,
University of Chicago; Past President, American
Educational Research Association

R'chard Jaeger, Professor of Educational Research Methodology and
Director of the Center for Educational Research and
Evaluation, University of North Carolina

SyIv'_a Johnson, Acting Editor-in-Chief, Journal of Negro Education;
Professor of Research Methodology and Statistics, Howard
University

Judith Lanier, Dean, Michigan State University College of
Education; President, Holmes Group

Ann Lieberman, Co-Director, National Center for Restructuring
Education, Schools and Teaching and Professor,Teachers
College, Columbia University; President, American
Educational Research Association

Shirley McBay, President, Quality Education for Minorities
Milbrey McLaughlin, Professor of Education and Director, National

Center on Secondary School Context, Stanford University
George Madaus, Director, Center for Testing, Education, Evaluation

and Public Policy and Boisi Professor of Education and
Public Policy, Boston College

Deborah Meier, President, Center for Collaborative Education and
Director, Central Park East Secondary School, New York
City, New York

Joe Nathan, Director, Center for School Change
Jeannie Oakes, Professor, University of California Los Angeles
Gary Orfield, Professor of Education and Social Policy, Harvard

Graduate School of Education
Vito Perrone, Director, Teacher Education Programs, Harvard

Graduate School of Education
Robert Peterkin, Harvard Urban Superintendents Program and National

Urban Alliance
Barbara Plake, President, National Council for Measurement in

Education; Professor of Psychology and Measurement,
University of Nebraska

Philip C. Schlechty, President, Center on Leadership and School
Reform, Louisville, Kentucky

Donna Shalala, Chancellor, University of Wisconsin
Richard J. Shavelson, Dean and Professor, University of California

Santa Barbara
Lorrie A. Shepard, Professor of Education, University of Colorado

at Boulder
Lee Shulman, Professor of Education, Stanford University;

President, National Academy of Education
Ted Sizer, Chairman, Coalition of Essential Schools, Brown

University
Marshall S. Smith, Dean, School of Education, Stanford University
Robert Stake, Professor, University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign- 'tr.rirt. nresidcn.,
Gary Sykes, Associate Professor, Departments of Educational

Administration and Teacher Education, College of
Education, Michigan State University

Concepcion Valadez, Associate Professor, Graduate School of
Education, University of California Los Angeles
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Michael Webb, Director of Education and Career Development,
National Urban League

Grant Wiggins, Director of Programs and Research, Center on
Learning, Assessment and School Structure

Eliot Wigginton, Foxfire Network, Rabun Gap, Georgia
William Julius Wilson, University Professor of Sociology and Public

Policy, University of Chicago
Arthur Wise, President, National Council for Accreditation of

Teacher Education

Persons listed above have signed this statement as individuals.
Organizational affiliations are listed for the purpose of

identification only.
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Prominent Educators
Oppose National Tests

By SUSAN
Intensifying the debate over na-

tional tests for schoolchildren,
more than 50 prominent educa
tors and testing experts have, re-
leased a statement opposing such
examinations Just as a major edu-
cational advisory panel has en-
dorsed them.

Last Friday the advisory panel.
the National Council on Education
Standards and Testing, which is
composed of both political and
educational leaders, made public
a final report calling for national
curro-ulum standards and nation-
' tests as -he best way to insure

all hoots improve This
add he radical departure

/tool :he lot ;standing American
sditon oft al control of currio-

ms that b s led to a patchwork
of uneven _nurse requirements,
teats and s:hool results

Details of the plan were report-
ed in d-December, when the
council (trashed its draft of the
report

Penalty for Students Cited
The report is dividing the edu-

cation community The 50 educa-
tors opposing national tests said
in their opposition statement last
week that such examinations
would end up penalizing students
who attend bad schools and de-
priving local communities of con-
trol over what their students
learn

In the past. when schools have

41
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been rewarded or punished on the
basis of test scores, the educators
said, research studies have shown
that many schools tried to raise
scores artificially by excluding
low-scoring students.

Measuring schools by test re-
sults is unfair, they argue, be-
cause there are huge gaps in how
much money different schools re-
ceive and in the kinds of students
they serve. "Any policy to esub-
Itch benchmarks for achievement
without creating equity in ge edu-
cational resources avail le to
children would be 'Lordel hoax."
the statement said

Signers include James P Com-
er, the Yale psychiatrist whose
program to reform schools is
widely hailed as a national mod-
el; Theodore R. Suer, a professor
at Brown University who heads a
network of more than 200 schools
committed to improving students'
performance, and Marian Wright
Edelman. president of the Chil-
dren's Defense Fund. The state-
ment was also signed by two
members of the standards and
testing council who expressed
reservations about the the coun-
cil's endorsement of national test-
ing They are Keith Geiger, presi-
dent of the National Education
Association. the country's largest
teachers' union, and Marshall S.
Smith. dean of Stanford Universi-
ty's School of Education.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
Dr. Haney.
Dr. HANEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be here

before the committee today to offer commentary on the NCEST
report, entitled "Raising Standards for American Education."

I won't try to detail my professional background, except to say
that I have been working in the area of educational testing and
evaluation for close to 20 years. I am affiliated with Boston College
in several capacities. But I should emphasize that my comments
here this morning represent my own thoughts on this recently re-
leased report.

I would mention, however, that I had the privilege of testifying
before this subcommittee about 18 months ago concerning the
report of the National Commission on Testing and Public Policy,
which I won't say more about further, except to emphasize that the
recommendations of that national council are well worth revisiting
in light of the recommendations of the NCEST council.

Let me mention that in my prepared remarks I indicate there
are a number of aspects of the NCEST report that I personally do
like. For example, at least the report raises the point that, when it
comes to educational standards, we need to be concerned with
standards not just for students but also standards for schools and
school systems. What is odd, though, is why the standards for stu-
dents should be national but the standards for schools should be up
to the States. There's no rationale provided in the report for that
distinction. Moreover, it seems pretty obvious to me, for both con-
stitutional reasons and historical reasons of educational govern-
ance, quite the reverse set of priorities would be more appropriate
than the priorities set out in the Council report. It's a mystery why
they recommended that because it's just not explained.

There are a number of other things that I liked in the report but,
to be honest, I won't take the time to sort of point out areas in
which I concur with things in the report because, overall, my reac-
tions to the Council report was one of great disappointment. Let
me try to summarize my concerns under four rubricsand I could
say that, after hearing Dr. Resnick and Dean Smith talk this morn-
ing, I remain a little confused about what the real agenda behind
this system is. But I won't react to their comments now but will
save those until perhaps some time for exchange.

First of all, it seems to me that the Council has failed almost
completely to meet its charge of assessing the desirability of a na-
tional system of standards and assessments for all schools in the
Nation. Basically, my point here is simply that we cannot evaluate
the desirability of a treatment unless we're given a diagnosis. It
seems to me the Council completely failed to undertake any kind of
wide-ranging diagnosis of what is fundamentally wrong with the
American system of education.

There are many examples of competing needs in education in our
society, ranging from recruiting better teachers to providing day
care. On many of such indicators, our Nation lags far behind many
other nations in the world. How are we to decide, on the basis of
the Council report, whether it's more desirable to have some na-
tional system of standards and assessments or to invest in immuni-
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zation for children, another social indicator, by the way, in which
we lag far behind many other nations.

I would note that the absence of a broad consideration of the de-
sirability of such issues is particularly notable in the NCEST
report in light of the fact that goal one of the national education
goals for the year 2000 is that "all children will start school ready
to learn." Why, since the Council claims to be developing a system
of assessments to assess progress toward the national goals, was
there no attention given to the very first of these national educa-
tion goals?

More generally, however, it seems to me the fundamental ambi-
guity about the Council recommendation is that the priority pur-
poses of national assessments and the priority focus for national as-
sessments is simply not clarified. I note that the Council seems to
carry through the subject matter focus set out in the national edu-
cation goals emphasizing English, math, science, history and geog-
raphy. There's nothing wrong with those subjects. But stop a
minute. Are those the subjects that should be the focus of a nation-
al educational system that is intended to drive instruction and
learning? Let me encourage you to think about that by asking a
simple question.

Do you remember when President Bush released the national
education goals a couple of years ago? He said at the time that he
was himself going to return to being an adult learner and he was
going to study something that he really wanted to learn. Do any of
you happen to remember what the subject was that he chose to
study? Was that a priority subject in the national education goals?
Nope. Not mentioned.

Well, I would urge you to reflect why President Bush might have
chosen to study that subject rather than one of the core academic
subjects, because I think the reasons for his decision probably say a
lot about many people's learning, not just that of the President. I
would noteand I've provided documentation in my written testi-
monythat public opinion surveys indicate little concurrence with
the subject matter priorities identified in the national goals and
carried through in the NCEST report.

My purpose in raising this issue is not to try to quibble about
whether geography should get more attention history, or whether
computers should be taught in schools instead of geography.
Rather, my point in raising this issue is that I think in the NCEST
report there is a pretension about widespread consensus for the pri-
ority goals of American education that does not exist. Once we
scratch beneath the surface of rhetoric about national standards,
we see that there is far less consensus than the Council pretends
with regard, for example, to the relative priority to be placed on
not just different subjects but on the balance of educational aims
across the grade levels, on the appropriate balance between aca-
demic learning versus vocationally-oriented learning, and in par-
ticular, concerning the relative emphasis that ought to be placed
on what is alluded to toward the tail end of goal three as "citizen-
ship skills."

I note that national polls indicate that when people are asked to
identify the major problems in schools, what they for many years
have tended to identify are a lack of discipline and use of drugs,
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not lack of academic learning. The reason I say this is that it
seems to me the Council ignores the point that there are many
roles of our schools that cannot be reduced to external objective as-
sessment, what might be called "civic virtues" or eventhough it's
an archaic term"character development."

With regard to purposes of assessment, I note that on page 26 of
the Council report there are five different purposes for the national
assessment system listed. But if you look closely at those five pur-
poses, they really encompass about a dozen different possible func-
tions. My chief concern with the Council report is that you can't
have one assessment, or even one comparable system of assess-
ment, that can equally well serve all of those purposes. If we try to
focus an accountability system on accountability for schools and
teachers, we know, from both contemporary and historical experi-
ence, that that accountability function will tend to corrupt assess-
ments so that scores may appear to go up but the learning of stu-
dents will not go up in tandem with the scores on the assessments.
This is true not just of multiple choice tests but performance tests
and essay tests, we know from both contemporary and historical
experience.

I believe that the Council also gave inadequate attention to the
feasibility issues, the technical issues of assessment development.
There are many things that could be said about that. I will not say
a great deal, since time is limited. But let me try to give one con-
crete example.

The Council said that assessment results need to be comparable
in order to be useful. At the same time, the Council recommends
that the assessments ought to be voluntary. However, it is absolute-
ly clear from the research over the last decade that if test results
are compared from one school or school system that regularly uses
the test, the results do not mean the same thing as in another
school which does not regularly use the same test. To put the
matter even more simply, you can give the AP calculus test in a
couple of different schools, but if one school has organized its calcu-
lus course around the AP calculus test, the results don't mean the
same thing as in a school that has organized its calculus course
around the history of mathematical thinking.

Basically, I don't want to say more right now, except to express
my overarching general criticism of the Council report; that is, it
presents no clear or consistent vision of how new assessments will
help to improve teaching and learning in the schools. I comment in
more detail on specific recommendations in my written testimony,
so I won't recap my written testimony here.

But what I would like to say is that this general theory that has
been espoused vaguely in the Council report, more concretely by
Dean Smith and by Professor Resnick, about national assessments
and equity, I hear that vague theory very often, that high national
standards are going to motivate schools and teachers to bring all
students to meet these high standards, that they're going to moti-
vate teachers and schools. Well, we could talk about many of the
anecdotes that are brought forward to advance that theory, such as
"Stand and Deliver." But what I would like to point out is that
graduation from high school in our country has had attached to it
many important social sanctions for many decades. If you want to
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get a job, other than menial labor, you have got to have a high
school degree. If you want to get into college, you have got to have
a high school diploma. If you, indeed, want to join the military, you
really have to have a high school diploma. You can get in if you
don't have a high school diploma, but then your test scores have to
be high.

Despite all those sanctions attached to high school graduation,
we still in this Nation have approximately 25 percent of our youth
not completing high school. So I would ask Dean Smith and Dr.
Resnick, if longstanding sanctions attached to high school gradua-
tionwhich is much easier to achieve that some foreign high
stakes testif high school graduation, which already has attached
to it many more sanctions than are proposed for this new national
assessment, do not motivate kids just to stay in school, how can we
possibly think that a key to motivating youngsters is some external
test of unproven validity? I just don't buy that argument.

I will close for now because I know time is short, and for specific
comments I would refer you to my written testimony.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Walter M. Haney follows:]



41

Testimony of Dr. Walter M. Haney

before the
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary

and Vocational Education

House of Representatives
U.S. Congress

February 4, 1992

Washington D.C.

Walter M. Haney

Senior Research Associate

Center for the Study of Testing,

Evaluation and Educational Policy,

319 Campion Hall

Boston College

Chestnut Hill, MA 02167

ph. 617-552-4199

EMail: HaneyOBCVMS (Bitnet)

Hancy@bcvms.bc.edu (Internet)

Haney (Apple link)

4G



42

Haney Testimony, 2/4/92, p. 2.

I am pleased to appear before this Committee today in order to
offer commentary on the report released January 24 by the National
Council on Education Standards and Testing, entitled Raising
Standards for American Education. Let me start by briefly mentioning
whc I am. and then after explaining that while I like some aspects of
the report, summarize why I think the report overall is unfortunately
superficial and unlikely to contribute much toward improvement of
education in the United States.

First off I should mention that I am currently a senior research
associate in the Center for the Study of Testing, Evaluation and
Educational Policy at Boston College. where I am also an associate
professor and teacher in the School of Education. I have worked in
the field of educational evaluation and testing for close to 20 years. but
am also professionally and personally interested in the potential of
information technology to improve instruction and learning. In case
my professional credentials would be of interest to you. I have brought
along a copy of my resume, but I should mention that my interests in
improving education are not restricted solely to my professional life
but arise also in various volunteer activities, including serving for some
years on my local school board. Also worth mentioning is that I had
the privilege of testifying before the House Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education in June 1990.
concerning the work of the National Commission on Testing and
Public Policy and whose work and recommendations, I might add,
are well worth revisiting in light of the NCEST report.

Some Plaudits.
I might start by saying that I was heartened a few things in the

NCEST report. The report at least raises, for example the point that
when it comes to educational standards, we need to be concerned
with standards not just for students but also for schools and school
systems. Though why standards for students should be national but
those for schools should be up to the states is certainly a mystery to
me. Indeed, given the historical role of national government in
education, just the reverse would seem far more appropriate. Also.
the Council shows insight in proposing not just one test or set of tests.
but a two tiered assessment, with one set of assessments aimed at
individuals and the other aimed at gauging the educational health of
the nation. The Council also at least mentions that time and research
will be required into the validity and fairness of new assessments
before they could reasonably be used for making "high-stakes"
decisions about individuals, for example with regard to college
admissions or employment. Finally. I note with approval that the
Council recommends that the original guiding purpose of the National
Assessment of Educational progress be maintained and that NAEP not
be used to try to produce tests for individual students -- a move which
in my view would have had great potential for undermining the useful
role that NAEP has played for close to a quarter of a century in gauging
the general levels of learning of young people in the United States.

4,
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Major Failures of the Council Report
Despite a few positive reactions to the Council report, overall.

the Council report is in my view a disappointment, and promises to
contribute little toward improving education and learning in the
United States. There are many reasons for this conclusion, but since
time is limited, here let me mention just four major concerns:
Failure to assess desirability:
Failure to clarify priority purposes and focus of assessments:
Failure to assess feasibility of valid and comparable assessments:
Lack of clear vision of how assessments would lead to increased

learning.
1. Failure to assess the desirability of a national standards and
assessments. The Council has failed almost completely to meet its
charge of assessing the desirability of a national system of standards
and assessments. Any reasonable assessment of the desirability of such
a national standards-assessment system ought to be based in a
consideration of the state of education in the United States and an
analysis of the problems of education in America. Basically my point
here is we simply cannot evaluate the desirability of a treatment until
we have a clear diagnosis. Since NCEST report provides no clear
diagnosis of the state of education in the United States, it does not
provide any reasoned basis for the desirability of new national
assessments. Thus, the Council appears to have completely failed to
consider whether a new system of standards and assessments is
desirable in comparison to a host of other obvious needs in American
education such as developing more equitable means of school
financing, better maternal and infant health care systems, full-funding
of Head Start, or recruiting better teachers. Thirty-seven pages into
the Council's 41 page report. mention is made of needs for developing
policies and practices regarding curriculum, professional development
and community and family supports. However, the Council seems to
hold that such matters are the province of states and localities and
that at the national level we should address mainly education
outcomes, rather than inputs or processes. However, from a policy
point of view, when we know that out na tion lags behind many other
nations in indicators such as infant mortality, immunization of
children, and preschool care, and when weiEnow that early childhood
development determines much about learning later in life, it is vital to
ask whether a new national system of educational assessment is
desirable relative to investing more in building such fundamental
foundations for learning. The absence of such a broad consideration of
desirability is particularly notable in light of the fact that Goal 1 of the
National Education Goals for the year 2000 is that all children will
start school ready to learn." Why. I would ask the Council. since you
addressed the need for a national system of educational assessment to
monitor progress toward the National Education Goals, did you not
give serious attention assessing progress toward the very first national
education goal?

4v
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2. Priority Purposes and Focus of National Assessments
The answer which Council members might well give to my

question is that the Council was asked mainly to address the Goals 3
and 4 of the national education goals. But even here. I find that the
Council report is superficial and unthoughtful with regard to both the
priority purposes and focus of national education standards.

Regarding focus. I note the apparent assumption of the Council
that priority subject matter focus of the assessment system ought to be
English. math, science, history, and geography. But why these
subjects other than the fact that they were identified in the hastily
developed national goals for education? Let me illustrate my concern
with the subject matter focus of Council proposals in two ways. First.
if you recall when President Bush announced the America 2000 plan.
he mentioned that he himself was returning to the role of adult
learner, to study something. Do you recall what it was? Was his
chosen subject of study one of the five subjects mentioned in the
National Goals? No it was not. It is worth considering why not.

Second public opinion provides little support for the subjects
the Council tells us should be the focus of new national assessments.
In the 1990 Gallup poll of the public's attitudes toward the public
schools. respondents were asked which subjects should be given more
emphasis than now received in high school. Percentages of the
national sample responding more emphasis" were as follows (Elam.
1990, p. 49):

Math 80
English 79
Computer training 79
Career education 73
Science 68
History/US Gov't 65
Vocational education 65
Health education 62
Business 60
Geography 53

My purpose in raising questions about the subject matter focus
recommended by NCEST is simply to warn about what I believe to be a
fallacious assumption undergirding the Council report and many
recent discussions about national tests, namely the presumption that
there is widespread consensus about the priority goals of American
education. Once we scratch beneath the surface of rhetoric about
national standards, we see that there is far less consensus than the
Council pretends. with regard for example. to the relative priority to
be placed on different subjects of study. on the balance of educational
aims across the grade levels and on learning that is more academically
or more vocationally oriented. Moreover, there are important issues
to be addressed. but which are swept under the rug in the Council
report about the the role of schools in the United States in promoting
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cognitive learning versus their role in promoting what is referred to
toward the tail end of Goal 3 as citizenship skills. Note for example
that when asked to identify the biggest problems facing local public
schools in 1990, a national sample of respondents identified use of
drugs: lack of discipline," and lack of proper financial support" as
the top three problems (Elam, 1990. p. 53). In short there is ample
evidence, none apparently considered by the Council, that what might
be called "civic virtues" or even "character development" ought to be
higher priority on our national educational agenda than suggested by
the Council.

With regard to purposes of assessment, the Council report is
similarly vague and superficial. Though the main impetus for new
national tests, as indicated in the America 2000 , was for greater
educational accountability, the Council report now lists five different
purposes, which if examined closely, actually encompass more than a
dozen quite different purposes.

The problem with the Council report in this regard is twofold.
First of all from both technical and practical points of view, the
fundamentally different assessment purposes outlined in the Council
report require different kinds of assessments and different kinds of
validation. In this regard. the full Council report largely ignores the
advice of its Assessment Task Force that no one assessment can serve
such a range of purposes. To help illustrate this fundamental point. I
append to my testimony. an analysis of the need for fitting
assessments to particular functions.

Given the range of purposes the Council report outlines for new
national assessments, a major failing is that the Council gives no clear
recommendation as to the priority purposes toward which new
national assessments ought to he aimed. In a moment I will elaborate
on my own sense of such priorities, but at a minimum. I argue most
strongly that until clear priorities as to the purposes to be served by
new national assessments are set out, it would be foolish to waste
more time or resources in setting up a structure to oversee the
development of new national assessments.
3. Inadequate consideration of feasibility. The fundamental problem
here is that technical consideration of characteristics of assessment
such as reliability and validity must be addressed with regard to the
purpose of assessment. Since the Council has not been clear as to the
purpose served by the proposed national assessment system, one
cannot adequately assess such issues an validity and reliability. One
could discuss such technical issues at great length. but to illustrate, let
me provide one simple example. The Council says that assessment
results need to be comparable in order to be useful. At the same time,
it maintains that the assessments must be voluntary. to be used by
states as they choose. But if one thing about school testing became
clear over the last decade, it is that test results from one school that
regularly uses one kind of test are simply not comparable with those of
other schools that do not. To put the matter more simply. an AP
calculus test may be given in two schools, but if one school has
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organized its calculus course around the AP calculus test, while the
other has focused its calculus program around the historical
development of mathematics, the results will not mean the same
thing.
4. No clear vision of how national assessments will lead to increased
learning. My fourth and overarching general criticism of the Council
report is that it presents no clear or consistent vision of how new
assessments will help to improve teaching and learning. Implicitly.
the Council report seems to be relying on several different -- and
somewhat contradictory -- ideas as to how assessment will improve
learning. This is most unfortunate because until one articulate a clear
vision of how a proposed assessment is to work, it is impossible to
evaluate its desirability, its feasibility or its likely validity for its
intended purpose.

Rather than critiquing the Council report further, let me briefly
share with you what my own sense of the priorities for new
assessments ought to be, and some very specific recommendations.

1. First off. if the prime motivation for new national assessments is
for greater educational accountability at national and state levels, then
the we should forget completely the first component proposed by the
Council (individual student assessments) and focus entirely on the
second component, namely "assessments of representative samples of
students from which inferences about the quality of programs or
educational systems could be made" (p. 26).
2. Second, my own view is that we are in far less need of more
assessment for accountability or for management purposes by state or
national educational policy-makers than we are in need of assessments
that help individual students learn and individual teachers and parents
help them learn. Thus I maintain that if there are a variety of
purposes that might be served by new national assessments, then the
#1 aim ought to be that they help individuals learn. In the paper
appended to my testimony. I elaborate on the features required in
assessments aimed at this purpose (such as detailed results, quickly
available), so here let me simply elaborate on some of the implications
of this view.
3. The governance structure for a new system of assessments, the
National Education Standards and Assessments Council or NESAC.
ought not to be so politically oriented as suggested in the Council
report. Instead, if it is to be of help to teachers in improving
instruction and learning. it ought draw on the expertise and
organizational structures of of professional subject matter
organizations, such as the National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics, the National Science Teachers Association and the
National Council of Teachers of English. This approach is sensible not
just because the NCTM has been the source of the most widely cited
example of subject matter curriculum and evaluation standards, but
because if teachers are to be one of the prime users of the results of
new assessments then their professional organizations ought to be

5i.
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involved in the development of new assessments. A1F-, I might add
that there appears to be widespread support for such a notion since
61% of a nation ample in 1989. when asked who should establish
national achievement standards and goals, 61% said professional
educators, while only 3% said that a consensus of state governors
should set such standards and goals (Elam & Gallup. 1989, p. 44).
4. Moreover, if there is serious interest in evaluating the comparability
of new assessments that might be used in different states and in
judging whether new assessments meet "world class" standards then
the NESAC ought to include people with expertise in test equating and
in comparative education. Such members might be usefully drawn
through nomination from groups such as the American Educational
Research Association and National Council on Measurement in
Education.
5 Also, rather than trying to invent more new kinds of assessments in
ever more subject areas. I think that we ought to pay far more
attention to assessments that already exist, even though they may not
be directly keyed to national educational goals. What I have in mind
here are assessments that engage students, and teachers (and ideally
even parents) in learning activities spanning a variety of subject areas
and that are pursued over a period of time. Examples of what I have in
mind are the Westinghouse Science Talent Search and the Academic
Decathlon.
6. Finally, rather than developing more new national assessments
keyed to national standards,I believe that much more fruitful would be
research and development on what is surely the most common means
by which schools evaluate students and communicate student progress
both to students themselves and to parents, namely school grades.
Though grades can be and have been criticized on many technical
grounds, it is worth noting that high school grade point averages have
for several decades been shown to be better predictors of success in
college than elaborately developed college admissions tests specifically
aimed at predicting college success.

In sum, my reaction to the Council report is that unless and until
the primary purpose for new national assessments is clarified, and
until a clear vision of how assessments would work to improve
teaching and learning is spelled out, then the future of such
assessments will remain in the province of political rhetoric and will
have little impact on teaching and learning in classrooms of America
2000. If new assessment are introduced, scores may well go up after a
few years, but if we have learned anything from our national
experience with educational testing in the last two decades, it is that
increasing scores on tests and assessments may easily mislead us as to
the underlying conditions of teaching and learning in our schools.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Dr. Haney.
Mr. Good ling has another pressing appointment, so I'm going to

have him begin the questions here.
Mr. GOODLING. I am going to allow all my time for all of these

people who didn't have that magnificent privilege of serving on the
Council.

[Laughter.]
I saw as my role serving on that Council as actually having two

roles: to slow the process and I think I did a pretty good job of
thatand the equity issue. Those were my two hopeful contribu-
tions to all that we did.

I yield my time to everyone else who hasn't had that privilege
and opportunity.

Chairman K1LDLE. Thank you very much.
Mike, could you describe what the school delivery standards are

in the report, and why the Council has recommended that they,
unlike the other standards, not be developed on a national basis?
We have national standards for the students but the standards for
the schools we allow the States to develop on their own. Why was
that done and why was that recommended?

Mr. &writ. Let me start with the first part of your question,
which was what are the standards. If you recall, in the House
report and in the legislation, the Congress asked the Council to
consider ways in which schools can be organized, to look at stand-
ards under which schools could be judged to determine whether or
not they were providing equal opportunity and determine whether
or not they were providing an opportunity to learn to students.

The Council responded to that charge from the Congress. The
Congress, in its wisdom, saw that student standards were not
enough. It implied in the legislation that we need to go beyond
that; we need to go about thinking about how we can create an
education system that provides opportunity to learn for all stu-
dents. That means how do we set up a system such that all schools
in the country can deliver to students the opportunity to learn the
content standards.

That last sentence is very important, because this report implies
something different than what's happened in the past. It implies
that the schools would be held responsible, somehowand it's not
specified well in the report. It needs to be worked out. But the
schools would be held responsible for delivering the opportunity to
learnthe content standards, the standards that would be set out
nationallyto all stu tents. It would be triggered by the content
standards. The content standards would be a goal. They would be a
vision, high challenging standards for the Nation. How else do we
imagine that we're going to move ahead unless we have got some
sort of vision like that? That's the vision.

Now, how do you get there? Part of the way you may get there is
to have the kind of national examination system that is laid out in
the report. But that national examination system cannot exist in a
valid way unless you have school delivery standards and the oppor-
tunity to learn in the schools that creates the opportunity for all of
the students in the system.

Now, what could they be? Well, they could be two types of
things. First of all, we can trigger a concern about the quality of a
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school by looking at outcomes, by looking at the results of the ex-
amination, how well do students do on an examination that is spe-
cifically designed to measure the content standards. Just in exactly
the same way that Jaime Escalante developed his strategy for
teaching calculus, to teach to that examination. He taught to the
examination, saying that exact same thing happens in every col-
lege calculus course in the country. You teach to an examination.
There are examples of examinations in the libraries. You can go
and study those examinations and you will know what you're going
to learn. But then you have to learn it, and learning is the hard
part. Earning takes time, particularly when it's a challenging con-
tent of this sort. So the assessment system would be geared to the
content standards.

But, beyond that, there are other ways of thinking about what
the delivery standards might be. For example, those students
couldn't have learned calculus unless Jaime Escalante understood
calculus and could teach calculus. There's a minimum standard for
you. Why not say that all schools in this country should be populat-
ed by teachers who at least know the content and the content
standards that we're laying out for students? We could even go one
step further and even ask why not have those teachers be able to
teach those content standards. I mean, that's a bigger step. It's not
enough just to know the standards, to know the content standards,
but you've got to be able to teach them. That's a fairly simple way
of thinking about things, right?

Another way of thinking about it is to say: do the textbooks pro-
vide the kind of information that kids need to know to pass a test
on those content standards? That's a very reasonable, very simple
criterion. It's an input criterion. That has been criticized by lots of
folks, who say we've got to get away from inputs and we need to go
entirely to outputs. Let's go to simple inputs that have clear, defin-
able relationships to the outputs we're talking about.

Teachers that are knowledgeable, that can teach the content and
the content standards, textbooks that are of high quality and that
reflect the content and the content standards, those are the kinds
of things we're talking about, that I'm talking about, as school de-
livery standards. I'm sorry it took so long.

Let me just go to the second point, and that is the issue of why
have national standards for students and somehow State standards
for school delivery standards.

I don't see it that way. I see the national standards as being de-
veloped by national groups, organized, overseen by this entity
we've been talking aboutwhich is not the Federal Government.
It's made up of people all across the States and localities, but not
the Federal Government. We can't equate national and Federal in
this case. That's what I see the student standards under the control
of.

The school delivery standards, on the other hand, would be devel-
oped collectively by the States. Now, what is something that's de-
veloped collectively by the States? That certainly seems to be na-
tional to mt... It's a different form of national. It is collectively by
the States and then used by the States themselves to oversee, to
audit the kinds of schools, to ensure the kinds of opportunities to
learn that's called for in the report.
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Chairman KILDEE. But we weren't very symmetricalI served on
the Council, too. We weren't very symmetrical in that. We said na-
tional standards for students, but then, particularly after the other
end of Pennsylvania Avenue's influence came in, we changed mid-
course, I recall. They were very opposed to any national standards
for the delivery system.

You see, what I worry about is this. I can predict in certain
schools what the test will be by how good those schools are. If I go
into a school and find out that an English major is teaching trig, I
can pretty well predict what those students are going to be doing in
trig. Having been an English and Latin teacher myself, I could in
no way teach trig. I could probably stay three pages ahead of the
kids and that's about it. Or if there's a school system with 38 in the
classroom and another one with 28 in the classroom, I can kind of
predict.

I am just wondering why we set one criteria for student stand-
ards, and then really kind of switch gears in the middle of our con-
siderations and say we won't do that, though, when it comes to
schools.

Dr. Haney, do you want to comment on that?
Dr. HANEY. May I suggest an historical explanation?
Chairman KILDEE. Sure. I'm a history teacher also.
Dr. HANEY. Well, the history of testing in particular. Many times

testing programs have set ,-,t to be used not only to make decisions
about students but decisions about teachers and decisions about
schools. Given the way the world works, it seems to me that stu-
dents are always much less well prepared to protect their own in-
terests than teachers or schools. I think this is simply a nice exam-
ple of a large groupI'm suggesting that clear, high-qaality stand-
ards are okay for the kids, but hey, we're not sure we want to meet
them. I think the higher you get in the organizational structure,
the easier it often is to avoid real meaningful accountability in
terms of clear-cut objective standards.

Chairman KILDEE. Yet it was not the teacher organizations. I
think the teacher organization wanted some standards for the
schools there. It was another source that objected.

Dr. HANEY. Right. I'll bet I could guess who.
Mr. SMITH. I have one other comment.
I recall the question you asked me during the Council meetings,

and that was wouldn't you prefer to have the school delivery stand-
ards developed at the national level. My response was yes. But I
needed very desperatelyI wanted very desperately to get the con-
cept of school delivery standards into this report, deeply embedded
in the way we begin to think about this process of changing Ameri-
can education.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Mike. I recall our discussion of
that.

We have such a great turnout of Members, I'm going to defer
and call on, according to the custom of this committee, those Mem-
bers it the order in which they appeared. Mr. Roemer.

Mr. ROEMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be brief, to allow
my colleagues time to ask questions, too.

I just have one question. We all talk about the high stakes. We're
all back in Washington now after spending a month-and-a-half in
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our districts, and we're back facing some of the same problems of
the unreal world here in Washington. We get panelists on the one
side that say here's a great idea, and the balance on the other side
that say it's an awful idea, and then we go no where.

The high stakes here, ladies and gentlemen, are not only do 1400
SAT scores prohibit some people from going on, but look at the sta-
tistics of our schools right now, tooflat and declining SAT scores
that are going no where; one-half of our students dropping out of
school, or one-quarter of our students are dropping out of high
school and another quarter are functionally illiterate when they do
graduate from high school. One-half of the 18 year olds are failing
to master English language skills, mathematical skills and analyti-
cal skills. All this adds up to about $3 billion a year in lost reve-
nues. We had better do something, and as Members of Congress,
my constituents want us to do something.

Let me talk about a program that's in Indiana. Whether this is
called teaching to curriculum or a test or whatever, we have devel-
oped a program called "Indiana Plus." The business and the labor
community got together at the local level and they went out, with
students doing much of the analysis, and they asked future employ-
ers what are the three basic skills that you need from high school
graduates to get jobs right upon graduation from high school.
Three things came up almost on a universal basis: analytical abili-
ty, problem-solving ability, and computer skills. Even for labor jobs
in the Midwest, it's not just hitting a hammer on a nail; its being
able to program some things on the assembly line.

What is wrong about our high schools being able to teach these
three skills to our students so that they get good $15 or $16 an
hour jobs on an assembly line, and they can keep our economy
going and we can compete with other countries, and hopefully that
is not being biased against students that have not performed very
well up to a decent kind of pay.

Let me ask one on both sides here so I don't take up too much
time.

Dr. HANEY. I would say that there's nothing wrong with that. I
would say that a more appropriate national role would be, instead
of trying to set up uniform standards, national standards, would be
to promote the kind of role that is already played at the national
diffusion network by organizations like the National Diffusion Net-
work, where they critically examine innovative programs like that
and critically examine evaluation evidence to see if the curriculum,
the delivery and the assessments make sense. There's good evi-
dence that that is a worthwhile program. And then information,
not just about the assessment standards but the curriculum, the or-
ganization, and the delivery can be made available in other local-
ities where they have precisely analogous needs. The point is to not
disembody the assessments from the delivery.

Dr. RESNICK. I have to agree with what Mr. Haney just said, but
I want to suggest that it's not in accord with what he said before,
when he appeared to be arguing anyway that standards and assess-
ment were going to be detrimental to this very process that Mr.
Roemer just asked for.

There is an implicit analysistrue, it was not as well crafted a
statement as perhaps the Council would have been able to do if it
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had had a longer lifebut there was an implicit analysis of why
standards and assessment were desirable. It's an analysis that says
the education system operates as a system, that it has to be coher-
ent, and there need to be some clear targets for what everybody is
aiming for and, in effect, some incentives.

Now, this doesn't mean high stakes of a simplistic kind, in which
opportunities are cut off because you fail a test on a particular day.
I want to set that straw person aside. It does mean what I think is
a fundamentally new way of thinking about children's rights in
this country to an education.

Right now we define children's rights to an education in terms of
the right to attend school for a certain number of years, and for
there to be certain funding that follows them. Implicit inand
what I would now like to put forward as the real point of the
standards and assessment agendaimplicit in this argument is the
notion that we can redefine what a child's right to education is. It
is the right to achieve up to some agreed-upon level, not just to
attend school.

Now, that is the kind of revolutionary idea that a lot of people
are asking for. It has the power to bring about all of the other
things that are being asked for, as long as resources also follow,
both initially, probably in small amounts, and over time in much
larger amounts. That's the argument. That's why it can work, be-
cause there will be, in effect, a new definition of the right to educa-
tion.

Dr. HANEY. Could I just respond to that?
At a rhetorical level, that sounds very attractive. But I would

simply point out that another widely recognized right for kids is
the right to reasonable health care. Yet our Nation lags behind
more than a dozen other countries in the world in the immuniza-
tion of children. We know how to immunize kids, and we can do it
cheaply.

So I ask, if the right to reasonable health care for kids has not
led to the provision of a delivery that we know how to provide
cheaply, why am I to believe that this defining of a right to educa-
tion in terms of outcomes is going to make the delivery system
follow.

Dr. RESNICK. We haven't established a right to health in this
country. If we did, we would be behaving differently.

Mr. ROEMER. In conclusion, Mr. Chairmanand thank you for
the timeI would like to say it shouldn't be an either/or situation,
Dr. Haney. It is shameful when in this country we've seen a rising
level of the number of mumps and measles cases in this country,
when we are behind Ireland and Spain in infant mortality, 20th in
terms of industrialized countries. That is shameful and we cannot
look at this as an either/or situation. It should be both.

Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Ms. Molinari.
Ms. MOLINARI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I'm a little confused, and perhaps I should direct this question

towards you, Dean Smith. In your description of voluntary, when
you talk about voluntarily opting into this program, would that be
done on the State school, school districts
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Mr. SMITH. Yes, State school, school district; it could be volun-
tary to any of them.

Ms. MOLINARI. So the States could opt in to national assessments
and mandate that the school districts within the State apply?

Mr. SMITH. Exactly. Nobody is suggesting changing the way that
the Constitution has set up the responsibility for education in this
country. The States would have the responsibility. If the State
doesn't opt in, doesn't make it mandatory to its local districts, a
local district could adopt it or not adopt it.

Ms. MOLINARI. I suppose my question is, why would they? I
mean, obviously there's a sharp penalty that would be brought
about by a school district who opts for these standards, yet fails to
reach these strategic assessments. Wouldn't it be safer to just not
become a part of the program?

Mr. SMITH. I think that's right. There is a sense here, I believe
there was a sense in the Councilthat if the standards are really
well done, that it would be very hard for a State to not opt in, and
it would be hard for districts not to come in in as strong a possible
way as they could.

Let me give you an example. The National Council of Teachers
of Mathematics, by themselves, working with mathematicians and
with teachers and so on around the country over the last 8 years,
have developed a set of standards. They are the first national
standards developed in the United States. They're now being adopt-
ed State by State by State. Teacher training institutions are chang-
ing the way they're training their teachers; textbook publishers are
changing the way they put together their textbooks, changing the
content in the textbooks.

We are seeing a slow, quiet revolution in this country in mathe-
matics education. It's because a group of people got together and
decided, collectively, as a national group of people, that there is a
better way to teach mathematics for our students.

Ms. MOLINARI. I appreciate that, and I don't disagree with your
final point, that eventually States will feel the national pressure.
But you also used the words there's a slow revolution, and I think
we all agree that we can't afford to waste too much more time in
terms of improving and revolutionizing our educational system.

Mr. SMITH. I agree. It may happen over time that we would get
national standards in a whole series of content areas, but it would
take 10, 15, or 25 years. I believe we've got to accelerate that proc-
ess. The way to accelerate that process, I believe, is to get ourselves
some sort of national body which can put on good quality controls.
It can say, "Look, this was developed by the Nation as a whole,"
that these folks in geography went out and talked to people at the
local level, talked to the people at the State level, and put together
a curriculum that's really first rate, world class in some jargon.
That's the kind of body we need to really accelerate this at this
moment.

Ms. MOLINARI. Do you realistically think that that can be accom-
plished within the parameters of the political situation, a viable, vi-
brant governor not wanting to opt in at this particular point in
time, being able to be challenged by this national council?

Mr. SMITH. I do. Yeah, I do. I think governors who are really in-
terested in education will respond very positively to this. They will
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argue very strongly that they believe the standards they have set
up for their States are better than the national standards. And
they may well win. There should be a competition among the
States, in effect, to see which ones of those standards really meet
the needs of the country. It's very important.

Ms. MOLINARI. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Ms. Molinari.
Mr. Sawyer.
Mr. SAWYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I hear everyone saying, in one way or another, that the real crux

of all of this is what we measure is what we get, and we need to be
very, very careful about what we choose to measure. In that sense,
I hear the high stakes argument very, very clearly.

It seems to me that one of the things I have not heardalthough
I've heard the terms used, about the need for testingthe one
thing I haven't heard is about the frequency of the use of these
measurements, or whether they would be a turnstile event in a
child's education at the end, or whether it would be used in all of
it's multiplicityI've heard that,as a tool not only to determine
whether a child has met standards, but as a tool for diagnosis, re-
mediation, or perhaps advance positioning of a child, if adminis-
tered early and often in the child's education, before problems
become so compounded over time by all of those self-fulfilling
prophecies that they become unremediable. That's the first ques-
tion.

[Laughter.]
Does the format anticipated in the testing and assessments that

we're talking about today anticipate that use over time and that
use that adds yet another variable to the potential uses for testing,
that would reduce the high stakes rather than elevate them, and
second, since what we measure is presumed to be what we get, and
since we've talked a great deal about the importance of speed and
how quickly we can act, has thought been given to the question of
simultaneity in terms of the development of curriculum, expecta-
tions, standards, and the text instruments that are used to measure
those, or is there a kind of sequence that is anticipated in the start-
up?

If what we're measuring, if the curriculum and the ability to
teachI just love that, the implicit right to learning and not just
to attendanceif that is really at the core of what we're talking
about, doesn't it imply that there needs to be at least at startup
some measure of sequential development as opposed to simultane-
ous development?

Mr. Chairman, did I really take up all my time?
Chairman KILDEE. No, no. I thought you weren't noticing.
Dr. RESNICK. We have to have all of them in order to make good

on this right to achievement. I think simultaneity is the right route
to go. I am willing to sign symbolicallyI didn't literally signa
document like the Standards Council, one which mostly talks about
the standards and assessment, because we can take them up one at
a time, discuss them one at a time. I think if all we work on is the
standards and assessment, we will get a punitive system and not
one that is likely to raise achievement. So we've got to take it all
on.
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Those of us who are hardest at work on this, not waiting for leg-
islation, are working on all of it, not just one the standards and
assessment piece.

Dr. DARLING-HAMMOND. Could I add to that?
Mr. SAWYER. Sure. I would be happy to hear from all four of you

at one time or anotherbut not simultaneously.
[Laughter.]
Dr. DARLING-HAMMOND. On your first question, the extent to

which students will actually be helped by the assessment depends
on two things, I believe. One is the extent to which we really do
focus on the issues of how we can get schools to teach those things
that Congressman Roemer raisedcritical thinking, problem solv-
ing and so on. That does get back to the question of the delivery
standards.

We need to be involved with solving the problem of a lack of
qualed teachers in a lot of subject areas in this country. I mean,
we have low math scores because a lot of math teachers aren't
qualified to teach math. If we don't deal with that, having test
scores isn't going to help us.

We need to deal with the fact that students in affluent majority
schools have four times the chance of having certified teachers
than students in low-income and minority schools. We need to deal
with the fact that some schools spend $20,000 and some spend
$3,000, and they buy different amounts of learning opportunities
for that, including qualified teachers. So that's obviously going to
depend on the one aspect.

The other is the extent to which the assessment is locally devel-
oped. If teachers are involved in developing with students portfo-
lios, projects, a variety of assessment strategies, then those assess-
ments are likely to be used. Again, of course, teachers need to be
prepared to do these things well. Then the assessments are likely
to be used in ways that will enrich what students, in fact, are of-
fered in the way of learning, as well as what they learn.

To the extent that the further and further away it gets from the
classroom the more far away the tests are in their development,
the less likely it is that teachers will understand what it takes to
improve students' chances of doing well on the assessments.

The question with respect to the high stakes is that if we use as-
sessments inappropriately, we're likely to not get those benefits out
of them. The question was raised earlier on how can we get people
to adopt this kind of thing if they're likely to suffer penalties if
they try. I think that's important. Dean Smith gave a good exam-
ple with the National Council of Teachers and Mathematics Stand-
ards, of the power of a good idea to spread and to be used, to be
adapted and brought into the system. That would not be happening
if the NCTM standards had high stakes attached to them. It simply
wouldn't be happening.

Dr. HANEY. My answer to your question gets back to what is the
primary purpose of assessment. I think that we ought to be giving
a lot more attention, if our aim is really to promote learning, to
how assessments promote students learning directlynot because
the teacher learned the results and taught them differently. I'm
talking about assessments that engage kids and give them immedi-
ate feedback in a way that motivates them directly, ones that are
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not necessarily keyed to academic subjects, but nevertheless can
still comprise very challenging and high standards.

Let me mention tch-± nice examples. One is the Westinghouse sci-
ence talent search, which is dependent, incidentally, on a strong re-
lationship between science teachers, knowledgeable science teach-
ers and kids. The other is the academic decathlon, which engages
teams of kids. Those, it seems to me, are nice examples of kinds of
assessments which are not necessarily altogether locally developed
but engage both kids and teachers and, ideally, even parents, in
learning across subject areas and topics.

Mr. SMITH. I have a somewhat different answer than the others.
In my own view, a good teacher is testing all the time. They're

asking a question and they're making an assessment about it;
they're getting feedback and they're working with the child to put
together a portfoliowhether it's called a portfolio or called their
work for that week, or the work they're preparing to take home,
whatever. I mean, all of those things are tests of some sort or
other. They all give feedback, they all help develop the child, and
they develop the teacher. They make the teacher more sensitive to
the needs of that particular child and the needs of their classroom.

I think in the United States we ought to reduce the number of
tests, the number of formal tests of the sort we're now talking
about, to perhaps two during the entire time the student is in
school, K-12. We overtest so much that we make the whole thing
absurd. Kids laugh at it, they don't work hard on it, because the
tests themselves aren't legitimate.

We have now national tests, standardized national tests that are
given out to students all over the country, and they often have no
relationship to the curriculum that the student is taking. Have you
ever looked at an elementhry school science test? It's absolutely bi-
zarre. This is a random assortment of questions about science, facts
about science. There is no in-depth attempt to get at an under-
standing of what the scientific process is, how science works in any
situation or whatever.

The trick here, the thing being proposed here, is very different
from the way the U.S. has gone about testing. The idea here is that
these examinations, which would be an examination system, locally
developed, State developed or whatever, they would be geared to
the national content standards. They would reflect those content
standards in just the way that the AP examinations reflect a sylla-
bus that's created by a group of teachers and leaders. It's very dif-
ferent from anything

Mr. SAWYER. Before we run out of time, can you talk just for a
moment about the question of simultaneity or sequential develop-
ment?

Mr. SMITH. I believe you've got to start with your content stand-
ards. I think you've got to know what you want the kids to learn
before you can figure out how you're going to test it. You can have
all sorts of tricks of testing. Portfolios and projects and so on, those
are tricks. Those are ways of getting at the knowing. But you have
got to know what you want the kids to know before you get at it.

The kids, in my view, in order for it to be legitimate, have to
have the opportunity to know what's going to be on that test, in
general, and to study for what's going to be on that test. It changes
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the way we think about testing in this country. But the idea is,
over a 4, 5, 6 or 7 year period of time, students will be preparing
for sets of examinations.

Now, that wouldn't take most of their time in the class. They
would be there just like students are normally now. But the teach-
ers would be gearing it around the common content standards.
When the kids got to the point in the fourth grade or eighth grade
of taking this examination, they would be prepared because the
teachers and the students knew all the way along wE at was going
to be on those tests.

Mr. SAWYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Hon. Thomas C. Sawyer follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS C. SAWYER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF OHIO

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for holding these hearings this morning. I
understand that you are planning two additional hearings to examine the Report
and conclusions drawn by the National Council on Education Standards and Test-
ing.

How Congress decides to act on these recommendations may well be the most im-
portant action taken in the educational arena this Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I must say that although I agree with many of the report's conclu-
sions, I am greatly alarmed by what is missing. We have to be very careful here. If
testing becomes one of the engines of educational reform in this decade we had
better be prepared. Those of us who come from States where testing has already
become a tool for making policy know that the issue is fraught with peril and conse-
quences for individual students and communities.

What I wholeheartedly endorse is the development of national standards. This
will take time, not a lot, but time. Then testsas instrumentsneed to be very
finely tuned. Only then, should we begin to think about using them on a national
scale.

I have additional doubts, so I am looking forward to hearing the testimony of
today's witnesses.

Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Sawyer.
Mr. Gunderson.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I apolo-

gize to the panel for not being here during your testimony, but I
have had a chance to review it.

One question that I would like some additional input on, if we
are going to move to national standardsand I'm not saying I'm
opposed to thatthat makes the assumption that we have great
disparity of State standards today. Particularly the two of you who
were on the national council, can you give us some examples of the
kind of disparity in State standards today that would mandate at
least voluntary national"mandate voluntary," those are interest-
ing words

Mr. SMITH. Suggest they're a good idea.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Yes, they would suggest voluntary national

guidelines or standards would be helpful.
Dr. RESNICK. I can tell you something very specific, because last

summer the group that I'm working with brought teachers from
ten States, all of which have in place what's called performance as-
sessments in writing. It's a simple idea. You're asked to write
something for an hour or so, not

simple
in the bubble" tests that are

current now. So here we have ten States from all parts of the coun-
try who came together bringing with them actual examples of the
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writing assessments their students had done, the actual papers the
students had written. They came with a team of teachers who were
experienced in grading the State exams. We worked out, with the
help of an expert in these matters, Robert Wynn from the Univer-
sity of Colorado, a design in which teachers from California graded
the papers of, say, South Carolina, according to the California
standards. The South Carolina teachers graded the New York
papers, and the New York teachersyou can get the picture. It
needed a statistician to do it.

The results were astounding in two ways. The agreement was
much higher than we had expected, given the fact that there had
not been any effort to establish national standards before. But that
agreement was on a correlation; that is, you could predict, in gen-
eral, from how California graded a paper to how Illinois graded it,
let's say. So in that sense, we appear to have in the country at the
present time agreed-upon or shared standards for writing; that is,
what the dimension in goodness in writing is.

But there was another surprise in the other direction. If you
looked at the cutoff scores, what different States considered to be a
passing level of writing, there was a difference of about 25 percent;
that is, there are States that take a 25 percent lower cutoff point
for what is good enough than other States. So in that one area, we
appear to have agreement on the kind of thing that constitutes
good writing, but not yet agreement on how good is good enough.

Now, these kinds of studies would have to be done subject matter
by subject matter, or skill by skill. My prediction, although I give it
with caution, since our predictions were wrong last summer, my
prediction is that we would get less agreement at the present time
on the dimensions of good math than we do on the dimensions of
good writing, because there hasn't been as much time for this to
happen.

But I have another prediction, and that is, by next summer,
when these same States come back together, their cutoff points will
have moved closer together, because part of the process of setting
shared standards is the social process of examining each other's
ideas and working them out together. That is very much going to
be at the heart of this notion of comparability between different
State assessments.

There is evidence from other countries, and now the beginning of
it here, that you don't have to seek detailed statistical comparabil-
ity in order to know that you've got comparable tests. This is going
to be very much in our way, a negotiation process, one in which
people of different opinions work with each other enough that they
figure out what it is that they have in common. That's what I
think this process will be like.

Mr. SMITH. Let me just make a comment.
There is great variability in the country. Wisconsin doesn't have

content standards, curriculum framework, in the same sense that
California has them, for example. It's much more up to the local
district to decide what's important to them. There are some gener-
al specifications and there are general course requirements, but
you don't find the kind of process that California went through to
think about what kids should know in the area of mathematics and
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social studies and so on in the State of Wisconsin, although Wiscon-
sin is talking about it now.

Other States are also talking about it. South Carolina, for exam-
ple, is moving to a set of curriculum frameworks. They are looking
at what California did. They are looking at what New York does.
They are looking at the NCTM standards. One of the things that's
happening in the country is that people are looking at best prac-
tices. I believe that H.R. 3320, S. 2 and H.R. 4323, when and if they
get passed, in those particular parts are going to accelerate that
process. Not of just developing any old content frameworks. People
aren't going to settle for that, because they're going to know that
out there, there is something better. They're going to look to see
what the best ones are and then they're going to tailor it a little bit
to their own State.

What will happen eventually, I believe, is that we will getI
mean, this will take a long time if we don't have some sort of na-
tional bodywe will get a growing convergence, as Lauren sug-
gests, toward fairly high standards in the country. But we won't
have a national body continually prodding States to upgrade the
quality of their education, to upgrade the quality of their school de-
livery standards and so on. That's the advantage. We could get
there, I believe, in the long run. It's a train that's rolling along al-
ready. You can get there in the long run just relying on the States.
But I think we can accelerate it, accelerate it greatly, by putting
into place some sort of national process.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Reed.
Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have not a question but a

reaction, which I would like the panel to comment upon.
I will just advance the premise that if there's an appropriate

test, however you define that, that implies that some children fail,
and that in certain systems and certain schools lots of children will
fail. It seems to me that some of the opposition to the idea of test-
ing at any levelnational, voluntary, mandatory, et ceterais be-
cause people who make the decisions don't want to see children
fail, because it reflects poorly on them, reflects poorly on the insti-
tution. But what has happened, really, by default, is that we have a
system where they don't fail but few succeed, and those that suc-
ceed might do it despite the schools.

What I think is behind this political impetus to develop national
testing is that that situation seems to be one we can't tolerate too
much longer. People drop out of school and we find years later,
when they enter the work force, they have no education or skills
that are appropriate. That is why I think we're talking about na-
tional testing in some type of comprehensive way.

Now, I would just like your reaction to it, because I think we can
engage in a pedagogic debate about what's the best tool, the con-
tent, et cetera, but the reality is are we going to get tough, frankly,
and use assessments to evaluate, early on in the educational life of
a child, whether they're making it, whether the schools are making
it, whether the system is making it, or we continue to go forward
and allow a system in which no one fails, no one succeeds, and we
all get paid.
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Dr. DARLING-HAMMOND. I think that to cast the problem as a
lack of failure or explicit failure might misrepresent what's going
on today. Many children do fail in school, and many of them are
told they fail. They're retained in grade, they fail minimum compe-
tency tests, most States have them, and there are a variety of ways
in which children's failure is repeatedly made explicit. And we do
have a lot of high stakes testing as part of that certification of fail-
ure for students.

But that has not yet prodded localities, States, or the Federal
Government, to ensure that the children who are failing have
qualified teachers, have adequate resources, have textbooks, have
programs that will ensure that they learn. I think the question in
this dialogue, as well as any other, is are we going to do something
differently with respect to the fact that children are not succeed-
ing, in terms of holding governmental agencies, school districts,
States, and the Federal Government, if it wants to get involved in
this game, responsible for ensuring that students have the ade-
quate opportunities to learn. We can certify student failure even
better than we currently do, and the question really is, what are
we going to do to hold ourselves accountable for delivering services
to them.

I don't think that assessments themselves have to or, in fact, ul-
timately should be based on pass and fail to give good information
about what students learn. I used the example earlier of the AP
exams, where you get a scoreone, two, three, four, fiveor the
SAT's, anywhere from 200 to 1400 or whatever. And there are cer-
tainly better ways of evaluating student progress than those which
would still give information without having to make those judg-
ments about students.

I would like to see the judgments made, and if we're going to
have any kind of stakes in the systems applied to State govern-
ments, that don't provide equal opportunities to the students in
their schools, or to school districts that allocate teachers inequita-
bly to black and Hispanic students as opposed to white students in
their districts, if we're talking about the stakes all being on the
students and the local school, we're not getting at the source of un-
equal educational opportunity.

Dr. HANEY. I would just mention also that there's been a fair
amount of research on not just the levels of dropouts but what
kinds of programs are useful in keeping kids in school. Generally
speaking, my reading of that research is the kind of programs that
are productive in helping to keep kids in school and learning and
engaged are not just some arbitrary barrier that says you've got to
meet this; rather, it is some connections in the students' lives be-
tween their school work and adults, in school and out of school,
who help them to see the social connections between their school
work and their aspirations, not to pass a test but to do other things
beyond school in life. It is not a test that's critical.

There I would go back to Mike's mention of "Stand and Deliver."
It wasn't the test, per se, that was really crucial in that story. It
was the teacher, not the test.

Mr. REED. I guess we're trying to get at this problem very indi-
rectly because we have very little leverage on some other problems,
like families that are not functional and other issues. We have to
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recognize perhaps that this is the only lever we have to move the
system. I think the sense is we want to try to move the system.

Mr. SMITH. I agree with that entirely.
Just one comment on Walt's final statement. It was both the

teacher and the test, I believe. The test was there as a motivator
for the teacher; it was a motivator for the student and it provided
terrific rewards when the kids were successful.

That fed over. It didn't just influence the students that were in
that movie, or that were depicted in that movie. It influenced gen-
eration after generation after them, because that particular school
has retained a very high level of success in that area.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Would the gentleman yield on that point?
Mr. REED. Sure.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Do you know where Jaime Escalante is now? Is

he still in that school, teaching that class?
Mr. SMITH. I don't believe he is, but
Mr. MARTINEZ. I know he's not.
Let me ask you this. Have you followed up to see what has hap-

pened to that class and what has happened to the students there? I
think you should, so that you could make a more accurate state-
ment.

The success that was there, as this gentleman has pointed out,
was Jaime Escalante, not the test. It was Jaime Escalante. In fact,
the testers refused to accept the first test. They said the students
cheated.

Mr. SMITH. I know that.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Why? It's that mind set, the mindset that you

have. If you're looking to prove something, you can always prove it
because that's what your mind is prepared to look for.

Mr. SMITH. I understand that, and perhaps I'm wrong. But my
understand is also that the teacher next door to Jaime Escalante, a
year later, had just as much success as he did, and it went on over
a period of years.

Mr. MARTINEZ. For your information, you check and you'll find
out that the high rate of success of Jaime Escalante has never been
matched in subsequent classes, even in Jaime's classes.

Mr. SMITH. Let me pursue it one more step.
Isn't it true, though, that the school itself, over a period of years,

had a high rate of success comparable to the rest of the country?
Mr. MARTINEZ. No. The problem in those schoolsand let me ex-

plain to you why I know. It's because the school includes students
from my district.

Mr. SMITH. I know it is.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Let me tell you what's happening. It's what this

lady says. If you don't improve the school facility, you can set all
the standards you want and nobody is going to attain them. The
problem is that we still use, in most of our schools, as high technol-
ogy, chalk and chalk boards. We're in a computer age. Those
schools that have been fortunate enough because major corpora-
tions have donated computers, and because have been able to
afford computers. They're moving ahead.

There was a case in California, Serrano, in which the direct rela-
tion of moneys expended for the students, which created a kind of
facility for people to be able to learn, was the whole component of
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that case, in which Serrano, the student, was found to be unjustly

treated in his learning because of the inadequate amount of money

spent in that school.
California has moved in a lot of ways to improve the school

system. You were on the council that changed the whole structure
of textbooks and what textbooks were supplied. California has been

on the leading edge.
What concerns me is the fact that you've got a panel and a board

and who's responsible to who? Most of them are appointed and not

elected by the people. How do they interact with the authority of

the local school board, who were elected by the local people and

have the right to make a lot of decisions concerning this? There

are a whole lot of unanswered questions in this issue that I don't

think have been clearly thought out in what I've read so far.

I yield back to the gentleman.
[The prepared statement of Hon. Matthew G. Martinez follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. MATTHEW G. MARTINEZ, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

We talk about standardsbut we also need to talk about realistic opportunities to

reach those standards.
The fact is that while technology is transforming the rest of our world, pencils

and chalk remain the most advanced technology in many of our classroomsand

differences in school funding make it difficult for some of our schools to afford even

that
Experience in the private sector, studies by O.T.A. such as Power-On and results

in some of our schools show that bringing technology to the classroom has the po-

tential to strengthen our schools, to empower our teachers, to help even-out the re-

source differences among our schools.
If we are serious about improving educational standards and outcomes across this

Nation we need to act now to support development of classroom technology and ma-

terials, to link and strengthen existing networks, and to develop effective materials

and training Classroom technologyfirmly integrated with broader school reform
must be a fundamental part of education legislation. Thank you.

Mr. SMITH. I would welcome the chance to talk with you more
about this, on both sets of issues.

May I respond to the questions of Mr. Reed for just a second?

Chairman KILDEE. Go ahead.
Mr. SMITH. The response I was going to give was that I believe

it's a shared responsibility. In the same way that I've talked about

school delivery standards in the past, Mr. Martinez, the notion that

teachers know the content and know how to teach the content, you

need the materials. It is also the responsibility of the student. It's a

shared responsibility here. The student has to work hard in order

to do well, no question about it. But they have to have the opportu-

nity to learn the material.
If the material is well understood, it is a lot easier to begin to

hold the institution accountable. So if we have a very clear set of

content standards, we can then begin to hold the institution ac-
countable about whether or not their teachers know the content
and are able to teach it, and whether their textbooksIt goes right

back to the Suranto decision. Are the materials there; does the

school have the capacity to deliver; does the school have the capac-

ity to deliver the opportunity to learn to all the kids? Those are

tests that could be then made, once we have some idea about what

we want the outcome to be.
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Right now, in most of our States, we don't have any real idea
what we want the outcome to be. It's sort of a general level on the
SAT's and we don't really think hard about that, and the SAT
really doesn't measure what we teach in our schools, or a general
standardized achievement test. Again, it has almost no relationship
to the curriculum in our schools.

This approach would have some relationship to that curriculum.
You would be able to determine, at some level of confidence,
whether or not the school could, in fact, deliver that opportunity to
learn.

Mr. REED. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEn. Mr. Petri.
Mr. PETRI. Thank you, Mi. Chairman. I would like to thank the

panel members for spending this morning with us and for the time
they took in preparing their testimony.

I would like to associate myself with Mr. Reed's statement, and
also explore a slightly different area. When we get into the prob-
lem of setting some sort of voluntary national testing standards,
someone has got to come up with an appropriate test. I know there
are groups working on that and they have come to some kind of
consensus in the basics of reading, writing and arithmetic. But,
even there, there will be different schools of thought as to the best
way to teach these subjects, and, therefore, the best way to write
these tests.

Do you think we're opening up what will be basically a conten-
tious and not very productive area at the end of the day if we try
to have national standards for civics, literature, history, govern-
ment, and even geography? Where should we cut off voluntary na-
tional testing? Is there some core where there's a reasonable hope
that responsible people of good will, from widely differing perspec-
tives, can agree? Is there an area where it's unlikely we will get
agreement; where we'll just get arguments and the lowest common
denominator, or perhaps something that's counterproductive,
which will set a lot of groups off in our society because they feel
it's offensive? You know the problems we have with textbooks and
everything else. We're going to get more problems with something
called a national test if we're not careful.

Could you comment on that? Is that a problem? Is there a way of
dealinr' with it at this stage of the game so we don't get into a
thicket down the road?

Mr. SMITH. Let me respond quickly and then turn it back.
I believe you need to develop your content standards before you

develop your test. You have to know what you want students to
learn and you have to know what you want to teach before you
begin to assess it. So it's the content standards that become the
issue and that's where a lot of the controversy has been in the
past.

I have two general comments. First, California is probably as di-
verse a State as there is in the union. It has gone through a proc-
ess of developing science and social studies, history frameworks
and literature frameworks, over the last 4 or 5 years. A contentious
process but a very important process. In California, they ended up
with what I believe are really first-rate frameworks. They're chal-
lenging, they're interesting. They embody sometimes controversial
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theory, sometimes not so controversial. But they really put out a
challenging menu for students to learn.

I don't believe that California went as deep as I believe we
should gothat is, deep into the public, to have a really serious
public debate about what should the content of our kids' schools be.
It would be absolutely wonderful, in my view, if this country were
arguing in a serious way about the content of the history that the
kids should learn in schools. We don't do that. They do it in lots of
other countries.

Mr. Ph-ria. But I sense a gap here, because people talk about na-
tional testing and the need for it. They talk about the problems of
literacy, of people not being able to do basic things, and then, on
the other hand, we seem to be wanting to get into all sorts of
things that are really handled pretty well by college boards for
that group of college-bound people who know roughly where
they're going. Is it necessary for us to even get into that area?
Can't we just stick to what we think the core problem is and then
find various strategies to attack it, one of which might be national
testing? I put that out as a premise, or as a question.

Mr. Swill. I believe it's absolutely critical that we get into it. We
can't wait until the student is in the 11th or 12th grade and taking
the college boards. We need to be thinking about what the curricu-
lum of elementary schools is.

We don't teach science in this country. No wonder we end up at
the bottom of every ranking of science for 9 year olds and 13 year
olds. No wonder. Our kids just don't learn it because we don't know
what we want to teach. Many other countries know what they
want to teach in science, so they can train their teachers to teach
it. We don't know what we want to teach. Science is a big, buzzing
confusion to an awful lot of teachers and to us, for that matter. I
mean, we're no better. As a consequence, generation after genera-
tion comes out without knowing any science, without knowing
enough science to really get into the courses en masse that they
would need to do well in the college boards, for example.

What you see is a very small percentage of kids in this country
taking college boards in math, in science, and very few advance
placements. So we need to catch them earlier.

Mr. PETRI. Are there other perspectives on the panel?
Dr. HANEY. Yes. What's likely to happen, though this sort of

widespread deliberation about what common standards are can be
very useful from an educational point of view, there are two pit-
falls that are likely to occur. First of all, there are going to be
areas where there's not agreement. California is going to want to
teach California history, and Vermont is going to want to teach
something about the Green Mountains probably.

If there is great focus on only what is arrived at by a national
consensus, that's going to mean that those things on which there is
not consensus are going to tend to get pushed out of the curricu-
lum. That's one problem.

The second is, that though there often is consensus on curricu-
lum frameworks, such as the National Council of Teacriers of
Mathematics framework, please note that there is no national con-
sensus yet on how to assess the learning of the mathematics cur-
riculum laid out there. If you were going to have publicly-available
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assessments, that's where we're really going to see some conten-
tiousness about not just abstractly what people are to learn but
how do you reasonably assess it, not just in the abstract but, as Dr.
Resnick puts it, to use it in a thinking world. That's where the real
problem is going to occur.

Dr. DARLING-HAMMOND. There will be contentiousness to the
extent that we try to be very specific about what the right body of
knowledge or set of skills apply in a particular way is. This is an
area where the report, as you read it, takes kind of differing pos-
tures in differing sentences, as the extent to which we're really
talking about a national curriculum, a set of national curriculum
decisions with national assessments, or the extent to which we're
talking about local and State curriculum decisions and assessment
development within a relatively, one would have to assume,
sketchy national framework for benchmarking in some sense. I
think that is very slippery.

What is rarely understood, even in mathematics, is that the
NCTM standards we have all been talking about present a differ-
ent conception of mathematics than the AP calculus framework
presents. It presents a different understanding of mathematics
than the California framework, which itself is not the same as the
New York State region's framework for higher level mathematics.

I think the question that people are going to have to struggle
with, if they try to support a better assessment, which surely needs
development, is how do we honor the various approaches to cur-
ricular standards, many of which all may be viewed as represent-
ing high standards in some sense, but different in some ways, as
this kind of thing unfolds, to do that without dishonoring diversity,
without dishonoring innovation and the capacity to move our edu-
cational system ahead.

Now, some other countries which have examination approaches
of various kinds allow for a wide array of different approaches to
the testing of mathematics. You can choose as a school to have
your kids assessed with one kind of an assessment package or an-
other, or to develop your own. There are certainly hints of that in
the report, and I think how it plays out depends on which empha-
ses one ends up relying on.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Owens.
Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, coming last, I must apologize. I will

be a little bit redundant.
First of all, I appreciate the level of discussion, the quality of the

discussion. I want to congratulate you. I see that at least three of
you, I think, are connected with federally-funded research cen-
ters----

Dr. DARLING-HAMMOND. I don't have one. Mine is not federally
funded.

[Laughter.]
Dr. HANEY. Not me.
Mr. OWENS. Well, two anyway. That says we spend our money

well.
[Laughter.]
Dr. HANEY. Notice which side the two are on.
Mr. OWENS. I hope we understand, though, in the process, that

we owe it to ourselves and to our children impacted by this process
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to be honest and to hold ourselves accountable. Some of the polite
language here I think shows we don't understand how serious a
matter we're into.

When you talk about delivery systems, you're really talking
about a level of commitment of resources, a level of the education
made being made at the State level or the local level or the Feder-
al level. That's the problem.

Dr. Haney, you talked about teachers may not be in favor of de-
livery systems being assessed closely. No, the problem is not teach-
ers. The problem is much worse. It starts at the White House. The
problem is that the White House and the Secretary of Education
and the Office of Management and Budget don't want to talk about
assessing delivery systems because you get into the question of
what resources do you need to make those delivery systems work.
And when you get into the question of resources, it becomes clearer
and clearer that States and localities will not have the resources to
build world-class delivery systems or world-class schools. They're
going to have to have resources from somewhere else. So we should
not allow ourselves to be trapped into a process which ultimately
may be phony or dishonest. We should force the issue of, as you
build the accountability standards, you build in also a discussion
and a statement of what resources are needed.

We have some situations right now where there are Federal
mandates out there, Federal laws out there, such as the School Im-
provement Act. We are honored to have here with us the former
Chairman of the Education and Labor Committee, Congressman
Hawkins. The School Improvement Act is filled with a number of
different mandates and requirements which would greatly improve
the delivery system of schools, but they're being ignored. The Fed-
eral Government and the Executive branch has the responsibility
to see to it that the law is carried out and that the schools are held
accountable. Yet they ignore that because that might cost money,
too. Those regulators that the President wants to get rid of cost
money in this case. So the lack of commitment, the lack of re-
sources, we have to discuss.

If you're going to establish world-class standards, the sequence,
which one of my colleagues was referring to, the sequence has to
begin with standards. Then you go forward and develop them as
rapidly as possible. But it's immoral to not take the next step and
assess the delivery systems or the education effort, the level of re-
source commitment, assess that before you move any further. Be-
cause to jump from the establishment of standards to the testing of
students, which would create a lot of photo opportunities for a lot
of ideologues and politicians but would not help the youngsters, it
would be immoral. I think we have a moral responsibility not to
move for the assessment of students before we have an assessment
of the delivery systems, a way to assess what is it we're doing in
order to create the maximum opportunity for youngsters to learn.

New York City's junior high schools, in all of the areas served by
Latinos and blacks, does not have math and science teachers who
majored in math and science. New York City doesn't have the ca-
pacity to cure that problem. You know, we can have a lot of math
and science teachers as a result of the recession flowing to the
schoolsthey know math and science but can't teach it; you need
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real teachersto train those teachers or to get those teachers in a
time when we don't have a recession, the competition for math and
science people is great. You need some Federal help. You need
some dollars. We have to discuss those dollars.

My question isI've already answered it.
[Laughter.]
Would it not be immoral or unethical
[Laughter.]
Would you care to comment on my statement?
[Laughter.]
Mr. SMITH. It's easier to answer your question, and I think every-

body here would answer "yes."
Mr. OWENS. Maybe the other part is more relevant.
Certain people have saidI think Governor Roemer has been

quoted as saying even if Congress does not create the standards
and testing panel, we should go right ahead, that the goals panel
would do it anyway.

Would you comment on the movement ahead of that process,
leaving out the Congress, which represents all the people in ways
in which the Executive branch doesn't, how likely we are to suc-
ceed if we don't have that kind of consensus at the highest levels?

Mr. SMITH. Let me make two comments. First, I agree entirely
with what you said about the need for resources. I think Linda's
phrase was it would be a cruel hoax. There's a phrase in the report
which talks about a moral imperative to provide educational oppor-
tunity for all children. We had many discussions of this in the
Council, as the Chairman will attest. Many of us come down very
strongly on your side, Mr. Owens. I believe you're absolutely right.

That's what underscored the notion of school delivery standards.
We needed to get that concept into the document so that we could
begin to use it as leverage.

Mr. OWENS. I congratulate you for getting it in. I think it was
probably very, very difficult.

Mr. SMITH. But we succeeded.
Now I've forgotten your secondOh, should the Congress go

ahead. I believe it's absolutely critical that the Congress is part of
this effort, absolutely critical.

Mr. OWENS. Should the goals panel and Executive branch go
ahead with the encouragement of Congress?

Mr. SMITH. Let me go to the opposite side of that. I think it's a
mistake if it's only the goals panel. I think we need the efforts of
the Nation, and the Congress is absolutely critical when one thinks
about the Nation. The Congress, the administration, the governors,
the chief State school officers, people who represent us collectively
across this Nation, school board members, all those people have to
be involved at some level. And they could be.

My view on how you get that is for the Congress to create some
sort of independent body that can operate and reflect the views of
the Nation, that can hold people accountable. I think it's really im-
portant.

Dr. HANEY. First, on your statement, I entirely agree, and Mike
seems to agree, and I think Lauren, in essence, said she agrees. If
everyone agrees, then it seems to me there is an obvious recom-
mendation that the panelists all could make to the committee;
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namely, that the committee not pass legislation endorsing the
Council recommendations without specifically suggesting that a
priority ought to be the development of the school delivery stand-
ards rather than student standards. It seems to me an obvious rec-
ommendation of the panel unanimously, given the comments I've
heard.

More generally, however, regarding your second question, should
the Congress be involved or, if not Congress, then who, it seems to
me that right now there is a terribly important need for national
leadership in the realm of education. I would hope that more lead-
ership comes forth from Congress on educational issues.

If you look at what citizens say about who should be making de-
cisions about standards in education, about 3 percent nationally
say it should be the governors, or a consensus of the governors, and
a similar percentage says the Federal Government. Most citizens
want local government bodies and professional educators to be the
ones making the concrete decisions about national standards, not
the Congress. So the support is yes, for some structures. But it
seems to me that you've got to maintain the involvement of profes-
sional education groups such as the National Council of Teachers
of Science, the National Science Teachers Association, the National
Council of Teachers of English, rather than setting up totally sepa-
rate bodies that are unconnected with ongoing professional organi-
zations. Then on the public input, groups like the National Parent
Teachers Association, the various advocacy groups.

It seems to me it's important not to try to set up altogether new
structures but to draw on the structures that are already out there
involved as education advocates in the States and communities.

Dr. RESNICK. Let me respond to your implied question, as well as
the direct one.

I think Congress needs to act and be very much part of what we
move ahead with. I think school delivery standards are crucial, but
we need the whole package of this atlas, of the kinds of standards
that were described in the Council report. That is because of this
notion of the right to an education up to a standard of achieve-
ment.

School delivery standards without that built in will not be en-
forceable. They will not have any meaning. They will be squabbled
over endlessly and there will be no way of finding out whether we
have set the right school delivery standards. So it's the whole pack-
age that we're going to need, and it's this right of our children to
an education that really is the clue to why we need it all.

Mr. OWENS. Thank you very much.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to note that I would like extra copies

of this section of the transcript.
[Laughter.]
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
I'm going to go back to Mr. Petri for a question. He wants an-

other round of questions.
Mr. PETRI. I agree. It was a good speech.
[Laughter.]
Actually, I have a question that I didn't get a chance to ask

during my 5 minutes. It focuses in a little different way on what
my colleague was getting at. If we do have national voluntary test-
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ing for students, and we get results which show that some do well
and some don't, how far does that get us if we don't have any
measures to indicate why that is? That is, it could be the teachers,
it could be the administrator of the school, it could be the parents,
or it could be the inherent difference of ability that we all have,
whether we're children or adults.

If we have a test and the kids are doing poorly, then what?
Maybe the teacher doesn't know anything and can't teach. But the
tests won't tell us that because there could be other variables.
Maybe it's difficult to teach a certain class. If we just focus on the
performance of the kids and blame the teachers, we will discourage
teachers from doing what you wanted them to do, which is to teach
hard-to-teach communities. Therefore, it's not fair to look only at
one variable in isolation, because it doesn't tell you, in and of itself,
what to do to correct the poor performance.

Could you comment on that? In other words, should we be look-
ing at national voluntary standards for teachers and for principals
and for parents as well as for students?

Dr. DARLING-HAMMOND. I think the utility of the kinds of assess-
ments that the report is trying to aim at is that they be embedded
in a local system of continual school evaluation and school im-
provement such that they, in fact, trigger inquiry into what is
going on with a particular student, what's going on with a particu-
lar school, a set of classrooms and so on.

Now, that kind of process can't happen just mechanistically, as
you suggest. You can't just say well, here's the test scores fir this
school, and if they're not high enough, we're just going to do some-
thing to punish the teachers or take money away from the school
or whatever.

I am reminded when I think of that of a wonderful school in East
Harlem, which is achieving a 100 percent graduation rate and
sending most of its kids on to college, and 99 percent of the kids
are local students from this predominantly black and Latino com-
munity. A third of them are mainstream from special ed. Now,
assume that the director of that school would oppose some of the
proposals around consequences based on national assessments, de-
spite the fact that they've already put in place the kinds of assess-
ment strategies called for here, because it would prevent her from
being able to accept all of those special education students every
year. If she had to guarantee a greater and greater proportion
would always meet a higher and higher standard, she couldn't offer
the high quality of education to the students who really most need
it. So you can't use a mechanistic strategy for penalizing those edu-
cators who are working hard to overcome the other kinds of chal-
lenges that students may face in a variety of ways.

What you want to have happen is for the assessments to be part
of a school-wide inquiry process. In the statement that I entered in
the record earlier, for purposes of time I skipped over one part
which said that what we want is a system whereby schools will
engage in regular kinds of inspections or audits and presentation of
themselves in what they do to the community so that you can use
it in a diagnostic way. You can develop other proceduresteacher
evaluation systems, school-community dialogues of various kinds,
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improvements in school delivery standards and so on that have to
be there. But it can't just be a mechanistic use of the test scores.

Mr. Smrrii. I agree with what Linda says, but I want to make one
comment on it.

This approach of a school that's responding in a creative way to
information, information from the test, information from other
sources, is particularly useful when there are clear ideas about
what you want the school to accomplish, which brings you back to
the content standards idea.

Let me also use this opportunity to say one other thing. I was
one of the two people on the Council that signed the statement
that Linda read to us. I did it because I agree with it. I agree with
it. I believe there's an absolutely remarkable congruence between
what that statement says and what the intent of the Council was,
and what much of the Council report says. And let me just run
through very quickly a set of points.

The statement says there shouldn't be a single national test. The
Council came out explicitly against a single national test. The
statement says there should be challenging educational standards
and even implies that they should be national. Clearly, that's what
the Council report says. The statement says there should be strong
community input in developing standards. Absolutely. It goes right
along with the Council.

The statement says there should be a strong reform program in
support of standards and assessment. Clearly, that's what the
Council report says when it's talking about systemic reform. The
statement says no inappropriate use of tests for accountability.
Who could disagree with that? It is very clear in the Council report
that we should have legitimate accountability, that there should be
the opportunity to learn, and then you use a test for accountability
along with other instruments.

Finally, the statement implies that there should be something
like school delivery standardsalthough they don't use the termi-
nology. The points of congruence are extraordinary for two docu-
ments that were developed totally independently, as far as I know.

Dr. HANEY. Mike, I would just say that that's your interpretation
of the main points in the Council report. There's a lot of ambiguity
and a lot of contradictory language. For example, in the Assess-
ment Task Force report, which says you can't use one test for all
these different purposes, and then you read the text of the Council
report and it says it "may be" that one test can't do all those
things. There are a lot of different messages that come through.

Dr. RESNICK. But we're not trying to do an exegesis on a test.
We're trying to think about what the right policy is for the next
step and the policy gets worked out over time. What that document
did was establish a platform from which Congress now, and if we
move ahead with either what the Standards Council recommended
there or some alternative body, can deal with all of these kinds of
questions.

One cannot expect a group that had 6 months to work to figure
out the details of education policy over the next decade. What can
be done is to set some broad principles out. It is exactly this kind of
interpretation that is needed to use a document like that. So this is
precisely the right kind of process.
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I want to add that not everybody, because of travel schedules, got
a chance to sign that document in the first three or four days.
There is at least one more, myself, who was a member of the Coun-
cil, who has now signed it. There might be others.

Dr. HANEY. With regard to the broad principles, though, I guess
there's a fundamental disagreement, it seems to me, in what is laid
out in the Council report about the relative priority for school de-
livery standards versus student assessment standards. What I
heard today from every member of the panel is that school delivery
standards to prevent a cruel hoax in assessing students need equal
or maybe greater priority than student assessment standards.

Dr. RESNICK. Equal, not greater, because the whole program
cannot work if there is not real agreement on what it is we're
after.

Dr. HANEY. That is a fundamentally different message than
comes through in the Council report.

Dr. RESNICK. So that's the message we're giving today.
[Laughter.]
Dr. HANEY. I just wanted to clarify that it was a somewhat dif-

ferent message than the Council recommended.
Chairman KILDEE. As I mentioned earlier, I didn't think it was

quite a parity either on the school delivery standards as it was on
student standards. The two members who were on the Council, we
were in kind of a cabal there trying to strengthen that part of the
report.

Let me ask you this question. What role should the Federal Gov-
ernment playand this is getting off into the future a bitbut
what role should the Federal Government play in helping schools
reach these school delivery standards, however they are deter-
mined by a group of States? What should the Federal Government,
once those standards are set, assuming they are set, what should be
our role? Dr. Darling-Hammond?

Dr. DARLING- HAMMOND. One major role that I think the Federal
Government ought to play in terms of school delivery standards
we have said over and over again that teachers and what they
know is a major part of the keyis to establish and reestablish the
kinds of programs to recruit and highly train and improve the edu-
cation of teachers across this Nation. We lost the Urban Teacher
Corps in 1980 and we have serious imbalances in the capability of
teachers across this country to do the job. That's a role that the
Federal Government has played with respect to delivery standards,
if you will, or capacities of schools in the past. It's one that the
Federal Government has played and continues to play with respect
to the recruitment of an adequate supply of well-trained physicians
in this country, and it certainly is a foundation for any of the rest
of this to begin to happen.

There is certainly as well opportunities for the Federal Govern-
ment to be much more proactive and clear about what other com-
ponents of a quality education are and investments to help secure
those in places where they're not currently secured. Because the
major mission of the Federal Government has traditionally been,
at least since 1965, to equalize the opportunities available to stu-
dents across the country.
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As we're talking about the importance of high universal stand-
ards to national competitiveness and national well-being, that is a
fundamental component of the national interest that the Federal
Government ought to consider assuming or reassuming.

Chairman Mum & Mike?
Mr. Smrm. I think you've got a good start in H.R. 3320. What is

really needed is a coordinated effort between the Federal Govern-
ment and the State governments. They and they alone have the
capital, have the resources to really provide it down at the local
level, so that the local level has the energy, enthusiasm and the
structure to really make a dent in our problems.

H.R. 3320 gives you that opportunity. It gives you the chance to
say to States, what we expect you to do is to go out and carry out
some systemic reform, begin to tie together some various elements
that are really critical, around the kinds of teacher training and
curriculum materials that are necessary for these kids to learn.

Along with H.R. 3320, of course, you need to modify title V of the
Higher Education Act, which speaks to the issue that Linda spoke
to. There is a terrific amount of money from the Federal Govern-
ment that goes into teacher training, but it's not coordinated in
any serious way. The money in the Department of Education, the
NSF, money in a variety of other places, has to be coordinated
through something like the H.R. 3320 mechanism.

Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Haney.
Dr. HANEY. Elaborating on Linda's comments and Mike's com-

ments, I would point out that it seems to me, historically, and
indeed currently, the Federal role in helping to, ensure equal edu-
cational opportunity probably ought not to be viewed as strictly a
cooperative one, because, unfortunately, there are some places
where at the State level we do not see State level leadership pro-
moting equal educational opportunities.

Though I think it's regrettable, I think there still is an important
role for the Federal Government to play in providing concrete in-
centives to make sure that States do provide minimal levels of
equal educational opportunity.

I agree with the emphasis on doing more in teacher education.
The other thing I would mention is that mechanisms ought to be
put in place to ensure that any initiatives supported by the Federal
Government with regard to the National Council recommendations
ought to be closely coordinated with other kinds of assessment ac-
tivities funded by the Federal Governmentfor example, in the
National Center for Educational Statistics, the National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress. Not that those data-gathering as-
sessments should necessarily be totally comparable with any new
assessments that come out of this initiative, but that, at a mini-
mum, we have well-documented evidence as to what's covered
where and what's not covered where.

Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Resnick.
Dr. RESNICK. I agree that H.R. 3320 is a very good start. It lays

out the principles of a systemic reform agenda. Whether direct fur-
ther entitlement funding from the Federal Government will be re-
quired to have the effect that H.R. 3320 is seeking is going to have
to be addressed over the next period of time.
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I want to also add that there's a classic role that does need to
come from the center, and that is the research base for all of this.
We're talking about a very new kind of educational process. There
are going to be mistakes along the way. We need to have a learn-
ing system in the reform process itself.

I know that OERI is coming up for reauthorization. That ought
to be considered as part of this total. There are recommendations
as much as 1 percent. That doesn't sound very high, but it's a lot
higher than what we are now spending of Federal money on re-
search and development. No field that is trying to move ahead
quicklytake any industrial company that's in the lead as an ex-
ampleis going to be spending less than 1 percent on studying
itself and improving itself along the way.

Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Haney.
Dr. HANEY. Forgive me. I have to catch a plane, and I have to

teach a class this afternoon.
Chairman KILDEE. I understand.
Dr. HANEY. It's been an honor and a privilege.
Chairman KILDEE. Being a former teacher, I understand that

very much. Thank you very much.
First of all, I want to thank all the witnesses for joining us here

today. It is particularly good to see Mike and Lauren again. We
worked in the "vineyard" on the report. There wasn't always una-
nimity there, but it was a very good operation, all in all. We will
look at the report and see what legislative addenda is needed or
things we might want to do to it.

Your testimony today has been very excellent. It will give us a
chance to carefully review the report of the Council. We've created
a good record here. I would like to keep the record open for prob-
ably 2 additional weeks for any additional testimony that any of
the witnesses wish to submit, or that other people wish to submit.
Mr. Martinez also asked permission to submit a question to the
panel in writing, and we will get that question to you.

Unless there is something further, we will stand adjourned.
Thank you very much.

Mr. Storm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Ms. RESNICK. Thank you.
[Whereupon, at 12:04 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]
[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]
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Donald M. Stewart

Statement To House Committee On Education And Labor. Subcommittee On Elementary,
Secondary And Vocational Education

The College Board appreciates the opportunity to comment upon the issues raised in the report
of the National Council on Education Standards and Testing, and particularly on the desirability
and feasibility of national education standards and testing. We applaud the efforts of the
subcommittee in bringing these issues forward for Congressional discussion.

As a national membership association of more than 2,800 schools and agencies in higher and
secondary education, the College Board is in a unique position to offer these comments.
Throughout our 90 year history we have been committed to improving academic standards
through collaborative efforts involving school and college faculty. The Board sponsors in
guidance, admissions, placement, assessment, financial aid, and credit by examination programs
to assist the school-to-college transition of some four million students each year. The Board also
sponsors programs to help schools prepare all students for college or the world of work.

This is a time of extraordinary opportunity for education thanks to the leadership and vision of
many policymakers, including the members of the House Committee on Education and Labor,
and especially its chair, Representative William Ford, the chair of this panel, Representative
Dale Kildee, and the ranking member of both the full and subcommittee, Representative William
Good ling. 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. And
achieving these goals is imperative since the stakes are high and the end results will determine
our educations future and even our status as a democratic nation. It is in this context that
national standards, and a national assessment system built on these standards, are both desirable
and feasible.

Success in reaching national education goals will occur only if;

there is a consensus on standards and what students are expected to
learn the "what" of schooline;
teachers and schools are empowered to support all students in
achieving these high standards the "how" of schooling: and
there are appropriate means to measure, both in a formative and
summative manner, educational progress the "how well" of
schooling,

Furthermore we must take steps along the way to ensure that all students are expected 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.

The College Board is doing a great deal to advance this vision and achieve the national education
goals.

BEST COPY AVITianE
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ESTABLISHING STANDARDS. THE "WHAT" OF SCHOOLING

The distinction between curriculum -- the "what" of schooling -- and assessment -- the "how
well" of schooling -- cannot be blurred. Agreement upon the "what" of schooling must precede
agreement upon ways to measure the "how well" of schooling.

In that regard, the College Board is pleased that both the National Education Goals Panel
(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
development 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 endorses the underlying assumptions ana recommendations of the report of
the National Council on Education Standards and Testing, Raising Standards for American
Education that standards are desirable and feasible; that they be voluntary, not mandatory; that
they be federal, not national; that they involve broad-based participation; and that they be
dynamic and continually updated.

The College Board is well-positioned to assist in the standards setting process as outlined by the
National Council on Education Standards and Testing. As an association of secondary and
higher education institutions, the College Board has a wealth of experience in bringing together
educators from all levels to reach agreement on educational objectives and test content across
a wide variety of academic subjects. Our standards setting activities resulted in a publication
-- Academic 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 competencies reading, 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." In fact, the math community was greatly assisted in its
consensus-building and standards setting by the College Board's publication of Academic
Preparation for Mathematics.

These efforts at standards setting are powerful because educators and educational associations
are involved. This is as it should be. The College Board hopes that future standards setting
activities will build upon, and be informed by, these past efforts.

EMPOWERING TEACHERS. THE "HOW" OF SCHOOLING

Standards are translated into learning through the teaching process. The current discussions of
national assessment have paid too little attention to the critical role of teachers and other

Si
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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; however,
more must be done to include them directly in the process and to support them in their
classroom efforts.

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 training 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.

CHOOSING ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS. THE "HOW WELL" OF SCHOOLING

The education process described above 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 outcomes.

This final phase of the process leads to a number of questions. Should there be a national
examination (or system of examinations)? What kinds of testing should be utilized and
developed? What are the purposes of testing -- accountability or individual learning?

The College Board is addressing these questions and taking steps to answer the current call for
new assessments. Last June the Trustees of the College Board authorized the development of
a major initiative -- an array of secondary school syllabi and related assessments, supported by
professional development opportunities for teachers. We call this initiative Pacesetter, signifying
our hope that they will indeed set a faster pace for educational reform than has been the case up
to now.

Pacesetter is based upon the following premises:

The nation can only meet higher educational goals if teachers and subject
matter experts are active participants in the effort.

True reform must start with precise definitions of the specific skills,
knowledge and understandings that all students should possess to compete
successfully in the American workplace.

Those definitions must be in place before educators decide how to measure
progress.

Teachers must be prepared to successfully transmit the skills, knowledge and
understanding reflected in the definitions.
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Assessment should allow students to demonstrate their achievement in a variety
of ways, including performance-based tasks.

For student development purposes, assessment should be embedded in
instruction.

Based on these premises, Pacesetter will provide states, school districts, and schools with a
comprehensive, integrated and professional approach for setting higher academic standards,
improving instruction, and assessing student achievement. Pacesetter assessments will be
developed after new standards in each subject and their related curricula and instructional
practices are in place. Both evaluative classroom activities and end-of-course achievement tests
will be incorporated into Pacesetter.

Currently the College Board is working with the Mathematical Association of America (MAA)
and the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) to develop a mathematical
experience for the upper high school grades which will be designed to implement the NCTM
standards in school and classroom practice. The NCTM, the MAA and the College Board have
agreed to work together towards a mutually acceptable program of mathematics syllabi, teacher
development and assessment. The initial Pacesetter offering in mathematics is projected for
1993.

Similar agreements have been recently concluded with the National Science Teachers
Association, the National Council of Teachers of English and the American Council of Learned
Societies (for world history). Together the College Board and these disciplinary organizations
have created nationally representative task forces of teachers for each subject area. The end
resu't will be the identification of essential learning outcomes in the curriculum, and ways to
attain them, and the development of a process for assessing student achievement that integrates
the daily work of students with the end-of-course examinations.

An important College Board antecedent for Pacesetter is the Advanced Placement (AP) program,
described by Secretary Alexander as "the best test we have today to honor proficiency in major
skills." In fact, President Bush is proposing to use performance an AP examinations as the basis
for the Presidential Citations for Educational Excellence, and AP data is also used as an
indicator on the 1991 Report Card issued by the National Education Goals Panel.

The current AP program provides students with the opportunity to complete college-level studies
while in secondary school. It is curriculum-based, with teachers directly involved in the
development of courses and the development and grading of examinations designed to measure
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 demonstrate the ability to "do" some valued aspect
of the subject.
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However, it should be noted that Pacesetter addresses learning at the high school level for all
students, while AP addresses college level study for the most able high school students.

Finally, the College Board is pleased that the report of the National Council on Education
Standards and Testing clarifies the purposes of testing and distinguishes between testing for
accountability and testing for individual development (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 performance of groups
of students in order to inform educational policymakers -- including govemment officials about
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 overcome weaknesses in 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 content 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 mastery 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 samples can provide sufficiently reliable
data for this purpose.

Thus, the College Board agrees with the recommendations of the National Council on Education
Standards and Testing for a system characterized by multiple assessments, rather than a single
test. We agree that such a system should be voluntary, evolving, coherent, consistent with
national standards; the tests should be technically valid, reliable and fair and utilize new
assessment techniques. We are pleased that Raising Standards for American Education
acknowledges these characteristics as the basis for a new system of national assessment.

ENSURING HIGH STANDARDS FOR ALL STUDENTS

The College Board wishes 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 both social justice and economics to assure quality education standards
for everyone. We must not allow the rush towards the establishment of standards and the
creation of new asspgcment systems to obscure (or worsen) the extreme inequalities of
opportunity that currently exist for minority and disadvantaged students. We must monitor every
step, every plan,
and every action so that equity is advanced while high standards are achieved.

5
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It is appropriate to mention in this context a national campaign launched by the College Board,
Equity 2000. Designed to raise the college-going rates of minority and urban students by the
year 2000, the program is based on research that statistically demonstrates the importance of
student mastery of algebra and geometry as a prerequisite to pursuing and succeeding in higher
education. The setting of standards, the preparation of teachers to meet those standards, and the
utilization of assessment techniques to identify strengths and weaknesses in student progress are
all an integral part of our Equity 2000 project.

We cannot allow comparisons with the educational achievement of other countries, and their
testing programs, to obscure the real strength of American education. We must remember no
other country has an educational establishment which aspires to the degree of student
participation, the pluralism of means, or the multiple layers of opportunity which exist in the
United States. The achievements of other systems come from the fact that they have identified
clear educational objectives toward which instruction for some students is aimed. The challenge
for America is to establish objectives which are no less rigorous, but also to create the means
by which they can be pursued successfully by students.

CONCLUSION

The College Board very much appreciates the opportunity to submit comments to the
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education. It is our hope that our
comments on the importance of setting standards, thz preparation of teachers to help students
meet those standards, the use of specific assessment instruments and the importance of ensuring
equity will be helpful in your legislative considerations.

It is the fervent hupe of the College Board that the commitment now being focused on
educational reform will bring positive results for students, their parents and schools. Through
dialogue, consensus and cooperation American education can surely emerge strengthened and
revitalized.

P: wPlib housecom.iks
March 4, 1992
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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE REPORT OF THE
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON EDUCATION STAND-
ARDS AND TESTING

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1992

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY,

SECONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 9 a.m., Room 2175, Ray-

burn House Office Building, Hon. Dale E. Kildee, Chairman, presid-
ing.

Members present: Representatives Kildee, Martinez, Lowey, Un-
soeld, Mink, Pastor, Good ling, Klug, Petri, Gunderson, and Henry.

Staff present: Susan Wilhelm, staff director; Jeff McFarland, leg-
islative counsel; Damian Thorman, legislative assistant; Lynn
Selmser, professional staff member; and Andy Hartman, education
coordinator.

Chairman KILDEE. The subcommittee meets this morning to con-
tinue a series of oversight hearings on national standards in test-
ing. These hearings are structured to promote an extensive discus-
sion of the various issues related to the subject of national stand-
ards in testing. The views and perspectives of the witnesses will
enable the subcommittee to more fully understand the most critical
issues and respond more effectively.

I'm especially pleased this morning to oe releasing, along with
Mr. Good ling, a report from the Office of Technology Assessment
called "Testing in American Schools: Asking the Right Questions."
In response to a request from the committee of the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment, OTA has conducted a 2-year extensive review
of educational assessment in the United States and abroad.

The report will provide valuable input into the committee's delib-
erations on the important issues related to the establishment of na-
tional standards in testing. The Senate, as you know, has passed an
education bill this year and has a section on national standards in
testing. This committee is laboring over a number of bills, includ-
ing how we will deal with the report of the Council on that. Mr.
Good ling and I served on that council.

At this time, I'd like to recognize my good friend, Mr. Good ling,
for an opening statement.

Mr. GOODLING. I don't have an opening statement. She said yes I
do. It's called just-in-time delivery; right? That one I read at mid-
night, and I crossed out one line. I don't know whether they put it
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back in or not. I'll just submit that statement for the record. This
morning I was handed a news article saying Montgomery County
reading and math scores rose.

Of course, included in the article is what I've been saying from
day one, that we need to test to find out where we failed as a
teacher or where the student failed to comprehend. They're indi-
cating that their math and reading scores have risen considerably.
It has a lot to do withthrough a computer programfinding out
where the youngsters were having problems and then tutoring to
meet those problems. That's what testing should be all about.

That's my sermon for the day. You heard that many times in the
National Council of Testing.

[The prepared statement of Hon. William F. Goodling follows:]
STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM

THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. Chairman. These hearings on educational standards and testing are critically
important. If we are to develop a program and authorize these activities, we must
do them with the best information available and with wide consultation.

I am pleased that Governor Romer is joining us this morning. The Governor is
one of the greatest proponents of standards and testing and was the Chairman of
the Council. It just wouldn't have been complete if we did not hear from him on this
subject.

Once in a while, a report or study comes along that is both well timed and well
done. The OTA report on testing is welcome on both these counts. The information
on costs and current practices should give us the background we need, and the ques-
tions the report poses must be responded to before we move forward to authorize
such a system.

I welcome our other witnesses, all of whom I know, and anticipate that they will
provide for a very candid and lively discussion of these issues.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Bill. Our first witness this morn-
ing is Dr. Michael Feuer, who is accompanied by Ms. Nancy
Carson. Both are from the Office of Technology Assessment. If they
would come forward. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL J. FEUER, PH.D., SENIOR ANALYST AND
PROJECT DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT;
ACCOMPANIED BY NANCY CARSON, OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY
ASSESSMENT
Mr. FEUER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goodling. My

name is Michael Feuer. I am the project director for OTA's study
of educational testing. We're pleased that the release of our report
is so timely, and we're glad to be here this morning to discuss the
report with you.

Mr. Chairman, the American Educational System is unique in
many ways. We were among the first in the world to experiment
with the idea of public schooling, and we established the commit-
ment to education for the masses well before any other country.
Pluralism, diversity, local controlthese are hallmarks of Ameri-
can democracyhave always distinguished the American educa-
tional experiment from those in other nations.

Standardized achievement tests, so-called because they are ad-
ministered and scored under uniform conditions, have always
played a central role in this educational experiment. Parents, legis-
lators, and the general public have always sought assurances that
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their children were getting a fair share of the advantages of educa-
tion and that school resources were being managed wisely.

The idea that a relatively inexpensive tool could advance both
the fairness and the efficiency of schooling has had obvious appeal
to policymakers. With the invention of the multiple choice format,
and later machine scoring, mass testing became increasingly eco-
nomical.

Not surprisingly, testing has always been controversial. Precisely
because tests have been promoted on both fairness and efficiency
grounds, they have always been scrutinized on the questions of
whether they do more to alleviate or aggravate social, economic,
and educational disparities.

There's been substantial growth in standardized testing over the
past three decades, as shown in the chart which we have displayed
over here on the easel. This chart gives the percentage changes in
revenues in constant dollars from sales of commercially produced
standardized tests, tests used in elementary and secondary schools,
and also the changes in public school enrollments over the 1960
base year.

The chart speaks for itself in describing the growth in testing
over the period 1960 to 1989. Now this increased reliance on stand-
ardized testing continues a long tradition. It reflects widening
public concern with the quality of schooling, a faith in the useful-
ness of quantitative data to aid in policy decisions, and, as in the
past, it has engendered controversy.

Pressures to be accountable for our educational investments have
led policymakers at all levels of government to demand more and
more data. But many are questioning whether the information
gained from tests is really what they need to make better decisions.

In this context, Mr. Chairman, the Federal role has been signifi-
cant, requiring nationally comparable data as a basis for evaluat-
ing key Federal education programs such as Chapter One, has in-
tensified the reliance on standardized tests. In fact, with respect to
the chart, it's worth noting that the large increases in test sales
seem to coincide with the advent of increased Federal and State ac-
countability regulations.

Because the Federal role in testing has been so important in the
past, congressional action now could have far-reaching impacts on
the future of student testing as well. Our report raises several pos-
sibilities for Congress should it choose to foster an environment for
continued testing innovation and reform.

For the purposes of today's hearing, though, I'd like to focus on
two options that bear most directly on the current debate over na-
tional standards and national examinations. Before I do, though, it
is important to set the stage with some of the principal messages of
OTA's report. These points are discussed in some detail in the sum-
mary which you are releasing today and in much greater detail in
the full report which will be out shortly.

Mr. Chairman, educational tests have three main purposes: to
provide feedback to teachers and students that can help classroom
learning; to evaluate the effectiveness of schools and school sys-
tems; and to inform important selection, placement, and credential-
ing decisions about individual students.
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Using tests for these purposes is a delicate matter. Tests, after
all, are only tools of estimation. Test results can vary for reasons
that may have little to do with the student's real level of knowl-
edge or achievement. Tests should be applied only to functions for
which they are designed and validated. Yet, almost daily, we see
examples where this simple guideline is ignored. Sadly, the misuse
of tests has undermined their credibility even in the applications
for which they are appropriate.

Attaching high stakes to test results is a particularly risky busi-
ness. Labeling and ranking children or schools, pinning student
promotions and graduations to test scores, issuing certificates of
mastery based on test performance, have all heightened the contro-
versy over testing.

In addition to raising questions about fair treatment of individ-
ual students, attaching significant rewards or sanctions to test re-
sults can compromise the validity of the information contained in
the test results and mislead policymakers. In a word, high stakes
testing can undermine both the fairness and deficiency properties
of tests.

I'd like to emphasize that many standardized tests in use today
could provide useful information to students, teachers, parents, and
the general public. But their value is compromised by policies that
encourage excessive focus on improved scores rather than in-
creased learning.

It would be unfortunate if many of the exciting test innovations
that now seem possible are similarly compromised by attaching
high stakes to their results prematurely. What about the idea of
using tests as a vehicle of education reform? This, too, is an idea
that has been around since the first days of public schooling in the
U.S.

Some new testing methods are especially appealing for this be-
cause they reflect important learning goals such as thinking and
problem solving. But tests alone cannot stimulate reform without
substantial preparation and support for teachers and schools.

In many States where new methods are being tried out, teachers
are actively involved in all phases; definition of curricular and in-
structional goals, design of appropriate assessment tools, and the
interpretation of results. On the other hand, a top-down approach,
mandating tests and then expecting the whole system to respond, is
a recipe for disappointment.

Finally, a word about costs. It is difficult to predict with any ac-
curacy the costs of a major new testing program. However, the
OTA report does contain an analysis of costs for existing tests in a
large urban school district and also reviews data on the costs of de-
signing and validating items for multiple choice tests as well as the
costs of a major testing development effort in the military. Much of
this information is summarized in my written statement and espe-
cially in Attachment A.

The main points I wish to make this morning in this regard are
as follows: first, that decisions about testing need to include deci-
sions about costs; second, that costs can be significant; and third,
that the question of who bears the costs of testing ought to be a
key issue in testing policy.
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I would like to underscore one more point. Tests that appear
very inexpensive can in fact be quite costly. Conversely, tests that
appear costly can in fact be less burdensome than they really are.
Let me try that one more time. Tests that appear inexpensive can
be quite costly, in fact, and tests that appear expensive can in fact
be less burdensome than they appear.

This depends to a large extent on how well the particular tests
are integrated with instruction. With these as basic sorts of back-
ground, let me now proceed to two policy issues regarding national
testing and the debate over standards. I'd like to begin by summa-
rizing OTA's findings regarding the national assessment of educa-
tional progress.

The U.S. has had, since 1969, an invaluable program to gauge
the general condition of education in the country as a whole.
NAEP is the only regularly conducted national survey of educa-
tional achievement at the elementary, middle and high school
levels. Its report cards provide information to researchers and pol-
icymakers concerned with the progress of student achievement
over time.

NAEP has been a pioneer in test innovations, things like matrix
sampling, broad-based consensus building processes, and the use of
various types of open-ended or performance tasks. NAEP's biggest
problem today, ironically, is surviving its own success.

Where it is largely due to its high credibility among policymak-
ers and testing experts, NAEP is now being considered for new
uses, uses that could ultimately jeopardize its original and still
quite valid purpose.

OTA concludes that Congress should weigh very carefully any
proposals to change NAEP and should focus rather on ways to
retain and strengthen NAEP as a national indicator of progress.

Requiring NAEP to include more innovative tasks, restoring
funding for NAEP testing and subject'areas that have been omitted
over the years such as art and music, finding better ways to com-
municate NAEP results to the general public, and expanding
NAEP to assess knowledge in the adult nonschool population are
some particularly promising avenues.

If Congress wishes to develop or support a new national testing
system in which tests are administered to each child and used as a
basis for important decisions about children in schools, OTA con-
cludes that NAEP is simply not appropriate.

Let me turn now to the question of national testing. As you
know, Mr. Chairman, the past year has witnessed a flurry of pro-
posals to establish a national system of tests for elementary,
middle, and high school students.

Momentum for these efforts has been fueled by reports warning
of crisis in the economy and in the schools, by references to testing
practic_s in other countries, by the national goals process, and
most recently by the administration's American 2000 initiative.

Congress needs to clarify exactly what objectives are attached to
proposals for national testing and how test instruments will be de-
signed to accomplish those objectives. OTA finds that at present
there is insufficient evidence to answer some of the key questions
regarding national testing.
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For example, one objective of a new national testing system
seems to be to induce students and teachers to reach higher stand-
ards of performance. If so, it will most likely be a high stakes test-
ing system. But what will happen to students, teachers, or schools
who perform poorly? Will resources be provided to students who do
not test well? Will the tests focus on broad domains of knowledge
or force a narrowing of instruction toward specific topics covered
on the tests?

Another question concerns the relationship between national
tests and reform efforts already underway in many States and dis-
tricts. Will this new system of examinations reinforce or hamper
those efforts?

Third, if tests are to be somehow associated with national stand-
ards of achievement, who will participate in setting the standards?
What evidence is there that existing or new tests can estimate
progress towards reaching those standards? A fourth question is
who will pay for the new tests, and who will govern their selection
and certification as appropriate instruments?

Until these and other questions are addressed, OTA finds that
placing a new test or system of tests into service at the national
level could easily create new barriers to many educational reforms
already underway and become the next object of concern and frus-
tration in the American school system.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to emphasize the importance of
this period in American educational policy. We stand at the cross-
roads of genuine test reform. Greater understanding of how chil-
dren think and learn, coupled with innovative technologies to
assess their progress, could have profound affects on the quality
and accessibility of education for all children.

To build on this opportunity requires careful understanding of
the forms, functions and consequences of tests. Existing tests serve
some functions well but b ecome compromised when used excessive-
ly or inappropriately.

Although much of the interest in test innovation is spurred by a
sense of urgency regarding the schools, education leaders should
resist the temptation to plunge into major new testing programs
using either existing or innovative test designs until the purposes
and probable effects of those programs are clarified. New tests need
a chance to evolve in an atmosphere conducive to careful study of
their meaning and consequences.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify, and I look forward to
answering questions that you might have.

[The prepared statement of Michael J. Feuer, Ph.D. follows:]
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INTRODUCTION

Good morning. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Good ling, and members of the Subcommittee. My name is
Michael Feuer. I am the project director for OTA's study of educational testing. We are pleased that
the release of the report is so timely, and are glad to be here this morning to discuss the report with
you.

CIA's study began 2 years ago, when the Committee asked us to examine a wide range of
Issues regarding educational testing. The Committee was particularly Interested in the advent of new
testing technologies. 'Performance assessment,' for example a term you have all heard much
about was a relatively new concept then. So was the Idea of using existing or new computer and
video technologies, which were already establishing their presence in many schools for various testing
purposes.

In addition to requesting Information on the technological aspects of tests, though, the
Committee emphasized the policy issues surrounding tests generally: How could existing or new
tests be better applied to improve student learning, evaluate school effectiveness, and allocate scarce
educational resources?

We analyzed both existing and emerging technologies for achievement testing, and the
historical and current uses of tests to meet various educational and social objectives. In addition, the
report draws some cautionary lessons from testing practices in other industrialized countries.

TESTING AND AMERICAN SCHOOLING

Mr. Chairman, the American educational system Is unique in many ways. We were among the
first in the world to experiment with the idea of public schooling, and established a commitment to
education for the masses well before any other country. Pluralism, diversity, and local control
hallmarks of American democracy have always distinguished the American educational experiment
from those In other nations.

Standardized achievement tests so-called because they are administered and scored under
uniform conditions have played a central role in this experiment. Parents, legislators, and the
general public have always sought assurances that their children were getting a fair share of the
advantages of education and that school resources were being managed wisely. The idea that a
relatively Inexpensive tool could advance both the fairness and the efficiency of schooling has had
obvious appeal to policymakers. With the In: -"lion of the multiple - choke format and, later, machine
scoring, mass testing became increasingly economicsi.

Not surprisingly, though, testing has always been controversial. Tests have always been
scrutinized on the questions of whether they do more to alleviate or aggravate social, economic, and
educational disparities.

The substantial growth In standardized testing over the past three decades then, continues a
long tradition. It reflects widening public concern with the quality of schooling and a faith In the
usefulness of quantitative data to aid in policy decisions. And it has engendered renewed
controversy. Pressures to be accountable for our educational Investments have led pollcymakers at
all levels of government to demand more and more data; many are questioning whether the
information gained from tests Is what they really need to make better decisions. In this context the
Federal role has been significant: requiring nationally comparable data as a basis for evaluating key
Federal education programs has intensified our reliance on standardized tests.

9 tri
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Because the Federal role in testing has been so Important In the past, congressional action
could have far-reaching impacts on the future of student testing as well. Our report raises several
possibilkies for Congress, should it choose to foster an environment for continued Innovation and
reform. Today I wit focus on two options that beer most directly on the current debate over national
standards and examinations. Before I do, though, it Is Important to set the stage with some of the
principal messages of OTA's report

FUNCTIONS AND USES OF TESTS

Educational tests have three main purposes: to provide feedback to teachers and students
that can help classroom learning, to evaluate the effectiveness of schools and school systems, and to
inform Important selection, placement, and credentialing decisions about Individual students. These
functions touch on basic principles of schooling in the United States: teachers and students are
involved in an ongoing journey of teaming that requires constant assessment and adjustment, schools
and SCII0Ol systems must be accountable to the public that fund them, and Important decisions about
Individuals must be fair and based on valid information about their performance.

But using tests for these purposes is a delicate matter. Tests, after all, are only tools of
estimation, and test results can vary for reasons that may have little to do with a student's real level of
knowledge or achievement. It should be obvious that tests should be applied to functions for which
they are designed and validated. Yet almost day we see examples where this simple guideline is
ignored. Sadly, the historical misuse of tests has severely undermined their credibility even in
applications for which they are well designed.

RAISING THE STAKES

Attaching 'high stakes' to test results is a risky business. Labeling and ranking children or
schools, pinning student promotions and graduation to test scores, or issuing certificates of mastery
based on test performance have all heightened the controversy over testing. In addition to raising
questions about fair treatment of individual students, attaching significant rewards or sanctions to test
results can compromise the validity of the information contained in the test results and mislead
policymakers.

I would like to emphasize that many standardized tests in use today are designed to provide
useful information to students, teachers, parents, and the general public; but their value has been
compromised by policies that encourage excessive focus on improved scores rather than increased
learning. It would be unfortunate if many of the exciting test innovations that now seem possible were
suffocated by hasty application of the tests to high-stakes decisions.

TESTING AND SCHOOL REFORM

Some new testing methods are especially appealing because they reflect important learning
goals such as thinking and problem solving. But tests alone cannot stimulate reform without
substantial preparation and support for teachers. In many States where new methods are being tried
out, teachers are actively involved in all phases: definition of curricular and instructional goals, design
of appropriate assessment tools, and interpretation of results. Atop -down' approach mandating
tests and expecting the whole system to respond is a recipe for disappointment.

-2-
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TESTING COSTS

Designing, developing, validating, implementing, and scoring tests are expensive processes.

To gain greater insight Into the costs of existing tests, OTA obtained data on testing
expenditures In a large, urban school district We found that total direct expenditures materials,
scoring, other contracted services, as well as time spent by teachers In test administration were
roughly $13 per pupil per testing cycle. In addition, we explored the costs of teacher preparation time,
i.e., the portion of teacher salaries accounted for by the time they spend preparing students for tests.
These costs ranged from zero -- for teachers who said they spend no additional time preparing for
tests to $100 per pupil for teachers who said they spend 3 weeks preparing before each testing
period.

Even a modest innovation In testing revising and updating a conventional multiple-choice
test -- is costly. It can take from 6 to 8 years to write new Items, pilot test, and validate a major
revision to a standardized achievement test battery that has been in use for many years.

Our analysis illustrates the effect on costs of defining to what extent testing is integral to
Instruction. The more a test is part of regular instruction, the lower its overall costs will appear, all else
equal. (This point is explained in greater detail in attachment A, an excerpt from our report Summary.)

It is very difficult to obtain reliable data on the costs of new testing methods. Most
performance assessment methods are too new to allow for accurate cost estimation. However, OTA
did review some cost data from testing programs that have longer track records. (More data may
soon become available from State efforts. In addition, the General Accounting Office has collected
survey data on costs of a variety of testing methods.) First, we were able to locate cost data for essay
exzminations, which are the most well-understood form of performance assessment. In Ireland, for
example, it costs about $135 to score a student's answers to five essay questions in each of four
subjects. Similar data are now being reported for France, Switzerland, Italy, and England. In many
countries where this type of examination Is used, the costs are absorbed in the regular salaries of
teachers, who are expected to do the scoring as part of their Job descriptions.

Another insight to costs of test Innovation comes from a recent effort in the armed services. It
cost some $30 million, over 10 years, to develop a set of new performance measures assessing
specific job-related skills in 30 well-defined military Jobs. Although the results of this effort are
informative, defining the content and developing measures for elementary and secondary school
testing is much more complex than defining specific job performance outcomes for a number of jobs.

These findings make clear that the costs of testing the observed as well as the indirect costs
will play a significant role in decisions about implementing new or existing tests.

With these points as background, let me now proceed to two policy issues concerning
national testing.

POLICY ISSUES REGARDING NATIONAL TESTING

National Assessment of Educational Progress

The United States has had, since 1969, an invaluable program to gauge the general condition
of education in the country as a whole. The National Assessment of Educational Progress, or NAEP,
is the only regularly conducted national survey of educational achievement at the elementary, middle,

-3-
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and high school levels. Its 'Report Cards' provide information to researchers and pclicymakers
concerned with the progress of student achievement over time. In addition, NAEP has been a pioneer
In test innovations such as matrix-sampling, broad-based consensus building, and the use of various
types of open-ended or performance tasks.

NAEP's biggest problem today Is, ironically, surviving its own success. For it Is largely due to
its high credibility among policymakers and testing experts that NAEP Is now being considered for
new uses - uses that could ultimately jeopardize its original and still valid purpose.

OTA concluded that Congress should weigh carefully any proposals to change NAEP, and
should focus rather on ways to retain and strengthen it as a national Indicator of educational progress.
Requiring NAEP to Include more Innovative tasks, restoring funding for NAEP testing in subject areas
such as art and music, finding better ways to communicate NAEP results to the general pudic, and
expanding NAEP to assess knowledge In the adult nonschod population are particularly promising

anues.

However, if Congress wishes to develop or support a new national test - to be administered
to each child and used as a basis for Important decisions about children and schools -- OTA
concludes that NAEP is not appropriate.

Proposals for a System of National Examinations

The past year has witnessed a flurry of proposals to establish a national system of :gists for
elementary, middle, and high schools. Momentum for these efforts has been fueled b... reports
warning of crisis in the economy and the schools, by references to testing practices in other countries
(see attachment B), by the National Goals process, and most recently by the Administration's America
2000 education Initiative.

Congress needs to clarify exactly what objectives are attached to proposals for national
testing and how test instruments will be designed to accomplish those objectives. OTA finds that at
present there Is insufficient evidence to answer key questions regarding national testing.

For example, one objective of a new national testing system is to induce students and
teachers to reach higher standards of performance. But what will happen to students, teachers, or
schools who perform poorly? Will resources be provided to students who do not test well? Will the
tests focus on broad domains of knowledge or force a narrowing of instruction toward specific topics
covered on the tests?

Another very important question concerns the relationship between national tests and reform
efforts already under way in many States and school districts. Will the new system of examinations
reinforce or hamper those efforts?

Third, if tests are to somehow be associated with national standards of achievement. who will
participate In setting the standards? What evidence is there that existing or new tests can estimate
progress toward reaching those standards?

Fourth, who will pay for the new tests? Who will govern the selection of tests and their
certification as appropriate Instruments?

Until these and other questions are addressed, OTA finds that placing a new test or system of
tests into service at the national level cook; easily create new barriers to many educational reforms
already under way and become the next object of concern and frustration within the American school
system.

-4-
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize the importanceof this period in American

education policy. We stand at the crossroads of genuine test reform. Greater understanding of how

chidren think and learn, coupled with innovative technologies to assess their progress, could have

profound effects on the quality and accessibility of education for all children. To build on this
opportunity requires careful understanding of the forms, functions, and consequences of tests.

Existing tests serve some functions well, but become compromised when used inappropriately.
Although much of the Interest in test innovation is spurred by a senseof urgency regarding the status

of the schools, education leaders should resist the temptation to plunge into major new testing

programs using existing or innovative test designs until the purposes and probable effects of
those programs are better clarified. New tests need a chance to evolve in an atmosphere conducive

to careful study of their meaning and consequences.

Thank you, and I look forward to any questions you might have.

9"i
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Attachment A

Box FCosts of Standardized Testing in a Large Urban School District

Because testing policy decisions are still primarily made at the local and State levels, OTA has analyzed the
kind of data on standardized testing costs that school authorities would likely include in their deliberations over
testing reform. Data for this illustrative example were provided by the director of Testing and Evaluation in a large
urban school district with 191,000 enrolled students, among whom 32 percent are in Chapter 1 programs. The
district employs 12,000 teachers, including regular classroom and special teachers. The tota11990-91 disoict budget
was $1.2

Approximately 140,000 students in grades kindergarten through 12 take tests, once a year in kindergarten and
twice a year (fall and spring) in all other grades (absenteeism and student mobility account for the large number of
untested students). During each test administration, students take separate tests in English, mathematics, social
studies, and science. The tests typically consist of norm-referenced questions supplemented with locally developed
criterion-referenced items. (In kindergarten, fast, second, and third grades, criterion-referenced checklists filled out
by teachers supplement the paper-and-pencil tests.) The tests are machine stored by the test publisher, who provides
computer-generated score reports to district personnel.
Tests are administered by 4,500 regular classroom
teachers; there are no other special personnel involved,
except for a small group of district staff who design the
criterion-referenced items, manage the overall testing
program, and conduct research based on test results.

Although the district purchases tests from a large
commercial publishing company that has many school
districts as customers, the cost figures discussed below
are not necessarily representative of other school
districts in the United States.

Materials and Services

In most years, the district purchases only a limited
supply of test booklets, replacing the complete set only
once every few years when they become damaged or
when test items are revised. OTA computed average
annual expenditures on test booklets based on test
publishers' estimates that booklets are recycled typi-
cally once every 7 years. As shown in table Fl, total
annual outlays for the standardized testing program in
1990-91including materials, contracted scoring and
reporting services, and nonteaching personnelwere
approximately $1.6 million, or $5.70 per student per
test administration.'

Teacher Time

Based on the specified time allotments for the
various tests in the various grades, and on conversa-
tions with district staff, OTA found that full-tune
teachers in the district spend roughly 2 percent of their
annual work time in the administration of tests to
students. The total salary cost to the district for teacher
time spent administering tests was roughly $3.6
million for two testing administrations ($1.8 million
per testing cycle).

Table F1 Outlays on Materials, Services,
and Personn II

Materials
Contracted: Cost

Test booklets' new purchases plus annualized
costs based en assumed 7-year cycle $369000

Practice books 49,400
Examiner m.an...a!s 26,200
Checklists and worksheets 100,600
Kindergarten program 33.300

Other:
F0ndergarten Cr apter 1 test; $3,000
Labels 1,200
Pencils 17,900
Answer sheets 23,000
Headers 2,700
Language batte.y 1,300
Special tests 14,100

Materials s...htntai $641,700

Services
Contracted:

Scoring $175,600
Report general 141,800
Collection 14,800
Scanning 146.500
Distribution 9.000

Services s...":ta. $487700
Nonteaching per: :,7et

Assistant daec;or $58,200
Research man,ger 56,500
Research asson.rates (2) 108,700
Research assztants (3) 127,800
Seaetaries 56,500
Cle'ks 45.600

Nonteaching personnel subtotal $453,300
Total $1,582,700

SOURCE 011..2 01 Toctmology Assessment based co data supplied by
Largo when school distect, 199041 academic year.

ITo undersmod bow this district's cost of standardized testusg compares wish others. OTA looked al cost data from the November 1988,
"Survey of lbsting Practices and Issues," conducted by the National Association of Test nuectors (NA M1 The survey war sent to testing
directors in spprommately 125 school districts. For 38 dtstricts providing their cost mformat..mt the averoFe Juan cost per student war $4.80
per year, slightly lower than the $3.70 per student in this example. Most of the detects responf mg to the Ns I f survey administerachievement
tuts only once a year, compared to OTA's essmple district, which tests twice a year et err L s I to 12

52-840 0 92 4 BEST COPY ATAILME
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Attachment AContinued

Box F--Continued

In conversations with district teachers, OTA Table F2Salary Costs of Teacher Time Spent onfound that the time they spend in classroom prepara- Testing, per Test Administration'lion of students for the standardized tests varies from
Test preparation Totals

0 to 3 weeks per testing administration. Some teachers Test administration',
claim they spend no time doing test preparation that is S1.8 million 0 weeks: 0 $1.8 milliondistinguishable ftom their regular classroom instmc- 1.5 weeksfi $7.2 million 9.0 milliontion; others use the standardized test as a final 3 weeks: $13.5minion 15.3 miSion

613examination and offer students the benefit of length assd on average salary ot $40.5C0per year.y
-Based on an estimated 2percent

el total time spent on test administration
in-class review time. OTA therefore estimated the kg IWO lasting periods.salary costs for preparation time under three scenarios: ',Eased on 4,500 teachers.

ds days.0, 1.5, and 3 weeks (per test). These esdniates are
SOURCE: Moe cf Technology

Assessment, based on data supplied by a

summarized in table F2.
large urban school district, 1990-91

academic year.Total Direct Costs

The total direct costs of testing can be computed bradding the
expenditures on materials and services to thecosts of teacher time for test

preparation and administration. It is important to note, however, that this analysis doesnot account for the degree to which teacher time spent on testing is considered to be a necessary and well-integratedpart of regular instruction. The
importance of indirect or opportunity costs as it pertains to the analysis of testingcosts is illustrated in box G.

Box GDirect and Opportunity Costs of
Testing

$

Total coats
direct
opportunity
coats

Testing
option 1

Testing
option 2

Time spent on testing:
preparation and administration

This figure illustrates the relationship between
time spent on testing activity and the total costs of
testing. Hypothetical test 1 is assumed to contribute
little to classroom learning. It costs little in direc(
dollar outlays, but is dear in opportunity costs. Total
costs begin relatively low but riserapidly with time
devoted by teachers and students to activities that
take them away from instruction.

Hypothetical test 2, which is a useful instruction
and learning tool, requires relatively high direct
expenditures. But the opportunity costs of time
devoted to testing are relatively low.

At point A, a school district wouldbe indifferent
between the two testing programs, if cost was the
main consideration.

SOURCE: Office of Technology A<.,.mnt, 1992.
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Attachment B

Box HNational Testing: Lessons From Overseas'

The American educational system has a traditional commitment to pluralism in the definition and control of
curricula as well as the fair provision of educational opportunities to all children. Lessons from European and Asian
examination systems, which have historically been crated principally toward selection, placement, and
er-dentrahng, need to be considered judiciously. OTA Ends that the following factors should be considered when
comparing examination systems overseas V. lib :hose in the United States:

Examination systems in almost every industrialized country are in flux. Changes over the past three decades
have been quite radical in several countries. Nevertheless, there is still a relatively greater emphasis on tests
used for selection, placement, and cettification than in the United States.
None of the countries studied by OTA has a single, centrally prescribed examination that is used for all
purposesclassroom diagnosis, selection, and school accountability. Most examinations overseas are used
today for certifying and sorting ind:v :dual students, not for school or system accountability. Accountability
m European countries is typically handled by a system of inspectors charged with overseeing school and
examination quality. Some countries occasionally test samples of students to gauge nationwide
achievement.
External examinations before age 16 have ali but disappeared from the countries in the European
community. Primary certificates to select students for secondary schools have been dropped as
comprehensive education past the r level has become available to all students.
The United States is unique in the c vtcnsis e use of standardized tests for young children. Current proposals
for testing all American elementary school children with a commonly administered and graded examination
would make the United States the only industrialized country to adopt this practice,
There is great variation in the degree of central control over curriculum and testing in foreign countries. In
some countries centrally prescribed curricula are used as a basis for required examinations (e.g., France,
Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Sv. cden, Israel, Japan, China and, most recently, the United Kingdom).
Other countries are more like the United States in the autonomy of States, provinces, or districts in setting
curriculum and testing requirements (Australia, Canada, Germany, India, and Switzerland).
Whether centrally developed or no:. the examinations taken during and at the end of secondary school in
other countries are not the same for all students Syllabi in European countries determine subject-matter

'Tins draws on informaucn From Gecrre 13:smn C .gc. and Thomas Kellaghan, St. Pamicks College. Dubtin, "Student
Exaccuaatton Systems in the Euaopem Commun... es to the 7d States." OTA contractor report. June 1991.

Continued on next page
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Attachment BContinued

- - _
Box HNational Testing: Lessons From OverseasContinued

content and examinations are based on them, organized in terms of traditional subject areas (iangu2;e,mathematics, sciences, history, and geography) and, in some cases, levels at which the subject is studied(general or specialized). Even in European Community (EC) countries with a national system, theexaminations are differentiate& all students do not take the same examination at the same time. Theexaminations may also be differentiated by locale (depending on the part of the country) or by track (therearaigh-level, low-Ievel, and various curricular options).
'With differentiated examinations, multiple optionsgive students on lower tracks the chance to choose lowerlevel examinations. It appears, though, that these school-leaving examinationscan discourage students v. Ito- do not expect to do well from staying in school.
In no other system do commercial test publishers play at central a role as they do in the United States. InEC and other industrialized nations, tests are typically established, tested, and scored by ministries ofeducation, with some local delegation of authority. In Europe, Japan, and theil.S.S.R. the examinations 1.:traditionally been dominated by and oriented toward the

universities. In Europe, most examination systemsare organized around a system of school inspectors,
with quasi-governmental control through theestablishment of local boards, or multiple boards in larger countries.

Psychometrics does not play a significant role in the design or validation of tests in most Europeanand Asisncountries. Although issues of fairness and comparability
are important, they are treated differently than ernthe United States.

Teachers in other countries have considerable responsibility
for administering and scoring examination,: Insome countries (Germany, the U.S.S.R.., and Sweden) they even grade their own students. Teachercone actsoften include the Cr pectation that they will develop or score examinations; they are sometimes offered extrasummer pay to read examinations.

Syllabi, topics, and even sample questionsarc widely publicized in advance of examinations, and it it nn:considered wrong to prepare explicitly for examinations. Annual publication of past examinations sir: n;lyInfluences instruction and learning.
In European countries, the dominant form of examination is "essay on demand." These examinati-nsrequire students to write essays of varying lengths in responses to short-answer or open-ended questions.Use of multiple-choice examinations is limited, except in Japan, where they are as prevalent as in the Un:tedStates. Oral e.urnintions are still common in some of the German [ander and in foreign language testingan many countries. Performance assessments of other kinds (demonstrations and portfolios) are used forinternal classroom assessment

1 0
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much for your testimony. Let
me start out with a question. Have you read or are you familiar
with the National Council on Education Standards and Testing,
their report that they issued in January?

Mr. FEUER. Yes. I'm familiar with it.
Chairman KILDEE. I thought you were. I just wanted to get that

for the record. Let me ask you this question, then. Tests really indi-
cate how one individual or how a school measures up to certain
standards. You have a standard and you test to see how one meas-
ures up to that.

The national council on which Mr. Good ling and I served asserts
the critical need for the highest possible national student perform-
ance standards. They call for national standards in which they
measure outputs. But the Council puts down on the lower level the
school delivery standards saying that they need not be national,
but may be developed by a group of States.

If we have standards for students on one level, a higher level,
but don't have standards for schools on that same level, does that
not put a greater burden on the students rather than on the
schools?

Just let me expatiate a bit on that. If you expect a student to
score at a certain level in mathematics, at a certain grade level,
the Council says okay, we're going to have national standards for
that level but no national standards for the delivery system. Now,
suppose we have in one school, school A, the Latin teacher, which I
was, teaching calculus. I was great at Latin but not very good at
calculus. But that happens.

Now, can't you almost predict to a great degree how the students
are going to score in math if they have that commonly happening,
where they're not having the teacher in that area of competence
teaching? Can't you predict that those students will do probably
less well on the test than those students who have had the teachers
who are really trained to teach in that area? I'd like you to re-
spond to that if you can gather the gist of what I am saying.

I know schools and I can tell where the teachers are being forced
to teach outside their area of competence. That's just one area of
standards. I know what the results might be. Could you comment
on that?

Mr. FEUER. In an ideal world, we would be able to know exactly
what the tests are intended to measure on the part of students,
that is what outcomes we all want to be measuring. We'd also be
able to explain differences in test scores by reference to the kinds
of input measures that you're describing. So students in one school
seem to do better than students in another school, and if that can
be explained by the fact that Latin teachers are teaching calculus
or calculus teachers are teaching Latin, that would explain, tc
some extent, the differences in the student's scores.

It seems to me, though, requiring standards for student perform-
ance is putting some of the onus on the students, and we are being
more casual with the measures that could explain why students
are performing at those levels.

I want to just add one further point and that is that I say that
would be in an ideal world where we know exactly what we want
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to be measuring in the way of student outcomes and where we
have the tests that can actually do that measurement accurately.

Chairman KILDEE. Well, it seems like the word "casual" that you
use is maybe an appropriate word. The National Council on Educa-
tion Standards and Testing really emphasized the need for national
standards for students and then became quite casual when it came
to national standards for the schools.

Do you think they should have had a certain symmetry in estab-
lishing those standards?

Mr. FEUER. There has been a shift in attention and an interest
toward outcome measures and away from input measures as a way
to kind of hold schools and school systems accountable. So the em-
phasis on student performance is not surprising in that regard.

As far as the symmetry of the Council's work, I don't really
think I'm in a good position to comment one way or the other.

Chairman KILDEE. You stated in your report that tests alone are
usually poor vehicles to lead educational reform. If we did establish
some standards for input, might that lessen or might that comple-
ment tests if we coupled that with some standards for input?

Mr. FEUER. I think I'd answer that by suggesting that rather
than focus on trying to define standards for input that would be
applicable everywhere, that we ought to look more carefully at the
different approaches that are being tried in States and school dis-
tricts which seem to have already a common objective, and that's
to do a better job of educating all our children.

The fact that some school districts are experimenting with new
approaches to curriculum definition and to instruction ought to be
given a chance to flourish as a way of then explaining perhaps dif-
ferences in the outcome measures. Setting standards prematurely
could sort of force a homogenization of efforts that are still taking
root in many places.

Chairman KILDEE. I think the Council is very skiddish about es-
tablishing a national curriculum. Aren't there certain basic things
that should exist in educational institutions that would more likely
lead to a better output? The one I used, of course, is very obvious,
using a teacher that is not trained in that subject area. But that
does happen. It happens a lot.

It happens very often in some of the poorer school districts also
where, in competing with teachers, maybe they'll get a teacher and
have them teach several courses as a means of saving some dollars
in that school system. It seems to me that without going into a na-
tional curriculum, that there's a certain core of standards that a
school could have without going into curriculum itself.

Could we separate standards from curriculum?
Mr. FEUER. Sure. I think we could, and I think we actually do.

Most States have a pretty clearly defined set of curriculum objec-
tives. People are working real hard to achieve those objectives. You
know, part of the rhetoric that favors national

Chairman KILDEE. It's just like producing a car. Everyone wants
to have that perfect car. But if you have old equipment and lesser
trained workers, you're going to have maybe a lesser quality car.
Now, the curriculum at the auto company might be we're going to
have the world standard car, but unless there's some standards
placed into that, you're not going to achieve the results.
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You wanted to comment on that?
Ms. CARSON. If I might. It just comes to mind that when we begin

to talk about delivery standards and input standards, we're begin-

ning to talk about resource allocation, and how to make standards
real, and how to provide those things that we know schools and
children need. So, if input standards become linked to resources

and help to materialize the objectives, then I'm for input stand-
ards.

Chairman KILDEE. That's a very good summary. I think when

you tie the two together, input standards to resources, what re-

sources are used in that school system would make a difference,
and that really would not be so much curriculum as to the re-
sources you apply in that school. Very good. Thank you very much.

Mr. Good ling?
Mr GOODLING. As many know, and I've said before, and probably

will say at each one of these hearings, one of my chosen jobs serv-

ing on the Council was to slow down the train so the caboose didn't

get ahead of the engine. If I'd had your study beforehand, I could

have said it more eloquently than I did, I suppose.
I agree, and I've said many times, that NAEP should continue

doing what they do well and should not get involved in whatever

t'iis new endeavor is. I also was concerned about attaching high
takes to national tests. I was also concerned for a while at the be-

ginning because the Council seemed to be focusing on 3 years to
come up with some test. I guess the one question I would ask is

how many years do you think it would take to develop something

that would be worth developing?
Mr. FEUER. Well, it takes from 6 to 8 years just to do a revision

of a standardized achievement test battery that's already been in

place for a long time. It took the National Council on Teachers of

Mathematics about 6 years to define the standards. Now they are

starting to work on the appropriate assessment tools to go with it.
In every place or every State or district, that has been experi-

menting with new approaches to testing, most places where they've
been doing this, it begins with a very prolonged grassroots effort

involving teachers, students, parents, community leaders, defining

what the problems are and what the objectives ought to be. Once

those curricular and instructional objectives seem to be clarified,

they can then turn to the design of appropriate assessments.
So I couldn't go without saying it's a lengthy process. I co.tidn't

pin down a number of years, but I know that in our work we spoke

to a lot of teachers and a lot of parents and other people involved

in the system.
There is a good bit of concern that rushing into something will

give us either more of the kinds of tests that we have plenty of
today or we'll kind of stymie these new and exciting efforts before

they have a chance to be researched more fully.
Mr. GOODLING. I found your chart interesting. I'm only sorry that

I didn't have money to buy stock in all of those companies. I have

no other questions.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you. I think we'll call upon people in

the order of their appearance. Mr. Pastor?
Mr. PASTOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I guess there's a sen-

tence in your summary that I think is the key to this whole idea of
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whether or not national tests increases level of students. But thesense is this, without adequate preparation and support, teacherscannot be expected to make effective use of any new instructionaltechnology including new tests. I think that sentence is probablythe best conclusion to report, "without adequate resources.'The example used by the Chairman of a teacher that has beenprepared in Latin to teach calculus is a basic problem in our class-room. It doesn't matter what test you have and how well preparedthe test is and what the standards are, if the teacher cannot pro-vide that student just the substance of the curriculum, then wewould have national tests in any number. But I agree with thissentence that that is the key conclusion to your report.If the teacher is not prepared, if the teacher does not have theresources, then it doesn't matter what national test we have andwhat standards we have. It's not going to work. You may agree ordisagree with me.
Mr. FEUER. I certainly agree with that.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Klug?
Mr. KLUG. No questions.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Henry?
Mr. HENRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am a bit concerned thatwe not get waylaid by the question you posed. I think your ques-tion about how you have a test for students, if you don't have testsfor the criteria for the schools and how you hold a system account-able at the student level if you don't have criteria for the schools,misses the point.
Obviously it's related. You can't have students coming out with-out the supports for the schools. What is driving this issue of test-ing is the matter of simple public accountability. The public is notconcerned as a consumer with an abstract assessment of some kindof test that assures them that their school has A, B, C, D, E, F pro-grams and criteria. They are concerned about their kids not learn-ing to read and write and compute.
It's as if we said we were going to solve the automobile problemin this country by ensuring we did everything possible we could byway of tax credits, by way of long-term R&D, by way of accelerateddepreciation, by way of maybe a national health care system thatrelieves the manufacturers of the direct burden of health carecosts, all these things and yet somehow the car coming out wasn'tany better.
I just don't want us to try to escape from the fact that by virtual-ly all of our measurements, our output, if you look at it in terms ofa product level, has not been what we want it to be. I would cau-tion all of us not to be beguiled into shifting the focus on processrather than product.
If you have a measure for the product, then you let the schoolsdo different things that they may find appropriate in their commu-nities, which addresses the issue of product output rather thandealing incessantly, as we have in education, with more and moreprocess inputs.
Theoretically, that's what accreditation was all suppcsed to beabout. Obviously, our accreditation agencies have failed us whenthey accredit schools that aren't doing the job. I'm talking aboutinstitutional accreditations. Obviously, our teacher accreditation
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programs have failed us when in fact we readily admit there are
many teachers out there who aren't, as was used in the example of
the chairman, trained to be doing these things.

That's why the focus on the end is going to be the student. When
I make, as a consumer, the choice as to whether my kid stays in a
school system or not, it's not some abstract article in the Washing-
ton Post or my local newspaper that assures me that the school is
making progress if I don't see my kid achieving what I want from
my kid.

That's where the measurement has got to take place, it seems to
meI'm not taking out the process variable, but the whole point of
national assessment and a national measure is looking at the end
product. We're going to lose our discussion if we focus too much on
the process, which is what I saw the chairman's comments moving
us to, if that's appropriate.

Chairman KILDEE. I was moving toward that. You detected very
well, except I do worry. I know you know national education be-
cause you've had a reputation both at the State level and here. In
western Michigan, I would grant that most of the schools in your
area would have good input standards. You'd have the right teach-
ers teaching the right courses. You'd have good equipment, updat-
ed textbooks, not books that are 15 years old.

But there are certain areas in our country where you can find a
concentration of some of these standards, some of the input stand-
ards that aren't really good, where they have, perhaps, teachers
who are mismatched as to what their area of teaching should be.
I've been in some schools where there were 20 year old textbooks,
and the only computer may be the one the principal has in his
office.

Now, there's going to be a difference, I think. This is, as was
pointed out, the resources. I think if you emphasize maybe re-
sources, some standards for resources of schools, that might be an
appropriate

Mr. HENRY. Well, to my colleague from Michigan, the new buzz
word out there in education circles is this term "output-based edu-
cation," trying to establish in your system your output goals and
measuring them to see whether you got there. That's what national
testing, or whatever we're going to call it, is about.

The fact of the matter is most our studies of outputs, to the
extent that we have them, show strikingly causative relationships
between inputs and outputs. There's such a wide variance. In fact,
it's hard to tell what works and what doesn't when you don't have
a uniform measurement scale.

So you've got to have the output-based measurement scale in the
first place before you can even go back and do those things and say
well, maybe the problem is they don't have enough computers, or
they don't have enough continuing education for the teachers, or
they don't have the support staff and psychological social services
or whatever it may be.

What we've come to is the point saying you can't deal with
inputs in a meaningful way until you have an accepted measure
for the output. Accepted is the big issue. What's the accepted meas-
ure? Some kind of an objective. We've not had it. That's what you
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need to do with these other things. You work backward right fromthat.
I just hope we don't lose sight of that. I share the chairman's

concerns about those issues. He knows that. I've been involved ineducation a long time. Bu .t the push here is then to make it ac-countable to something. That's what we've got to have. Otherwise,the rest is just the same kind of education bologna we've had for 20years.
Chairman KILDEE. Mrs. Unsoeld?
Mrs. UNSOELD. Nothing.
Chairman KILDEE. Mrs. Mink?
Mrs. MINK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. This subject

area of testing is very baffling. I'm very much interested in the na-tional effort to try to find ways in which to evaluate our teaching,
our schools systems, and the way it teaches in order to determinewhether, in the process of teaching, we have failed to allow stu-
dents to achieve at the level that we think they ought to be achiev-ing, particularly in the language, the reading, science, math, thosebasic areas.

Yet, the dilemma is, as you've stated, how do you develop teststhat can make accurate measurements, taking into considerationthe wide diversity of our population, ethnic, economic, and so forth.
Is there a valid public policy issue here which is drum-beating us tostudy this question about instituting national tests? If so, what isthat public policy that brings this consideration to a nationalfocus?

Mr. FEUER. I think there are certainly many issues that have
converged on the idea of national testing as a way to formulate
education policy. Certainly, there's an impression that America'seconomic strength is diminishing, that our competitiveness isweaker than it was, and that European and Asian countries have
both superior schools systems and, to some extent, superior exami-nation systems.

Mrs. MINE. But don't the schools already know individually how
many students finish eighth grade and can't read, or don't havethe competence in math when they finish high school, or don't
know where the Capitol of the United States is on a map? I mean,aren't those things already known to the schools so that the estab-lishment of a national test is not really giving the schools anymore information than they already have, except for the fact that
a national test will give a ranking? Is that the purpose? Is that thepublic policy?

Mr. FEUER. Well, that's certainly one of the recommendations
we're making, is that the purpose of the policy be clarified.

Mrs. MINK. Is there a purpose to ranking?
Mr. FEUER. To ranking?
Mrs. MINK. Yes.
Mr. FEUER. Ranking is a fairly popular tradition in the United

States. We rank a lot of things. We have a certain fascination with
scoreboards and who's on top and who's in the middle and who's
underneath.

Mrs. MINK. Well, haven't we got a whole bunch of those lists al-ready? What have we accomplished by knowing you're at thebottom?
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Mr. FEUER. We have a lot of data that could be used to make the
kinds of comparisons that you're referring to.

Mrs. MINK. Well, why one more?
Mr. FEUER. Most comparisons don't end up surprising anybody.
Mrs. MINK. So what's the purpose of one more, something called

a national test? To give it the good housekeeping seal of approval?
Mr. FEUER. I simply don't have a direct answer to that because

our report is calling for a cautious approach to this whole idea. I
think there's a panel that follows on our testimony which w)uld
probably be in a better position to answer the question as to what
the purpose of a national ranking would be.

Mrs. MINK. Can you just sort of succinctly, not necessarily from
your report but froin a standpoint of a scholar in this area, run
down a litany of what the public policy achievements might be if
we adopted a national test? What could we learn from it that
would be helpful in the course of trying to improve public educa-
tion in America?

Mr. FEUER. I think we could continue to learn a great deal from
national assessment of education if that assessment is based on,
first of all, a range of indicators and not just scores fi om any single
test or set of tests; and number two, if the data that are used for
that kind of an assessment are kept as clear as possible from the
kinds of interferences that arise with the sort of high stakes conse-
quences.

That's why we're talking about keeping NAEP a strong resource.
In the world of testing, NAEP is kind of up there as a national
treasure. It would be a pity to undermine it, not that NAEP has no
problems. I mean, NAEP is no perfect instrument either, but it's
pretty good.

It's pretty good at doing the kind of thing that I think you are
referring to, which is giving us a sense of how we are doing as a
Nation. We could do a lot more to find out even at a deeper level
where our weaknesses are and where our strengths are.

But you see, my concern is that if we either use NAEP or some
other thing in which everybody will focus their attention on get-
ting those scores up so that they look better in the next round, or
in the next newspaper ranking, or in the next set of real estate ads
that come out, that we will end up, first of all, being very unsure
as to just what kind of progress we re making.

We have learned something about the effects of these high stakes
tests over the last 10 or 15 years. One of the things we learn is that
policymakers are not getting particularly reliable information.
NAEP, on the other hand, has been very strong because it's been
there as a kind of bulwark against all of the other kinds of less re-
liable data that are out there. It wasn't succinct, but getting there.

Mrs. MINK. If the purpose of the tests are to try to determine
what the deficits are in public education in any given area, isn't it
also essential, having discovered what the deficits are, that some-
body is prepared to fill it?

Mr. FEUER. Well, that's exactly one of the questions that we're
suggesting that Congress ask and insist on getting an answer to
before it embarks on a new system of tests.

One of the ironies of testing is that we seem to have a rather
widespread sense that there are problems in the schools. Much of
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that comes from the testing that we do. To do more testing is to
suggest that the information that we have is not valid. It's now a
question of using it and allocating resources appropriately.

Mrs. MINK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman KILDEE. You're welcome. Thank you.
Mr. Gunderson?
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Probably I'm miss-

ing something from your report and from the questioning that has
been going on. But isn't part of what we're trying to do here to rec-
ognize the mobility of the American family and therefore the
American student?

What is producing the incentive for testing is not so much even
educational reform as it is a desire by families, and parents in par-
ticular, to be able to get some kind of a comparative analysis of a
school in Wisconsin with a school in California they just left or the
school in Florida they're just moving to. Parents simply d someidea of their student's level compared to the new sell. 2. they're
moving into?

Am I all mixed up on this? When I talk to families, that's whatI'm hearing.
Ms. CARSON. Do you want me to try that?
Mr. GUNDERSON. You can try it, sure.
Ms. CARSON. Let me try.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Try to educate me.
Ms. CARSON. Certainly, we are still a mobile society. When par-

ents move, one of their main concerns is finding a good school envi-
ronment for their child. It is unfortunate that we don't have better
signals about what constitutes a good school environment, because
often students are forced back or do look at test outcome, test
scores.

These are not very good indicators of schools, of delivery systems,
of what is going on in the school. Most of the scores that we have
available to parents tend much more to reflect how the children
come to school, their backgrounds, other things as well as educa-
tion.

I think certainly part of the desire to set standards and part of
the impetus between the discussion of national standards is a belief
that after all, we are a mobile country. People do move, and you
shouldn't have something very different for a child in this State
than in that State. But most States, in fact, do have standards.
School districts do have curriculum. A parent could discover by vis-
iting schools what is going on in that school.

To try to answer more succinctly, it would be nice if there were a
simple way to tell what the best schools are. The kind of score out-
comes that we have are not very good indicators, and there's no
real good reason to think that putting in place a broader kind of
examination would lead to, really, better information for parents
on schools.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I disagree with you totally. But let me use an
example. We can have a standard that says we have to have four
semesters of math in high school. That doesn't mean the kid is
going to learn anything in math. So you need much more than astandard in order to allow
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I think the problem with this whole debate on testing is we
assume that we're going to use testing solely for the purpose of
making accusations about someone being in a bad school, or a bad
teacher, or having a bad program. I look at it just the opposite. It's
like going to the doctor to have a physical. The doctor doesn't tell
you you're a bad person. He said look, you have too much choles-
terol. You have too much fat. You're smoking too much. You need
to change your diet in this direction or that direction. I mean, isn't
that what we're talking about here? It's not a beat up on some-
body; it is how do we use different mechanisms to determine how
to improve what you have?

Mr. FEUER. I think the key there, and in your language, it's dif-
ferent mechanisms. I would agree with you that to some extent,
test scores could be one of many indicators that parents could look
at to get an idea of what's going on in a school district or in a place
where they're planning to move to.

But I want to just add to that that one of the ironies is that we
are at the same time trying to encourage a great deal of diversity
in our schools. The president's initiative has this very interesting
idea of initiating all kinds of experiments in delivery of curricula
and instruction.

Nationalizing the testing and assessment function and pushing
toward a common set of outcomes it's not entirely clear that those
two reconcile with one another. So it's certainly laudable to have a
system in place that would allow parents to have more accurate in-
formation about what's going on in schools. That really ought to be
based on multiple indicators.

Some parents frankly want a school that has a very good athletic
problem, and others want a school that has a very good chemistry
program. I'm not sure how one combines athletics and chemistry in
a test score.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I agree with you totally, but I think the misper-
ception here is there is going to be one uniform national test. I
don't know of anybody who has advocated that. Am I missing some-
thing?

Mr. FEUER. No. I think that's right. We're certainly not advocat-
ing a single national test either.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. On that, I think that standards and testing

somehow must go together. You test something. If you don't have
standardsI can go into certain schools that I visited here in
America and walk out of that school and predict what the test re-
sults are going to be just by looking, as you mentioned, to the re-
sources that are there.

I can predict that. I don't really need a great computer, a written
test. I can just predict what's going to happen when they give the
test in that school by looking at resources. So standards and testing
do go together. I guess how we put those together is one of the
things that this committee has to deal with very carefully.

Dr. Feuer and Ms. Carson have been very helpful in this. I,
myself, may want to submit some additional questions to you in
writing because we do have another panel. I know two of those
people in the panel have to leave shortly.

Mr. Martinez?
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Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'll try to be quick
here. I can understand if Mr. Gunderson is confused. I agree in one
sense with what he says, but the question is, do you test to com-
pare or do you test to know what you need to do?

You gave the analogy of a doctor. Now, I'm in total agreement
when you say you test to know what to do, because the tests I've
seen in my life have not been that at all. They've been just to com-
pare to see where the bad people are. We don't need more tests to
know where the bad schools are and where the pupils are not
learning.

Too many times tests are misused. When I went to school, you
might say I had a language barrier problem because our family did
not speak English at home. So I was not put in an "English profi-
ciency" clogs; I was put in a "speech correction" class. All the
other students in there were people who stuttered or had some
other speech impediment.

My time in that program was wasted. Meanwhile, being placed
in that program put me behind because I wasn't learning. So, as
far as I'm concerned, if you're going to test, you ought to test to
know what to do. Now, if you're talking about testing against other
countries and what they're doing, that may be all well and good
just to tell yourself what you're competing with, as in the analogy
you made about a pole vaulter.

But the truth of the matter is that still doesn't get back to help-
ing the individual kid. Mr. Henry was talking about input and
output. I'm not sure which he considers input and which he consid-
ers output. But if it was the way I understood, I think he's got to
understand that before you can have output,' productive output,
you better have darn good input, which means you better set stand-
ards for schools and teachers and give them something to measureup to.

Then you can test the child to find out where he isif what they
are doingif they are meeting the standards because the result of
their meeting the standards will be that that young child is learn-
ing.

You also say in your testimony that we're not teaching students
the things they need to know to compete effectively. You're abso-
lutely right. But one of the things we're not teaching, and you do
talk about it on the second page of your testimony, is how to think.

You know, Terrel Bell sat in one of these rooms and testified
before us. He said something that really rang home. He said
there's nothing so rewarding to a good teacher as to see the light
go on ;n that young person's mind when they learn that they canlearn.

I remember a sixth grade teacher, Ms. Kasems, who knocked me
around like you wouldn't believe until she finally got me to learn
that I could learn. I thought she was the meanest thing in the
world until when I started crowing about how I learned, how I
could do it, now I understood it, I looked up at her and she was
smiling from ear to ear.

I think I thought, "well, she's not mean at all; she's just con-
cerned about me." Sometimes you don't find those teachers. But if
you have standards for teachers, and you have instructions for
teachers, and you have standards for schools, then I think you're
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going to start moving toward being able to test the kid to see what
the kid has attained and where that kid is lacking so that he can
move up from there.

That's the only kind of testing that I'm really interested in. I
don't believe that one single national test can do it. I do think that
some standards, national standards, sure as heck could get us going
in that direction.

You say also we talk about the U.S. as the only industrialized
Nation that does not have national testing. Tell me something
about the achievements of that national testing in those other in-
dustrialized countries?

Mr. FEUER. Well, we don't say that the U.S. is the only industri-
alized country that has no national test. I want to try to clarify
this. We have an attachment to the testimony which is an excerpt
from the summary of the report. It tries to lay out some of the
comparisons between testing policies in other countries and in the
U.S

Just to give you a smattering of some of what we found in our
analysis of how other countries test compared to the U.S., for one
thing, most testing systems in Europe and in Asia are in transition.
Just as in the U.S., there's a big debate about how and what and
when to test, this is something that's going on in most countries of
the world.

Second, perhaps more important, is that no country that we
looked at has what would be called a national examination for chil-
dren before the age of 16. In countries where they are doing some
kind of national testing, it is still largely focused on the selection
and placement and credentialing function of tests, that is the gate-
keeping function.

They don't do much testing there for accountability. They don't
do much testing on a national basis there for the kind of classroom
diagnostics that I think you were referring to earlier. Within and
among the European countries, there's a considerable amount of
variation in the degree to which testing is actually centralized.

In Germany, for example, there's a lot of autonomy in what are
equivalent to States and regions. In a country like France, it's
much more centralized. With respect to test format, Japan uses
more multiple choice testing than we do. Germany uses more oral
and written testing.

So, to the extent that we want to sort of imitate our fiercest com-
petitors, we should choose which competitor we want to imitate.
We could end up doing more multiple choice testing if Japan were
the model and less if Germany were the model.

A lot of these comparisons need to be viewed in the light of some
of these subtleties and complexities of how testing is organized. I
guess the overarching difference is that schooling is quite different
in most countries from schooling in the U.S. There are broader dif-
ferences in the objectives of schooling and the reach of schooling,
the accessibility. This is undoubtedly reflected in testing policy.

Mr. MARTINEZ. I think what I hear you saying is that we can
look at all these things and gain some knowledge from them, but
we shouldn't be trying to mimic or duplicate what they're doing.
We ought to figure out what's wrong with our system and address
the needs of our system.
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Mr. FEUER. I think we can learn from overseas. We have to learn
selectively and apply that which fits the best to our situation.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman KILDEE. Mrs. Lowey?
Mrs. LOWEY. I have no questions.
Chairman KILDEE. If there are no additional questions, I may

submit some questions in writing.
Just before you leave, I read the New York Times this morning

about Mr. Buchanan's victory in New Hampshire. After that, I
read another story. Interesting, I have written down on my paper
now standards/resources and then testing below that. It states herethat just when politicians are calling for a revival in American
education, the recession is leaving principals and teachers acrossthe country with less money for more students.

It goes on to say in many cases, rising school enrollments, local
reluctance to raise taxes and State fiscal problems meant that
schools actually have less money than before. That's one thing that
Iall through this discussion this past year have tried to dorun
these two on parallel paths, standards in testing and make surethat we don't put one ahead of the other. Maybe one should goahead of the other. Maybe we should set the standards first and
then have the testing; right?

I really appreciate your testimony here this morning. It was very
helpful. Your report is extremely helpful. Thank you very much.

Now our panel will consist of Honorable Roy Romer, a goodfriend of minewe worked very closely in the vineyard together on
this--the Governor of the State of Colorado and the co-chair and
workaholic, I will say, on the National Council on Education,
Standards and Testing, who kept us all moving and working very,
very hard.

Also, a member of that council, is Keith Geiger, president of the
National Education Association and a resident, when I was grow-
ing up, or teaching I should say, in Michigan; Bella Rosenberg, As-
sistant to the President Al Shanker, American Federation of
Teachers, AFL-CIO; Daniel M. Koretz, Ph.D., Senior Social Scien-tist, the RAND Corporation; and Michael H. Kean, Dr. Kean,
Ph.D., Chair, Test Committee, Association of American Publishers
and Vice President, Public and Governmental Affairs, CTB Mac-
Millan/McGraw-Hill.

We'll lead off with Governor Romer, followed by Mr. Geiger, be-
cause I do know both of those have other appointments, pressing
appointments they must make.

Governor, it's always good to be with you.
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STATEMENTS OF HON. ROY ROMER, GOVERNOR, STATE OF COLO-
RADO, CO-CHAIR, NATIONAL COUNCIL ON EDUCATION STAND-
ARDS AND TESTING; KEITH GEIGER, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
EDUCATION ASSOCIATION AND MEMBER, NATIONAL COUNCIL
ON EDUCATION STANDARDS AND TESTING; BELLA ROSEN-
BERG, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERA-
TION OF TEACHERS, AFLCIO; DANIEL M. KORETZ, PH.D.,
SENIOR SOCIAL SCIENTIST, RAND CORPORATION; AND MI-
CHAEL H. KEAN, PH.D., CHAIR, TEST COMMITTEE, ASSOCIATION
OF AMERICAN PUBLISHERS AND VICE PRESIDENT, PUBLIC
AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, CTB MACMILLAN/McGRAW-
HILL
Governor ROMER. Thank you very much, Congressman. It's good

to be back with you.
I obviously take this issue very seriously. I became very uncom-

fortable about the last bit of testimony. We really need to clarify
what's on the table. You know, Congresswoman Mink, none of us
are advocating a national exam. I can't remember in the panel,
maybe in one or two persons, it's not an issue. I really want us to
focus on what the issue is on the table. I was disappointed, quite
frankly, that the person who preceded me allowed that to be the
issue. Maybe it was an issue in his report, but it was not an issue
in the measure which I think is before us in the panel.

Let me put this in context. I want to hit, if I can, very quickly,
all the issues that I see on the table. When I gave my State of the
State message, the next morning the headline of the Rocky Moun-
tain news in Denver was "Governor Threatens: Raise Taxes or
Else." Now that's an interesting headline for a politician, but it
was very accurate.

I said to my legislature, you either do it right or we're not going
home. I'm not going to sign the budget bill. Now, I'm trying to
raise funds for education. So I want you to know, all of you who
are interested in equity, I'm here. I'm with you on equity. We've
got to do this job better.

The next point, one of the most important arguments against
more money and education in Colorado is people feel that we're not
getting our money's worth. We're not getting what we're paying
for. Now, that's the issue. If I could convince people in Colorado
that we're really doing a good job, they'd raise the money for it. I
know that. I know the people of Colorado. So, I've got a real prob-
lem of convincing people in Colorado that we are doing the right
kind of jobs in schools.

Now, one of the real problems we have out there is that there is
another point of view, and it's almost contradictory. That is, a
whole lot of people feel like what we're doing is good enough in
terms of the standards. This issue of standards and testing, let me
just talk about them separately and then together.

Why do we need to be concerned about standards? First of all, in
math, we don't know what real math is in Colorado. We don't
know what math power should be. Now we think we do, but we
don't. So the first thing that we've got to do is to communicate to
the people of this country that we are reaching for a standard that
is not going to be successful for us.
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The best way I can illustrate it is if I were at a blackboard, I
would draw a pole vault. We've been vaulting out there at 15 feet
in Iowa, Colorado, for years. Somebody come along and said wait a
minute, the rest of the world is doing 19 feet. If we found that out,
we'd sure change our way of vaulting.

What we need to do in education is send a message clearly as to
what is the level of achievement we need to reach. What is an edu-
cated person? If we don't do that one, then I don't think we can do
the whole list of other educational reforms. So I would make a very
strong plea to you and Congress to help us get this job done.

Now, let me take the consequence if you don't, if you don't pass
this bill. Let me just lay out what history will do. We'll have to do
it anyway. In Colorado, I have a committee in which the president
of the Senate, who is a Republican, the Majority Leader of the
House, the Speaker of the House, is on it. It's arriving at standards
for Colorado.

What do we want? We want to look somewhere in the Nation
and say give us the best that you can about what it is that we can
model ours after.

So, the other thing I want to underscore, this is voluntary. This
is not mandatory. You know, we're really just asking collectively
can we arrive at something at a national level that could assist our
individual States to arrive at the right standards.

We need, in Colorado, whether you help us or not, we're going to
arrive at what we hope are world class standards in math and Eng-
lish and science. If we don't get that on the table first, we never
can do the other reforms to teach to it.

Let me then turn to assessment. I think the issues here are one,
is it right to assess before we do all the other kinds of reform?
Namely, I think one of you has just recently spoke and said that it
isn't really fair to put higher standards and assessment on kids
unless we can do a better job of preparing teachers and funding
schools.

We need to do them simultaneously because if we do not ade-
quately and accurately access what we're doing, I don't believe we
will really know what is the level that we're reaching for in educa-
tion. High stakes are a problem under our existing methods or
under new and better assessments.

So, in a very brief way, what I'm appealing for is your assistance
in passing this bill to create a mechanism where we will not man-
date anything, where we will simply assist States like Colorado to
arrive at the best standards, and they will be voluntary.

Secondly, in assessment, we're asking absolutely not for the de-
velopment of a national test. We're not asking for the development
of additional tests, more testing. What we're asking for is let's go
and develop tests that really do what it is we think ought to be
done.

Let me give you a simple illustration out of my own life. Stand-
ardized testing, I think, has some use, but we have grossly exagger-
ated the use of standardized multiple choice tests. We need to de-
velop enriched kinds of testing so that we can really kno'w what it
is that we're after.

I'm a pilot. When I am in a test flying over the City of Washing-
ton, DC, as a student, one of the tests that I would be given is my
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instructor would cut the engine. He'd stop it. He's say, "Romer,
land the plane." Now, I would remember all those isolated bits of
information such as here's the fuel system.

This is the ignition system and how it works. Here's how the
wind goes over the wing and gives you a lift or so much glide. This
is the area in which you need to land. You need to land into the
wind. This is your breaking power.

Now, you can give me a multiple choice standardized test on all
those isolated bits of information, decontextualization. That's the
way in which we do this. Decomposability, those are the standard
words of psychometrics.

But I could regurgitate all those isolated bits of information and
still kill myself trying to land that plane because life is not like
that. Life is like this, when that engine stops and that prop stares
me in the face, what do I do? I have to use my mind, Congressman.
I have to think. I have to organize that information. I have to sort
it, collect it. I have to reason from it. I have to act upon it and com-
municate from it. Now, that's what life is like.

Now, that is a performance test. Now, what does that test do?
First of all, it's very educational. Secondly, it points me to truly
what is an educated person. An educated person is not someone
who takes isolated bits of information and regurgitates them in
some standardized test. An educated person is one who has the
ability to utilize information, to organize it, to reason from it, to
act upon it and to communicate based upon it.

Now, what I'm asking, then, is your assistance so that we can
help the States of this country begin in their own pluralistic way to
develop better forms of assessment. Assessment is absolutely criti-
cally linked to standards. Assessment really should do many things
for a student. First of all, it should aim the student as to what it is
that an educated person is.

I, therefore, because we need to keep this short, would make a
strong appeal to you, don't let this bill bog down. We need it.

I want to talk about time lines. I got extremely uncomfortable
when the prior speakerand I respect himDr. Feuer, reported,
and he's accurate in his report, that history has required 8 years to
come up with the national council of standards in math. It takes 5
or 6 years to do a new standardized test.

We do not have the luxury of taking that long. If we can go into
the Persian Gulf in 6 weeks with Desert Storm, we sure as hell can
develop tests quicker than 6 years. It can be done. We've got bad
habits here. We ought not be fearful of rushing too fast.

I look at every youngster in the schools of Colorado. Every year
that goes by that we put resources into educating those young-
stersand we're not telling them the truth, which is there is going
to be a high stakes test for you someday, and that is you're going
to try to get a job.

If you have to be able to use math power realistically and accu-
rately to get a job, we need to tell them early on what that is so
that they can prepare for it. So, in summary, we need this capacity
to develop standards to be offered voluntarily to States. We need
this capacity to encourage the development of pluralistic methods
of assessment of a better quality not to be mandated, not to be a
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single national test, and not to be used as high stakes in the wrong
way.

Let me finally close on that. High stakes, who makes the decision
of a high stake? It's local, absolutely local. It's going to be contin-
ued to be local. So, what we need to do is to help folks locally. Let's
take a fourth grader in math.

If we gave them a really good authentic test in math, and the
youngster is not up to where the youngster ought to be, what
should be the stake? I think the stake ought to be that the system
should respond and say Joe or Mary, we're going to give you more
time to learn and better ability to learn.

There was one other issue I wanted to get to before I close, and
that is system standards as compared to student, content, and per-
formance standards. There is a natural division between these, and
I'd like to draw that. I think it's very appropriate for us to arrive
at standards consensually and collectively nationally as to what
the content ought to be and how good is good enough performance
ought to be.

But I think it's very logical to leave to local States and districts
various ways of arriving at that result. It would be dangerous, in
my judgment, if we tried to proscribe at a national level delivery
standards for individual schools or States, because pluralism of ap-
proach is a healthy thing.

Now, I think it is correct that as we develop student's perform-
ance standards that we should also say it's not fair to put the
standard out unless we held the institution accountable to give the
student the opportunity to learn. That is correct.

But we ought to allow the criteria for delivery standards to be
developed, I believe, State by State in a collective action because
we avoid something that is real in American politics, and that is
there is a very strong history of education being local and that we
do not find a way to proscribe a standardized way of going at edu-
cation.

So, I think there's a legitimate distinction between national
standards of performance that we want to achieve, but a variety of
ways to achieve them, which are a variety of delivery systems. But
we ought to say there ought to be a standard locally so that you
can get at that issue.

Mr. Chairman, those are my comments, and I would be happy to
participate in any questions.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Roy Romer follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. ROY ROMER, GOVERNOR OF COLORADO

I am pleased to testify for the subcommittee about the report of the National
Council on Education Standards and Testing (NCEST).

I am here today to impress upon you one simple message. This Nation is not
teaching its students the things they need to know to compete effectively in the
world economy. Our standards are too low, and the ways we go about measuring
progress are inadequate.

It's useful to think of this issue in terms of a pole vault competition. If our goal is
to win, then we ought to find out how high the competition is vaulting and that's
where we should set our mark. If we set the bar at 16 feet, but the rest of the world
sets it at 19 feet, we lose.

The analogy is appropriate. We have said we want world class education stand-
ards so our kids are able to compete in the world economy. But we've never
define.; what those standards are or how we know when we get there.
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In spite of all the time and resources devoted to testing in this country, we still
are not able to tell exactly how far and in what ways students' performance falls
short of world class standards. That's because we have traditionally measured suc-
cess by our students' performance against one another or against multiple choice
tests that focus on basic skills and small bits of information.

Neither measure is relevant to our competitionthe worldand both can end up
leading to a false sense of satisfaction.

Polls show that Americans want a world class education system. But all available
evidence suggests that we are falling far short of that goal. And polls reflect a huge
gap between belief and action, highlighting a dangerous sense of self-satisfaction.

The results of a recent Harris Poll should alarm the business and education com-
munities alike. The study identified 15 key attributes that are basic objectives of
secondary education and which are necessary for students to perform well on the
job or in higher education. The attributes included:

the basic skills of reading, writing, communication, and computation,
personal work habits,

the ability to work with others, and
problem solving.

Representatives from higher education, employers, recent students, and their par-
ents were all asked to evaluate the preparedness of students on these key attributes
on a common scale.

The results were alarming in two respects. First, the very low ranks given by both
employers and those in charge of higher education indicate that students are grad-
uating without the skills and abilities they need to perform well in higher education
or on the job. Significant remediation efforts are required.

Even more alarming is the dramatic gap between the very low rating employers
and higher education officials give to student competency and skills and the favor-
able assessment of students and their parents. In effect, we have found out that
while we have been teaching our students to aim for a 16-foot pole vault, the other
countries of the world have been aiming for 19 feet. Parents and students have been
satisfied with the 16-foot performance because the students have only been com-
pared to each other, not to world class standards.

I served as the first chairman of the National Education Goals Panel. The pur-
pose of the National Goals is to capture the attention and resolve of Americans to
restructure our schools and radically increase our expectations for student perform-
ance. They cover the full range of learning from readiness for school to lifelong
learning. They are consciously outcome-oriented. The report card is not designed to
lay blame or indict. It is not another Wall Chart. It is intended to provide us with
accurate feedback in a consistent way over time to improve our performance.

The Goals Panel members found that, particularly for goals three and four on
academic performance, we don't have ways to authentically assess what children
know and are able to do. Moreover, we have no national standards of performance
against which to assess how well we are doing in achieving the goals as a Nation.

We don't know how good is good enough. We don't know how high our competi-
tion is vaulting. We do know from international assessments that our students do
not compare well to other developed nations. The standards we use are far lower
than other countries.

The Panel firmly believes that before we can seriously improve our educational
achievement, we need to understand how short of the mark we are. I compare this
to the use of a CAT scan in medicine. We first need to decide what we mean by
"health." We need a standard. A CAT scan can tell us where we stand with regard
to our standard of health. Then we can determine what needs to happen to get us to
that goal.

The National Council on Standards and Testing was created to address this issue.
The charge of the Council was to assess the desirability and feasibility of national
standards and a system of national assessm,!nts tied to national standards.

As co-chair of the Council with Governor Campbell of South Carolina, we
achieved an extraordinary, bipartisan and broad-based commitment to developing
standards and new forms of assessments, first in the five subject areas in the Na-
tional Goals and later in other areas such as the fine arts and citizenship. Impor-
tant workplace skills and knowledge such as the SCANS commission report (the
Socretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills) describes should be included.

The Council just finished its work and issued our report, Raising Standards for
American Education. In it, we provide the argument for developing national stand-
ards and a system of national assessments. Standards would let us know what we
expect our students to know and be able to do at various points in their education.
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They would enable students, parents, teachers, and the public to know where stu-
dents are relative to a standard rather than relative to each other.

In the absence of well-defined and demanding standards, the Nation has gravitat-
ed toward de facto minimum expectations. High national standards tied to a system
of assessments can create high expectations about what all students should know
and be able to do. They can help to better target our educational resources.

National standards are not a national curriculum. We advocate standards with
the following characteristics:

reflect high expectations, not minimum competencies,
provide focus and direction, not become a national curriculum,

national, not Federal,
voluntary, not mandated by the Federal Government,

dynamic, not static.
Since tests demonstrate and determine what is important for students to learn,

assessments should be developed that embody the new high standards. Much cur-
rent testing reinforces the emphasis on low-level skills and bits of information
taught in our schools. To make high standards meaningful, it is important that the
Nation be able to measure progress toward them with new forms of assessments
tests that are worth teaching to and are designed to guide curriculum development.

The Council came out decideely against a single, national achievement test in
favor of a system of assessments to accomplish multiple purposes. In addition, the
Council envisions new forms of assessments. Current tests are neither oriented
toward the goals nor supportive of the curriculum and instructional changes needed
to achieve them. New forms of assessment are needed that will drive changes in
what happens in classrooms.

The considerable resources and effort the Nation currently expends on the patch-
work of tests should be redirected toward the development of a new system of as-
sessments. Assessments should be state-of-the-art, building on the best tests avail-
able and incorporating new methods such as performance assessment.

The national system of assessments should have two components:
individual student assessments, and
large-scale sample assessments such as the National Assessment of Educational

Progress.
The purpose of having two components is that no single assessment can be used

for multiple functions. We need to continue the matrix sample approach used by
NAEP to assess the progress of the Nation in achieving the goals. NAEP should be
tied to high national standards and should incorporate new methods of assessment.

New break-the-mold individual assessments must be developed for instructional
use. These assessments must also be tied to national standards, to provide informa-
tion to teachers, parents and students. These assessments should replace current
tests rather than be in addition to them.

The key features of both components would be:
alignment with high national standards,
the capacity to produce useful, comparable results,
multiple methods of measuring progress,
voluntary, not mandated by the Federal Government,
developmental, not static.

In order to effectively accomplish the Council's recommendations, we have
reached agreement between the National Governors' Association and the adminis-
tration that a new coordinating structure will be put into place. Of great impor-
tance, the National Goals Panel will be reconfigured to be politically balanced and
to include Congress.

A permanent National Education Council on Standards and Testing would be es-
tablished, whose members would be appointed by the Goals Panel. The Panel and
the Council would jointly work to certify that content and performance standards
are at world class levels and to set the criteria for a national system of assessments.
The permanent Council will be the technical arm of the Panel to carry out the work
of coordinating the development of new standards and certifying assessments.

High national standards and a system of assessments, while critically important,
are not panaceas for the Nation's educational problems. Other elements of reform
are necessary to enable us to reach high standards of achievement, including profes-
sional development, technology, incentives, early intervention strategies, and reduc-
ing health and social barriers to learning. High national standards and a system of
assessments of the standards are the next step in revitalizing American education.

We know that local control and local decisions are critical for the accomplishment
of fundamental changes. The establishment of national standards and assessments
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will have to draw strength from a variety of approaches, including current work in
the States. We need to capitalize on the knowledge and work being done around the
country. We need to promote cooperation among States to develop appropriate
means of assessment and establish procedures for comparing different kinds of in-
formation across States.

I want to specifically address some concerns and questions that I h :ye heard
about the Council's recommendations. The following four issues have come to my
attention:

The importance of the link between standards and assessments,
Some misunderstandings about the NCEST report,
My position on equity and delivery standards, and
The resources needed to implement the Council's recommendations.
1. Why do we need both nation' standards and a national system of assessments?
As I described earlier, standards and assessments lie at the heart of significant

educational reform. We must have a vision of what we expect students to accom-
plish and ways to assess their attainment of what is important to know and be able
to do. Current forms of testing constrain our ability to change what we expect from
our students. We must change how we assess students to support our expectations.

Teachers must change how and what they teach and how they assess student
progress. New forms of assessment must support changes in classrooms, and the as-
sessments must be tied to the standards. Neither standards nor testing is sufficient
alone as reform strategies; they must operate together and be supported by changes
in incentives, professional development, technology, early intervention strategies,
and reducing health and social barriers to learning.

2. Is the Council advocating a national test and a national curriculum?
There have been conflicting interpretations of the Council's report, and some re-

flect misunderstandings of the Council's charge and recommendations. For example,
at the previous hearing before the subcommittee, Dr. Walt Haney indicated that no
one test can accomplish multiple purposes such as system accountability and in-
structional improvement. In fact, the report specifically states that no one test can
serve all purposes and therefore recommends a system of assessments. For system
monitoring, NAEP should be changed to reflect the national standards and to in-
clude new forms of assessment. For instructional purposes, multiple individual as-
sessments should be developed by a variety of agencies.

3. Why should we have national student standards but not national school or
system standards?

The role of the proposed new Council would be national certification of student
standards, but the States would have responsibility for delivery standards. National
standards are needed for national competitiveness and for equity reasons. How the
standards are implemented in schools is a local responsibility because teachers must
be involved in decisions about teaching and curriculum. The delivery standards
need to originate at the local levels and should be the States' responsibility.

The issue of delivery standards was extensively debated. While national standards
and assessments of the standards are the catalysts and are necessary to move our
schools toward higher achievement, States and local schools need to be responsible
to provide the curriculum and teaching needed by their students. Without involve-
ment and commitment at the classroom and school levels, the standards will not
meaningfully impact practice. Further, the standards are to guide instruction, not
to provide a national curriculum.

I personally have a very strong concern for equity. I believe that we must provide
equal opportunity to learn. We need all three components of reform to achieve high
expectations for all students. We need high standards, authentic assessments, and
the systemic reform of schools to provide the opportunity to attain high standards. I
believe that it is the responsibility of the States to ensure opportunity to learn and
develop school delivery standards.

4. Under current conditions, how will we afford to implement national standards
and tests?

We are the most tested country in the world. But for all the resources devoted to
testing, we have little information that can be used to gauge our progress as individ-
uals or as a Nation. The considerable resources currently devoted to testing and cur-
riculum must be redirected, as well as supplemented.

The current patchwork of tests is not only expensive in terms of financial cost, it
is expensive in terms of time taken away from learning in the classroom. The tests
are also inefficient, because they provide little useful information.

New forms of assessments, "break-the-mold" or authentic performance assess-
ments, are designed to be used for instruction. They would be more than cost effec-
tive and also more efficient.
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Professional organizations and the Department of Education are helping to devel-
op the standards, and test development is underway in many States and districts
and by commercial publishers as well as research institutions.

I encourage the members to incorporate the recommendations of the Council into
legislation to move the Nation toward raising standards for American education.

Chairman KILDEE. I'd like to ask one quick question before we go
on to Mr. Geiger, just to pick up on one thing. You mentioned Joe
in the fourth grade not doing well on his math test and what
should Joe do. Suppose 60 percent of the kids in that fourth grade
don't do well on the math test? It's not so much what should Joe
do; it's what should the school do; right?

Governor ROMER. Yes.
Chairman KILDEE. So, we really have to look at the school and

look at the resources in that school also, then.
Governor ROMER. Right. One of the tests of character of this

country is whether or not we've got the willpower to really accept
the fact that our performance is as far away as it really is from
where it ought to be. Let's assume 60 percent of that class or of the
students in the whole system are not doing well, given the stand-
ard we arrive at. I think that is truth.

One of the most important things for a free people is to have
truth so they can then act upon that truth. When they see that
their youngsters are that far away from being competitive in a
world marketplace, they then are going to respond.

I believe this country can respond. We simply are living in a
kind of a fool's paradise that we think the good life is going to
come to us without the effort that has to be put in to get it.

Chairman KILDEE. Knowledge is power, and we shouldn't fear
knowledge; right?

Governor ROMER. That's right.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Geiger?
Mr. GEIGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-

tee. I'm Keith Geiger, president of the National Education Associa-
tion.

I want you to know I'm tempted to discuss this morning the
week that I just spent in Japan attending a conference where the
Japanese Teachers Union is discussing the need to move from a 6-
day student week , a 5-day student week.

I want you to -A, that come April of this year 240 schools in
Japan are moving a 5-day student week. While we are very curi-
ously watching and looking at them, they are also looking at us be-
cause they are very, very concerned about what it is they are doing
to their students and what it is they are doing to their teachers in
making them come in for six days instead of five.

If I were to make a prediction, I would predict that in the next 5
years you're going to see some things happening in some other
countries just like you see it happening here. But that's not what
I'm here for this morning.

It is now time for the United States to turn its attention to na-
tional security, defined in terms of quality of life not warheads or
armed personnel in the field. We must be realistic about the needs
of America's public schools. We must let actions speak louder than
words.

121



117

NEA has long supported efforts to raise standards for education-
al outcomes to ensure that students, teachers, and schools have
clear and high expectations. But until we set standards for the
quality of school programs and services, in other words having
schools ready for the students also or, as Representative Kildee
called it, standards for our schools, for the quality of school pro-
grams and services and new measurement of outcomes, these will
only confirm what we already know.

Inequalities and inadequacies exist. I concur 100 percent with
what Governor Romer said. We've got to do these simultaneously.
We can't do one without the other. They have to go hand in hand.

Last session, this subcommittee held hearings on the need for
general financial aid to public elementary and secondary schools.
We urge this subcommittee to advance legislation that would pro-
vide some $100 billion to the Nation's schools.

We believe such funds are necessary to meet the national educa-
tion goals adopted by the Nation's Governors and endorsed by the
president. General aid would enhance the ability of school districts
to create break-the-mold schools. It would expand the options avail-
able to students and parents. It would help protect programs now
being cut as a result of severe economic constraints at the State
and local level.

Funds under a general aid to education program would assure
that all schools could meet standards for program quality with the
following basic elements, and we believe these are basic to any
s,.:hool. America's public schools must have a qualified teacher in
every classroom. That means every rural school and every urban
school, as well as the suburban schools.

Teachers should be relieved of duties that take them away front
time spent teaching students. Third, America's public schools must
have reasonable standards for adequate class size, including much
smaller class size in the elementary grades.

While I appreciate what Representative Henry said a few min-
utes ago about not getting one before the other and having options,
I'm not sure what options the elementary school teacher in Wales,
Massachusetts, who has 75 kindergarten, first, and second graders
has or the school that has three teachers with 199 students.

That's a reality in this country today. Kindergarten, first, second
grade combined with 75 students, I don't think that teacher has
many options on how she teaches.

Public school course offerings should reflect the broad array of
skills America needs to maintain our Nation's economic and demo-
cratic institutions. I might add extracurricular activities such as
art, music and physical education should be an integral part of
every child's program. It ought not to be a frill for only a few. It
ought to be part of every school program.

Next, every school should have a well stocked library and age-
appropriate materials and access to computer-based data systems. I
am amazed that we are talking in this country on one hand about
better reading for our students, and on the other hand, we are clos-
ing our libraries on Saturdays and Sundays so that the students
can't visit those libraries.

Next, every school district must have the resources to provide
adequate, appropriate facilities and staff with the preparation and
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skills to meet the individual needs c: students with disabilities. I
might add that the Federal share of students with disabilities has
fallen from 12 percent to 7 percent in the 1980's.

Next, every school should have properly licensed counselors able
to assist with academic, emotional and social issues and health care
professionals to address medical emergencies and other health care
needs.

Next, every school should set aside the time and resources to pro-
vide relevant in-service education for all staff and to work together
to define the mission of school and plan its implementation. Teach-
ers want to become better teachers, but it doesn't happen by osmo-
sis.

The math teachers in the Unites States have just established a
new set of standards. The math teachers in the United States will
not be able to relate to those new standards without intensive in-
service training, whether it be on Saturdays, whether it be in the
evenings or whether it be in the summer months. They aren't
going to learn the new standards without that.

Last, every public school student should be able to attend schools
safe from drugs and violence and from environmental hazards. I
acknowledge that this index lists the factors that should be includ-
ed rather than an absolute standard for each element. Developing
such a standard with the input of a broad array of stakeholders in-
cluding teachers, school administrators, State lawmakers and par-
ents would be a useful exercise.

NEA looks forward to working with the subcommittee to refine
such an index so that all Americans can know what it takes to look
and to demand in our public schools. I might indicate that I also
served on the National Council Committee with Governor Romer,
with Mr. Kildee, with Mr. Good ling, and I might indicate that what
I'm telling you today is nothing that I haven't said at every meet-
ing of that subcommittee that I attended.

I strongly support putting together standards at a national level,
putting together an assessment system, not a national test, and
Governor Romer clarified that very clei_rly, but an assessment
system which would allow us to see whether or not we are reaching
those standards.

I also indicated there, I will indicate here, and I will indicate
every place I can that I believe that we have to also set standards,
because if Harold Hodgkinson's data is correct, that 33 percent of
the youngsters that attend school today at age 5 and into kinder-
garten are ill-prepared and are doomed to failure before they even
enter school, then we have to also have our schools ready for stu-
dents as well as an assessment process.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Keith Geiger follows:]

STATEMENT OF KEITH GEIGER, PRESIDENT, NEA

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee:
I am Keith Geiger, President of the National Education Association which repre-

sents more than 2 million professional and support employees in the Nation's public
elementary, secondary, vocational, and postsecondary education institutions. This
hearing comes at a pivotal juncture in our Nation's history. It is now possible and
necessary for the United States to turn its attention from a bipolar international
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conflict to our own national securitysecurity defined in terms of quality of life,
not warheads or armed personnel in the field.

It is time to be realistic about the needs of America's public schools and to let
actions speak louder than words. We support efforts to improve the measurements
of educational outcomes: test scores, graduation rates and evaluations of student,
teacher, and school performance. But until we set standards for what goes into the
schoolthe quality of the programs schools are able to providemeasurements of
outcomes will only confirm the inequalities and inadequacies that presently exist.

As Americans look around them, they see a wide array of long-neglected needs:
education, health care, housing, law enforcement, environmental safety, transporta-
tion, and more. The ability of our Nation to maintain our place in the international
economy is increasingly challenging. And far too many Americans do not have the
resources to provide for their families' welfare.

In part, our national optimism has worked against us. The attitude that better
times are always just ahead allowed us to borrow against the future to pay for cur-
rent needs, rather than making an investment in programs that build for tomorrow.
We must learn to temper our optimism with a healthy dose of reality. Unless we
invest today in programs that strengthen families and communities, we will not
maintain our economic strength or national security.

The National Education Association believes that American public schools must
play a critical part in rebuilding communities, in renewing a sense of national pur-
pose, in reinvigorating the national economy. And we believe that the role of the
Federal Government must be more than coach or cheerleader. America's public
schools need more help from the Federal Government than can be provided in a
speech.

The education reform movement of the past decade centered on standards. NEA
and its affiliates have been active in efforts to raise standards for students, teachers,
and schools. But let's face facts. If all students do not have access to quality educa-
tional opportunity, then high standards are not a bridge to academic and economic
success; they are a barrier.

Last session, the subcommittee held hearingB on the need for general financial aid
to public elementary and secondary schools. Providing significant resources to local
education agencies would go a long way toward enhancing flexibility, creativity, and
diversity in schoolswhile making a major contribution to meeting the National
Education Goals adopted by the Nation's governors and endorsed by President Bush.

A vast expansion of Federal aid to public schools is not as radical an idea as some
suggest. Some 44 years ago, Ohio Republican Senator Robert Taft explained why he
strongly supported Federal aid to education:

"In matters affecting the necessities of lifeand I should like to confine it so far
as possible to the necessities of life, namely, to relief, to education, to health and to
housingI do not believe the Federal Government can say it has no interest, and
say to the people, `Go your way and do the best you can.'

"Because of the way wealth is distributed in the United States I think we have a
responsibility to see if we can eliminate hardship, poverty, and inequality of oppor-
tunity, to the best of our ability. I do not believe we are able to do it without a
Federal aid system."

The Federal Government made a commitment some 25 years ago to meet the
needs of disadvantaged students, provide significant assistance to innovative educa-
tion programs, and fund research to develop better approaches to teaching and
learning. Congress and the White House have never fully met that commitment. In
the area of elementary and secondary education alone, the present budget for the
U.S. Department of Education is some $15 billion below what it would take to serve
all students eligible and in need of federally supported education services.

But meeting those needs alone would not be enough to bring the type of rapid
significant progress toward the National Education Goals that the American people
want and expect. To provide the quality of services Americans expect and deserve
will require some $100 billion in additional Federal funds.

Additional Federal resourcesnot geared toward specific school populations
should be provided. Chapter I concentration grants provide an excellent illustration
of how successful such a general aid program can be. Schools that have received
concentration grants have had the flexibility to add programs, staff, and services
that help students meet higher academic standards. Such broad-based school im-
provement programs demonstrate the effectiveness of a concerted school-based
reform, as opposed to relying solely on programs targeted to select portions of the
school population.

At present, school districtsfaced with reductions in State aid and local reve-
nuesare cutting programs, in many cases eliminating those programs we need our
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young people to go in most, such as advanced math and science programs and for-
eign languages.

General aid would enhance the ability of school districts to create "break the
mold" schools by having longer days or restructuring the school day, by integrating
related topicssuch as history and geographyor working with local manufactur-
ers on brainstorming solutions to technological problems.

In addition, general aid would surely expand the options available to students and
parents. It would be a welcome change from the choices that currently face local
school administrators: do we cut the heat or the staff, do we postpone maintenance
on the buses or put off buying textbooks another year?

Without venturing to state what the absolute measure for a school system would
be, I would like to offer a quality index that could be used as an outline to define
the type of educational environment every student should have:

Teaching staff: America's public schools mrst have a qualified teacher in every
classroom.

America's schools will never be able to meet the public's high expectations for
academic excellence; without strong educational teams. Every school district must
have the resources to attract and retain qualified individuals through compensation
and benefits commensurate with the preparation and demands of the job. Those
who entered the teaching profession 20 or 30 years agowhen job prospects for
women were limitedare now leaving. And local school districts are going to have
to be able to pay significantly more to attract new, qualified teachers. The teacher
shortage problem in this country is manifest in a variety of ways: shortages of
teachers in certain geographic areas, particularly in rural and urban communities,
and in certain academic disciplines, including math and science, foreign languages,
and teaching students with learning and physical disabilities. At the same time,
there is a keen shortage of minority teachers; minorities represent about one-third
of the school population, but less than one-tenth of the teaching force.

Education Support Employees: Teachers should be relieved of duties that take
them away from time spent teaching students.

Every school should have the resources to attract and retain a diverse staff, in-
cluding people properly trained to operate equipment and do other tasks essential to
the safety of schoolchildren, and paraprofessional classroom aides to work with chil-
dren, assist with paperwork, and other tasks as necessary.

Class size: America's public schools must have reasonable standards for adequate
class size, including much smaller class size in the elementary grades.

There is no one single ideal standard for class size that can be applied from kin-
dergarten through 12th grade. In some instances, it may be desirable to have a
larger class size in some secondary programs for a lecture course in concert with
smaller sessions for lab work or discussion. But one thing is clear: smaller classes
help schools meet many important academic objectives. With small classes, teachers
are better able to spend time one-on-one with students, understanding each stu-
dent's learning style and determining how best to reach them. Smaller classes also
allow for greater interaction among students and between teacher and students
which leads to developing higher order skills, such as problem-solving and innova-
tion, and social skills necessary to tomorrow's workplace, such as collaboration.

Course diversity: Public school course offerings should reflect the broad array of
skills America needs to maintain our Nation's economic and democratic institutions.

American public school systems are frequently presented with a difficult choice
driven by exigencies of the budget: to cut programs with high enrollment rates, but
that are highly challenging, or cut programs that are highly challenging, but with
low enrollment rates. Moreover, many schools are forced to cut more and more ex-
tracurricular programs. Extracurricular activities should be seen as an integral part
of education, an enhancement, not a frill. When American parents talk about choice
in education, more often than not they are talking about wanting access for their
children to rigorous, quality education programsnot a particular site,

Library: Every school should have a well-stocked library with age-appropriate ma-
terials and access to computer-based data systems.

Books, magazines, reference materials, and computer-based data systems are es-
sential to processing and synthesizing the complex information available to curious
minds. At the same time, school libraries should be a source of materials that let
young people read for enjoyment. A well-stocked library truly democratizes educa-
tion.

Staff and facilities for disabled students: Every school district must have the re-
sources to provide adequate, appropriate facilities and staff with the preparation and
skills to meet the individual needs of students with disabilities.
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Educational programs for individuals with disabilities are a moral and economic
imperative. Such programs enhance the self-sufficiency of those served and gives
them marketable skills. And yet, the Federal Government has fallen woefully short
of honoring the commitment it made to fund 40 percent of the costs of education for
individuals with disabilities. In fact, the Federal share fell from 12 percent to 7 per-
cent during the 1980's. Inadequate Federal funding for these programs drains re-
sources for programs that serve all students.

Counselors and Health Care Professionals: Every school should have properly li-
censed counselors able to assist with academic, emotional, and social issues and
health care professionals to address medical emergencies and other health care needs.

Many American children fsee--a4aunting set of challenges in their personal lives
that teachers alone are ill-equipped to address. Many school-age children have par-
ents who are children themselves, parents who have chemical dependency problems,
or parents without the resources to provide their basic physical and emotional
needs. The schools alone cannot meet all of the basic human needs of children, but
neither can school employees ignore them. Public schools can, with properly trained
and licensed staff, help coordinate services to students provided by other comm ity
agencies.

Instructional Leadership: Every school should set aside the time and resources
provide relevant inservice education for all staff and to work together to define the
mission of the school and plan its implementation.

Consistent with efforts to create "break the mold" schools, each school should be
afforded the opportunity to work in a collaborative fashion on defining the mission
of the school and setting forth a plan to meet the needs of the school and the com-
munity it serves. In addition, the school's inservice education component should be
oriented toward meeting those goals.

Physical plant: Every public school student should be able to attend schools safe
from drugs and violence and from environmental hazards.

The Education Writers of America's 1989 report, "Wolves at the Schoolhouse
Door," detailed the dismal condition of America's public school facilities. EWA de-
termined that one-fourth of all public school buildings need major repair work, and
that the cost of new constructionto meet enrollment increases and replace out-
moded and, in many instances, unsafe school facilities would cost $84 billion. Many
American schools still present hazards to the lives and health of the students and
staff from dangerous levels of asbestos, radon, and lead in drinking water.

I acknowledge that this index provides only factors that should be taken into con-
sideration, rather than an absolute standard. Developing such a standard, with the
input of a broad array of stakeholdersincluding teachers, school administrators,
State lawmakers, and parentswould be a useful exercise. NEA looks forward to
working with the subcommittee to refine such an index with an eye toward letting
all Americans know what to look for and what to demand of their public schools.

Thank you.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Mr. Geiger. We will move on to
the next witness, Bella Rosenberg.

Ms. ROSENBERG. Thank you. Al Shanker regrets that he couldn't
appear before you personally today, and I thank you for letting me
represent him for the American Federation of Teachers.

Before I do a summary of my remarks, let me make a couple of
observations. In the first instance, and Governor Romer pointed
this out, the phrase "national standards and examinations" has
become like the word restructuring. It's like a rorschach. People
could make it mean whatever they want it to mean. By national
standards and examinations, we do not mean a single test at a
single point in time that precedes the development of standards.

nother observation that I'd like to make is that we've heard a
1,, today about how we cannot go about perfecting the world until
the world is perfect. We've heard about teacher, Mrs. Simont.
We've heard about school financing equities. We've heard about a
whole host of things that we have been moaning and groaning
about for oh so many years and have barely tinkered around the
margins in trying to correct.
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These are very, very serious problems. Let me suggest to you
that one of the values of the NCEST report is that it suggests a
new dynamic for beginning to address those problems. It suggests a
discipline for viewing those problems and targeting resources and
namely the issue of what do we want our students to know and be
able to do and how well are they doing.

Indeed, of all the education reform reports that have been issued
over the past several years, few, if any, are more important than
the NCEST report precisely because it engages an issue that we
have ducked all these years and have essentially ceded to private
textbook and testing companies. That is the issue of what do we
want our students to know and be able to do.

That attention is long overdue. The public has been out of that
discussion, and this hearing, indeed, is a signal that the public is
back in that discussion. The NCEST report should not be the end of
that discussion. It doesn't answer all the questions. There are lots
of problems it doesn't even raise, but it should be the beginning of
this most fundamental discussion in education.

Now, you might say we already have content and performance
standards, and that's correct. We have high standards; for example,
AP requirements and exams for a relative handful and for the vast
majority we have the low standards underlying the requirement in
most of our States and districts that you have to pass a 6th of 7th
grade tests in order to get a high school diploma.

Of course, all of our States and most of our districts have thick
books of goals written either in such excruciating detail or vague
motherhood-and-apple-pie generalities that no teacher can use
them and no parent can understand them, if they've even seen
them.

They are, however, very amenable to constructing bureaucratic
checklists. So we've conducted an education reform movement for 9
years without ever engaging the most fundamental issue of all,
which is what do we want our students to know and be able to do,
at what levels of performance, and how will we know if our stu-
dents are meeting those levels of performance, and how our system
as a whole is performing.

There were exceptions to this, of course, during the last couple of
years, but so few of them in States and districts that we can, in
fact, name them. Most States and districts simply issued volumes
of mandates and regulations whose message was "do more and do
it better and do it this way."

But more of what and what's better? The answer was always
more of what's on the standardized tests or minimum competency
tests, and better meant getting up those average scores. It's no
wonder that the results of 9 years of education reform have been
disappointing to so many people.

Now we have national education goals. We want to meet world
class standards but don't know what that means. We want our stu-
dents to demonstrate competency in challenging subjects, but what
content and skills do we want our students to master in the vast
fields of English, history, science, and math? What does competen-
cy mean? What is good enough, outstanding, needs improvement?

Without answers to these and other questions, we may as well
scuttle the national education goals and bury them in the grave-
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yard where all other lofty education rhetoric has gone. Therein lies
the significance of the NCEST report in our judgment.

For one, it takes the national education goals seriously and by so
doing, creates a whole new dynamic for our education system. It
also recommends a process for answering these questions in a
uniquely American way; that is, without Federal control over edu-
cation.

It also happens to offer some of the best advice available on a
host of issues that have bedeviled education for years: how to join
excellence with equity, how to have standards without standardiza-
tion, how to rationalize the targeting of resources and build the ca-
pacity of the system, how to sort out the various uses of testing,
uses from abuses, how to discipline the politics of education with-
out sacrificing democratic control, and how to balance professional
authority with public involvement.

Now, NCEST does not suggest solutions to all of our problems. It
doesn't deal with childhood poverty, one of the most significant
educational issues of our day. It doesn't solve the scandal of our
school finance system. It also leaves lots of technical problems
about standards and assessments still to be sorted out; for example,
calibration, equation, all these words that we've been talking
about, how you report out incomparable ways from the individual
to the national level.

We have some ideas about how to do that, but we don't quite
know how to do that yet. It also is a little weak on the system de-
livery standards, and I won't repeat what Keith Geiger has said.
We agree with what he said. But this report is the beginning of the
conversation and not the end.

It holds the promise of such a giant step forww:d and offers such
a systemic rather than piecemeal approach that its Lard to believe
that more tension is being devoted to everything that could go
wrong rather than how to do things right.

Now, what are some of the criticisms we are hearing? Let me
just cover a couple of them. One is that in a pluralistic society, no
one has the right to say what students should know and be able to
do as a result of their education. With that kind of reasoning, we
might as well give up public education at taxpayer's expense.

We've also heard that this is going to lead to a national curricu-
lum. It is not going to lead to a national curriculum. There's a
world of difference between curriculum and curriculum frame-
works. It's also the case that we already have a national curricu-
lum, and it's generally set up by private companies. In fact, we
have two curriculum: one for advantaged students and one for dis-
advantaged students. That's a fundamental inequality that it's
about time we started addressing.

We've also heard that it's going to narrow the curriculum and
that teachers will only teach those things that might be on the as-
sessments. In the first instance, the curriculum could do with some
narrowing. We have so much breath and so little depth and we do
need some decision rules because time is finite.

In the second instance, people are afraid that it will drive music
and art and all those kinds of subjects out of the schools because
there's been no discussion of assessments in these subjects. First of
all, we can do something about that. Second of all, in all the other
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countries that have these kinds of systems, if anything, they do
more music and art and those kind of subjects than we do in ours.

Now, what about local control, our great tradition of local con-
trol? In the first instance, it's mostly a fiction. There's very little
local control left. Look at where the money for education comes
from. Look at the influence of Chapter One testing requirements
on local practice. Our tradition of local control doesn't look quite as
robust as we like to talk about it.

If anything, national standards can rationalize our policies and
target our resources to the local level and reinvigorate local control
by putting substance back into district and school decisionmaking.
The most serious criticism of all is that national standards in any
system of assessment will destroy the progress we've made in
equity.

In the first instance, we reject the argument that all poor chil-
dren are poor achievers, and we reject the argument that poor chil-
dren can't meet higher standards. We also reject the argument
that there will be incentives created to dump poor youngsters into
low level tracks or somehow ignore them to concentrate on ways of
getting up the school average.

In the first instance, it's a monstrous view of the adults in this
system. In the second view, it completely ignores the role of incen-
tives and the control we have over designing incentives to discour-
age that kind of behavior and punish that kind of behavior where
we find it.

That, of course, brings us to the issue of accountability, which is
perhaps the biggest worry of the critics of the NCEST report and
ours too. There is no question that the nature of the accountability
systems we design will determine incentives. Those incentives will
shape the behavior both of the adults and youngsters in our educa-
tion system.

If our accountability systems are rigid, mechanistic and political-
ly driven, which is what they are now, and if new assessments are
a substitute for the development of standards, and giving teachers
and students opportunities to work with them, then we will likely
be no better off than we are now.

By the same token, if there is no accountability based on the
standards and assessments we develop, or if there's accountability
only for the adults in the system, then we may as well not spend
all the time, resources, and energy it will take to properly develop
the system.

In our view, the accountability discussion in the NCEST report is
perhaps the least satisfying section. It concentrates on the account-
ability of schools. In effect, by not exposing the fiction of account-
ability we have now gives a signal that we can overlay that men-
tality under the new system we develop. That is unacceptable.

The accountability discussions in that report also tend to reify
the view that students have no responsibility for their own educa-
tion. That is, if they do well, it is because the schools did well. If
the students fail to achieve, it is because the system failed them.

What we are saying is that assessments have to count for stu-
dents as well as the adults in the system. We are not talking about
tracking youngsters, denying them schooling or job opportunities,
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or making go/no-go decisions on their lives on the basis of a single
test or a cutoff score.

That has been a gross mischaracterization of what it means to
have incentives for youngsters to work hard in school and to make
school count. But unless we just like the sound of the phrase that
"students are the workers in our schools," and unless we believe
that you can get educated without working at it, we had better re-
visit the issue of student's responsibility for their own learning.

The AFT strongly endorses the recommendations of the NCEST
report and urges Congress to act on it. We can either paralyze our-
selves into inaction by obsessing on everything that might go
wrong and act as if what we have now is good, or we can devote
our energies to moving towards a national system of standards as-
sessments in an intelligent, responsible and open and self-correct-
ing fashion.

We urge you to initiate the latter course because inaction means
the status quo, and tl.at is simply unacceptable.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Al Shanker follows:]

STATEMENT OF ALBERT SHANKER, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

On behalf of the 780,000 :limbers of the American Federation of Teachers, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to submit testimony on the report of the National Council
on Education Standards and Testing [NCEST], on which I served, to this distin-
guished committee.

Of all the umpteen education reform reports that have been issued over the past
several years, there are few, if any, more important than the NCEST report. Its sub-
ject, content and performance standards and the evaluation of system and student
progress toward meeting those standards, is about as basic and essential to teaching
and learning and to education policymaking as you can get. And yet we have failed,
even refused, to deal with these fundamental issues and have chosen instead to
defer to and misuse a substantively impoverished, commercial but cheap, standard-
ized testing system to determine the meaning of education and the nature of ac-
countability for us. My strongest wish is that the NCEST report means that this
way of running an education system will soon be over.

The fact that the 32 diverse members of NCEST, and the substantial number of
additional people who served on subcommittees, agreed that national education
standards and assessments were both desirable and feasible is already a good sign.
As recently as a few years ago, anyone who dared to talk publicly about national
standards and assessments for American schools risked being considered a radical
or a nut. Sure, every one of our competitor nations has such a system, he would
have heard. And sure, their students achieve at much higher levels than ours. And
sure, every time we try to explain how we deal with curriculum and tests and ac-
countability, foreign visitors scratch their heads in amazement. But, he would have
been told, education in those countries is under the control of their central govern-
ments while we have local control. Those countries are homogeneous but ours is di-
verse. Their education systems are elitist and have rigid tracks, while ours is a mass
system dedicated to equity. Education in those countries means memorization and
recall and working children into premature stress, but we prize creativity, letting
children be children, building their self-esteem and enabling them to learn how to
learn.

We have repeated these things so often and reflexively that we have failed to
notice that they have become mostly fictions. We, too, have central control of educa-
tionceded by the Federal Government, States, and districts to a handful of private
test and textbook publishers. And what does local control mean in light of all the
mandates and regulations that have rained down on districts in recent years, almost
none of which give schools and students a clue about what's expected of them except
to beat last year's performance on the standardized test?

We have also failed to notice that most of the nations we're competing against are
no longer quite so homogeneous and that diversity has not disabled them from de-
ciding what students should know and be able to do or lessened popular support for
standards. Nor are these systems elitist, in the ways we like to think. Japan,
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France, Germany or Korea, for example, are as committed to mass education as we
are, and they have managed to raise both the floor and the ceiling of student
achievement and, in many cases, to get their average student performance to the
level of our top performers.

Tracking? Virtually none of our competitors tracks or otherwise labels children in
the early grades, which is where we concentrate our tracking practices and begin to
send youngsters the message that achievement is a matter of abilitynot effort. In
fact, we track as much if not more than our competitors (much of it in the later
grades by student "choice"), but unlike them fail to give youngsters in the bottom
tracks an education of value. And because of our lack of standards, were not doing
too well with the top, either.

Nor does our lack of standards make our children happy in school. In fact, most of
our youngsters say that they hate school and are bored and alienated, while chil-
dren in our competitor nations report they enjoy school, feel engaged and are eager
to work hard. Remember, too, that our child suicide rate surpasses that of Japan's,
the nation that presumably has the most stressed-out children of all. To be sure, our
students lead the world in self-esteem; none of our competitor nations can boast stu-
dents with such high regard for their own knowledge, skills and achievement. The
problem is that our students' self-regard is not matched by their performance. Little
wonder, too: We adults in the education system have abdicated our responsibility to
students by failing to set standards for their performance.

Now, however, we are beginning to realize the heavy price we have paid for main-
taining these fictions about our system and ducking the fundamental issue of stand-
ards and the assessments that should support those standards. If we are disappoint-
ed with the results of 9 years' worth of education reform activity across the States,
then consider that, during that whole time and with few exceptions, not a single
State or district ever engaged the issue of what students should know and be able to
do, except in the grossest generalities. Instead they issued volumes of regulations
whose message was do more and do it better. More of what? What's better? The im-
plicit and, often, explicit answer was do more of what's on the standardized test and
make these scores better. And so our teachers did, only to be damned for not having
high enough expectations of their students.

If it is hard to imagine how we could have conducted an education reform move-
ment all these years without deciding what we wanted our students to know and be
able to do, it is even harder to imagine how we will meet the national education
goals related to student achievement without so deciding. "By the year 2000, Ameri-
can students will leave grades four, eight and 12 having demonstrated competency
in challenging subject matter including English, mathematics, science, history and
geography. ..." But what content and skills do we want our students to master in
these vast fields? What does competency mean, and how will we know it when we
see it, let alone communicate to our students what it is? What is good enough, out-
standing, unacceptable performance? And what do we mean when we say "the aca-
demic performance of elementary and secondary students will increase significantly
in every quartile ..."? Quartiles on which assessments and pegged to what kinds of
standards? Without answers to these and other questions, we may as well scuttle
the national education goal, and consign them to the graveyard in which all other
lofty education rhetoric has been buried.

And therein lies the significance of the NCEST report: It takes the national edu-
cation goals seriously, and it suggests a process for answering all these questions in
a uniquely American way that does not involve Federal control over education.
Indeed, in my judgment the NCEST report offers the best advice currently available
on a host of questions that have bedeviled our education system for years: How to
join excellence with equity; how to have standards without standardization; how to
build the capacity of the system and rationalize the targeting of resources; how to
sort out testing for accountability purposes from testing for instructional purposes;
and how to discipline the politics of education without sacrificing democratic con-
trol.

Of course, the NCEST report does not suggest a solution for all of our problems. It
does not tell us how to overcome childhood poverty, one of the great drags on our
students' achievement. And it leaves lots of difficult issues, like comparability of
exams and reporting comparable results from the individual to the national levels,
among others, still to be sorted out.

But the NCEST report is such a giant step forward that it's puzzling to me that
more attention has been devoted to what could go wrong with a national system of
standards and assessments than to what we need to do to make sure such a system
is properly implemented and monitored.

What are some of the charges we have heard?
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The first is that, in a pluralistic society, no one has the right to say what all stu-dents should know and be able to do or to set standards for performance. With thatline of reasoning, we may as well give up running an education system at taxpayers'expense.
The next thing we hear is that national standards will lead to a national curricu-lum and narrow teaching and learning. The fact is we already have a national cur-riculumthe low-level one that's set by a handful of testing and textbook compa-nies. Indeed, we have two national curricula: a steady and boring diet of basic skillsfor disadvantaged students and a richer fare for advantaged students. That's a fun-damental inequality, and it's unacceptable. As for national standards and assess-ments narrowing the curriculum, I'm all for that. Our curriculum is very wideindeed, with breadth of coverage substituting for depth. The only legitimate aspectof the narrowing curriculum argument that I can see is that schools will only teachthose subjects for which there are standards and assessments. That is indeed unde-sirable; it is also a problem that is easily headed off, as the experience of other na-tions and a little common sense tell us.
What about local control? There's precious little of it already, and look where itsgotten us: unequal access to high-quality education. If anything, national standards,and rationalizing our policies and targeting of resources on the basis of those stand-ards and local and school progress toward meeting them, will reinvigorate local con-trol and put substance back into district and school decision-making.
Nor need we worry about stifling teacher creativity. We have been systematicallydriving out creativity and undermining professionalism for years by telling teachersexactly what they must do virtually every minute of the day and subjecting them to

every passing educational fad. Having teachers participate in developing nationalstandards and the curricula based on those standards is the first step back towardscreativity, not away from it. Letting teachers know what we expect students toknow and be able to do, orienting teacher education and professional developmenttoward those standards, and then letting teachers work together to figure out whatmethods work best for their students are more likely to unleash creativity than con-tinuing to hold them hostage to standardized tests.
Neither can I accept the argument that national standards and assessments willfurther disadvantage poor children, especially in light of the NCEST report's strongwords on the equity issue. I do not accept the implicit argument that poor young-sters are all low achievers or that poor children are unable to meet higher stand-ards; I do not accept that schools will dump low-achieving youngsters into dead-endtracks on the basis of new assessments or ignore them in order to concentrate ongetting better-performing youngsters to do even better so that a school's averagescore looks good. That is a monstrous view of the adults in our system. And thatwill only happen if we design incentives to encourage and reward that behavior in-stead of discouraging and punishing it.
And that of course brings us to the issue of accountability, perhaps the biggest

worry of the critics of the NCEST report and mine, too. There is absolutely no ques-tion that the nature of the accountability systems we design will determine incen-tives and those incentives will shape the behavior both of the adults and youngstersin our education system. If our accountability systems ar' rigid, mechanistic andpolitically-driven and if new assessments are a substitute for the development ofstandards and giving teachers and students opportunities to work with them, thenwe will likely be no better off than we are now.
By the same token, if there is no accountability based on the standards and as-sessments we develop or if there is accountability only for the adults in the system,then we may as well not spend all the time, resources and energy it will take toproperly develop this system.
In my view, the accountability discussion in the NCEST report is perhaps theleast satisfying section. It concentrates on the accountability of schools and, by notexposing the idiocy of most current accountability schemes, does not discourage theoverlay of our present, educationally bankrupt accountability mentality onto a newsystem. Much more work needs to be done on this issue.
The accountability discussions in the report also tend to reify the view that stu-dents have no responsibility for their own educationthat if they do well, it is be-cause the schools did well; and if the students fail to achieve, it is because thesystem failed them. What I am saying is that assessments have to count for stu-dents, as well as the adults in the system. I am not talking about tracking young-sters, denying them schooling or job opportunities or making go/no go decisions ontheir lives on the basis of a single test or cutoff score. That has been a gross mis-characterization of my position and of what it means to have incentives for young-sters to work hard in school and to make school count. But unless we just like the
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sound of the phrase that students are the workers in our schools and unless we be-

lieve that you can get educated without working at it, we had batter revisit the
issue of students' responsibility for their own learning.

I strongly endorse the recommendations of the NCEST report and urge Congress
to act on it.. We can either paralyze ourselves in .o inaction by obsessing on every-
thing that might go wrong or we can devote our energies to moving towards a na-
tional system of standards and assesamen tei in tin intelligent and responsible and

open fashion. The AFT chooses the latter cocriqP, the status quo, which is what inac-

tion means, is unacceptable.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you.
Dr. Koretz?
Mr. Koszrz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for the

opportunity to be here. Before I begin, I'd like to make two quick
comments. First, I'd like to ask that my complete statement be sub-
mitted for the record. I'd also like to point out that I'm represent-
ing, as one of your colleagues put it, the unified team.

I prepared this statement jointly with three other people: George
Madaus and Albert Beaton of the Center for the Study of Testing
Evaluation and Educational Policy of Boston College; and Edward
Haertel of Stanford University. All three are nationally renowned
scholars of educational measurement. I'm privileged to be present-
ing on their behalf.

We share some of the premises of the NCEST report. We agree
that standards are too low in many American schools, and we
think the NCEST report is to be commended for giving the debate
about educational standards the kind of political prominence it
hasn't had in a very long time.

But nonetheless, we are very deeply troubled by the report and
by the policies it recommends. Even though the policies it recom-
mends seem common-sensical to many people, we believe that they
are unlikely to work and that they may well have very serious side
effects as well.

We all know that the problems in American schools are complex
in their causes and have proved very difficult in the past to amelio-
rate. But the Council's report, when you come down to the essence,
is very simple: standards linked to high stakes tests with serious
consequences for individuals, especially kids.

It does make passing reference, and only passing reference, to
other things that are needed such as improved professional devel-
opment and the reduction of health and social barriers to learning,
but it's proposals are tests and standards, and it leaves the rest to
States and unspecified. others.

This is not a new idea. The idea of driving education with ac-
countability going to tests has been tried for many centuries in
many countries, and its track record is generally quite poor. I
won't dwell on this at great lengths. Several people have already
mentioned some of this.

But holding people accountable for performance on tests tends to
narrow the curriculum. It tends to inflate test scores, leading to
phony accountability. It can have pernicious affects on instruction.
It has, in some cases, had adverse affects on students already at
risk, such as increasing the dropout rate and leading to greater
cramming in high minority schools than in others.

The question is, as the Council said, we must take care to avoid
unintended and undesired affects of some testing practices such as
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these, but how? The Council suggests four ways. We're skeptical of
all four. I'll treat them in turn.

By analogy, it's very much as if the Council came to you and said
well, we don't like the fact that some of our kids are sick. We want
your support to medicate nine million of them a year. It is true
that the medicine we propose to you bears a kind of uncanny re-
semblance to ones that have failed in the past. No, we haven't fin-
ished developing the new one. We haven't even begun testing it,
but let's go ahead anyway.

In no area outside of education would we even seriously consider
such a proposal. The first of the four ways that NCEST proposes
something different that will avoid, in theory, the negative affects
of test-based accountability that we've seen so often before is the
idea of setting up standards that will only be a core. They won't be
a national curriculum. They will be a core that teachers and ad-
ministrators elsewhere will elaborate upon.

Well, the evidence suggests otherwise, and the question is why
should we expect it to be different this time? The historical evi-
dence is very clear, as is the research evidence. When you hold
people accountable for performance on a test, they spend more
time testing what's on it.

The other side of that is they spend less time testing what's not
on it. What's not on it, we know from research, is often quite im-
portant. In other words, it narrows the curriculum. Now, perhaps
Ms. Rosenberg is not bothered by that, but I am and my colleagues
are because one of the consequences of that is inflated test scores.

In other words, kids do better on tests than they actually do in
terms of what they learn. The public is mislead as a result. The
evidence shows that this kind of inflation is widespread, and our
own research shows that it can be egregious.

This kind of inflation of test scores should have been an essential
concern of the NCEST report but was not for two reasons. First of
all, it undermines the validity of the tests. If tests are telling you
that kids know more than they do, ipso facto they're not valid.

Moreover, it makes a mockery of the Council's call for greater
accountability. Certainly, teachers and students are held accounta-
ble but policymakers are not. They're let off the hook because test
scores make the public believe that things are better than they ac-
tually are. We've seen that wholesale in the United States in the
1980's.

Well, the NCEST report also suggests a second way to deviate
from current performance in the hopes of doing better. It's to rely
on new types of tests, performance assessments. Governor Romer
gave a very articulate and impassioned defense of performance as-
sessments.

I would like to start by saying that the four of us don't oppose
the development of those new types of assessments; in fact, several
of us are actively involved in doing so. But it's necessary to temper
our enthusiasm with a bit of realism.

First, what NCEST proposes is, in part, a return to the past. For
centuries, testing programs have been evolving toward greater
standardization, not away from it, for very simple reasons: cost,
practicality, a desire for comparability, and a desire for objectivity.
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They are good reasons to criticize what we're currently doing.They are certainly good reasons to criticize the rampant misuse ofstandardized tests that we see in the United States but weshouldn't be blind to the fact that if we start soft-peddling goals
such as objectivity, there will be a very serious price to be paid,and there are some difficult problems to address. The Council
report does not seriously address them.

Second, to the extent that these new performance assessments
really are innovative, most of them are incompletely developed atthis point, and most of them are entirely untested. They are ready
for R&D. They are not ready to be the linchpin of a national policy.
We don't believe in flying an airplane while it's being built, par-ticularly when the passengers are children who have no choiceabout being on board.

Third, the field actually knows something about performance as-sessments. Not all of them are new. What we know suggests weought to be cautious. I'll just summarize this very briefly because
we've all been here a long time now. I'll just give you three points
and I can return to these in questions, if you'd like.

First, student performance is often quite inconsistent from oneperformance assessment to another, even when they measure intheory the same thing. What that means is they tend to give us in
many cases unreliable estimates of what students know and esti-mates that are often of questionable validity.

Second, performance assessments are no more immune to the
problems of teaching to the test than any other kind of test. It maybe that we can devise tests that are so interesting that preparingkids for them will be good instruction. I'll leave that question aside.
But nonetheless, if you teach to any test, you run the risk of inflat-
ing the scores, regardless of whether the test is multiple choice orperformance based.

There's also no evidence, as far as we know, that switching to
performance assessments will lessen inequities in the current test-
ing program. Finally, the proposed reliance on performance assess-ment raises very difficult questions of feasibility that the Council
reports simply didn't address.

For instance, recent experience in Great Britain, which has beenexperimenting with a system that bears some striking resem-blances as to what NCEST asks for showed a need for extra staffand support in schools, a serious disruption of classroom activities,
difficulties in rating large numbers of performance tests, and diffi-culties in establishing comparable enough conditions for testing
across schools so that scores actually mean the same thing.

Third, the NCEST report calls for a system of examinations. I
guess I have to dwell on that since that's become a bit of a themetoday: a system of exams rather than a single national exam. Thatsystem of exams has an extraordinarily wide range of functions.

It's supposed to be bottoms up. It's top down only in the sense
that it's linked somehow to standards. We think the Council's ex-pectations for this system are unrealistic and in some cases mutu-
ally contradictory. I can only discuss a few of the problems here
today.

First, and perhaps foremost, given the discussion that's already
happened, we don't believe that the level of diversity that the
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Council has discussed in its deliberations will provide any protec-
tion from the negative affects of externally imposed high stakes
exams. It avoids the political albatross of a national test but not its
practical consequences.

If you were to look at Europe as an example, which the Council
has often suggested doing, European exam systems, in fact, involve
considerable diversity. France and Germany, if they were a model,
would suggest up to 40 examining boards just for secondary stu-
dents in the United States. We're not convinced that even that
would in fact give any effective voice in curriculum to teachers,
building principals, or even, in many cases, local administrators.
It's voluntary, but one would ask for whom.

The system is also supposed to provide, despite the diversity of
tests that it produces, comparability of scores. The Council report is
adamant on that point. It says that comparability of results is es-
sential. We think that this is one of the most puzzling and glaring
holes in the Council's report. Tests are supposed to be the same but
different. We, frankly, don't know how that can be done.

The Council doesn't say just how similar tests should be, but it
does note, for instance, that they want these tests to be used to
screen kids for employment or screen kids for admission to postsec-
ondary education. That means it ought to be very similar indeed,
because if they are not, they will be ircguitable.

Students who happen to land a bad test will be capriciously
denied employment. At the same time, these tests that, by that
standard, have to be the same, have to be different because they
have to be linked to local curricula which would evolve independ-
ently.

The Council's way out of this seeming contradiction seems to be
that this test will be the same in some core respects linked to the
standards but not in others. We consider that an intriguing idea,
but at this point, it really doesn't have any flesh on its bones. We
think it would be prudent to wait to find out what it means before
we make it a cornerstone of national policy.

Finally, research gives us a very clear reason to be cautious
about this notion of different tests being the same. That is, even
fairly minor differences among tests can produce dramatic differ-
ences in the results that they provide. The differences are often
matters of equity.

For example, changing tests in even fairly moderate ways can
change the apparent difference between blacks and whites or males
and females. In our view, that's not a trivial concern.

Since we're now to the topic of equity, I'll be very brief about
this because it has been discussed on both sides quite a bit already.
But we're very concerned about inequities in the proposed system.
First, we agree with the Council that students cannot be fairly held
to the same standard if they're not given equal opportunities to
learn.

Unfortunately, the Council report doesn't flesh out what delivery
standards are and it doesn't set up any mechanism for z,Ating
them on the table quickly.

Second, as the Council's own implementation task force noted in
very explicit detail, many low achieving students face obstacles out-
side of school. The Council's implementation task force used very
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strong language. For example, saying that it's essential. The words
were "the health system must be restructured to better meet the
needs of the poor."

Somehow that got lost before the final report because the Coun-
cil report doesn't suggest any national actions to do anything about
those inequities.

Finally, to go back to your comment, Mr. Kildee, we were also
very puzzled by the fact that the Council report says it's all right
to impose national standards to hold kids and teachers accountable
but not to hold States accountable. In our view, that's a reversal of
the traditional Federal role which is to establish or guarantee
equity of services for disadvantaged groups.

We think that if States cannot be trusted to set standards for
kids, perhaps they shouldn't be trusted to set them for the delivery
of services either.

Finally, costs. The Council report says that detailed cost esti-
mates are unavailable. It says, as Governor Romer repeated today,
that the new asses:: ent shouldn't really add to the net burden of
teaching. We find thz- c, frankly, hard to swallow.

There an: data .m costs of different kinds of assessment, and
they suggeFi that the new system would be very expensive indeed.
For examp;r, I have several here, but I'll just give you one in the
inters:.': of brevity. Let's take the college board AP exams, which
the Council report itself user as an example.

Those currently cord. $65 kid per subject. For the five subjects
recommcided by the Ccui-lc.;, that's $325 a kid, which compares
toMichael Kean could con act me if I'm wrongI believe about
$2 tk. $5 a kid fer current testing. Well, testing in three grades,
which is what the Council recommends, would run at that price
over $3 billion a ve, r, which is not chump change.

But that's not Lite worst of it, because if tests are really going to
be used to influence instruction, not just to sort out low ability
kids, which is w at they're used for in many of our industrial com-
petitors, it may not be enough to test in one grade out of four.

AP exams certainly aren't used that way. Every year-long course
is tested at the end of that year. So, we may well have to test, if
we're going to follow that model, more than three times in a kid's
career, maybe six, seven, eight times. Now, we're getting up to $6,
$7, $8 billion.

That's not the only basis for expecting high costs. European
exam systems also do, as does their own national assessment. Our
two questions are this: is that kind of money going to be available;
and second, even more important, if it is, where is the discussion of
whether testing is the best use of that money at a time when
school districts and State education agencies are going bust.

The Council report simply doesn't say. Finally, in passing, let me
just say that experience elsewhere shows that the nonfinancial
costs of the kinds of assessments that the Council recommends are
going to be sizable, costs like professional development, disruption
of classrooms, foregone instructional time, other allocations of
teacher time, and so on.

One last comment on the Council report, and then I'd like to give
you some alternatives, is the proposal which is now an S2 to estab-
lish something called a National Education Standards and Assess-
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ment Council to provide quality assurance. This is the fourth major
way that the Council report would deviate from current practice.

NESAC, if you will pardon the acronym, is supposed to certify
tests and assessments. We believe that as currently structured in
the NCEST report and in S2, the certification of assessments pro-
vided by NESAC would be a simple sham.

Discharging the responsibilities that NESAC has given would re-
quire substantial, substantive, and technical expertise, but the rec-
ommendations do not call for the appointments of so much as one
person who has that expertise. It doesn't provide NESAGneeded
independence, and moreover the recommendations show a thor-
ough-going misunderstanding of what is needed to validate and
evaluate tests.

It can't be done merely by having a group of informed people sit-
ting around the table looking at tests. It has to be done by looking
at the impact of those tests in the actual context in which they are
used. That takes time. It takes serious empirical work. It takes se-
rious research. The NESAC model does not provide anything, any
provisions, for commissioning, funding, or using the kinds of re-
search that are needed.

Well, what are some alternative directions? Despite our criti-
cisms of the report, we do believe that standards and assessment
will play a very important role in national education reform, and
that they should. We do not

Let me refer back to the hearing you had on February 4th where
one of the Council members accused people who opposed the
NCEST report of "thinking that it's better to stick with the dis-
criminatory and educationally destructive current testing technolo-
gy rather than invest in developing the new technical capacity we
will need," which was echoed to some degree by Ms. Rosenberg.

Count us out. All of us have been strong critics of the present
system. The question is, how to do better. I'll give you five concrete
suggestions which I'd be happy to elaborate upon. First, establish
standards and do it now. But establishing standards has to go well
beyond the kind of general prescriptions that are in something like
the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics' standards.

They must be specific enough, in other words, they must be cur-
ricula, to guide assessment and teaching. Those have to be the first
steps because you can't fairly hold students accountable for learn -
ing something if you can't demonstrate that they've been taught it.

cond, support research and development. A serious R&D effort
is exactly what we need now to answer the questions of desirabil-
ity, feasibility, validity, fairness, and so on that the Council report,
in our view, didn't answer.

That R&D effort has to go well beyond simply designing interest-
ing tests. It has to include, for example, conducting its serious em-
pirical research on the quality of these new tests, conducting inves-
tigations of their costs, both indirect and direct, conducting re-
search into the effects of these new types of assessment affects on
instruction, on learning, on school organization, and on equity, and
finally, building an infrastructure capable of supporting this whole
edifice.

Third, learn from small-scale implementations. Governor Romer
has repeatedly expressed concern that States are getting ahead of
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us. We consider that a gift. We ought to be encouraging local and
State innovations with the proviso that unlike most of them that
are going on now, they'd be seriously evaluated so that at the end
of that time, we will actually have some information that we can
use to fashion a national system if we want one. We believe that
approach can be easily accommodated within the framework of
H.R. 3320.

Fourth, specify, implement, and document the other components
of reform. I'll be very brief here, but Governor Romer has said that
tests and standards are only the bread of the sandwich, not worth
much without the filling. We absolutely agree, but we think it's
time to start talking about what that filling is and creating it.

We need clarification of what these school delivery standards are
and we need to set up the mechanisms that will start providing eq-
uitable services for kids.

Finally, we need to establish reali -tic workable procedures for
evaluating this whole thing. We neen an independent body with
sufficient expertise and credibility to evaluate the quality of assess-
ments, to examine their consequences, and to judge the comparabil-
ity of their results.

To do that, a group would have to have substantial technical and
substantive expertise. It would have to be independent. It would
have to have the authority and the funding to commission extra re-
search. Its charter would have to call for a serious evaluation of
the effects of assessment programs on schooling, learning, and on
various groups of children, especially disadvantaged children.

Regardless of that, regardless if anything is done with NESAC or
a successor to it, there is no reason not to buildand, in fact, there
are many reasons to buildrealistic evaluation into what we're
doing already. We recommend that reforms funded by H.R. 3320 or
other similar vehicles be required to do the following, if they use
assessment as a tool of reform: to specify in advance precisely how
tests will be used; to specify what evidence of reliability and validi-
ty will be collected, if they intend to use innovative assessments;
and to require that grantees planning to use test-based accountabil-
ity in any form whatever be required to evaluate its affects on in-
struction, its affects on diverse groups of students, and the possible
inflation of test scores.

To conclude, I'm sorry I've gone on longer than I should have,
when all of that is done, we will have developed standards in cur-
ricula. We will have produced sorely needed information about the
affects of the new types of assessments that the Coy, :tell has asked
for. We will have put into place a mechanism that can actually
help protect against both inadvertent harm and outright abuse.

At that time, we'll be able to make rational decisions about a na-
tional system. We can't know what those decisions should be now
because the evidence isn't all in, but we suspect, based on all of the
extensive evidence already in hand, that the answer will be, in
part, that assessment should be a partner in reform but can't be its
primary engine.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to address you
today.

[The prepared statement of Daniel M. Koretz, Ph.D. follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to speak with you about the recent report of the National Council
on Education Standards and Testing (NCEST) and about the critical issues of
national standards and tests.

Today I will present a statement that I have prepared jointly with Dr.
George Madaus and Dr. Albert Beaton, both of the Center for the Study of
Testing, Evaluation, and Educational Policy at Boston College, and Dr.
Edward Haertel of Stanford University. Dr. Madaus and I both served on
NCEST's Assessment Task Force. Drs. Madaus, Beaton, and Haertel are
nationally recognized scholars of educational measurement, and I am
privileged to present this joint statement on their behalf. Drs. Madaus and
Beaton are here today; Dr. Haertel was unable to attend.

We share some of the premises and goals of the National Council, and
we commend the report for giving them a rare prominence in political debate.
Standards are too low in many American schools. We share the Council's
concern that expectations have been especially low for groups that have
historically done poorly in school. A nationwide debate on educational
standards, carried out properly, could have substantial positive effects on
education and should begin promptly.

Nonetheless, we are deeply troubled by the NCEST report and the
policies it recommends. Although the NCEST recommendations may appear
commonsensical, they are unlikely to work, and they may well have serious
negative side effects. Moreover, in our view, the NCEST report does not
adequately address key issues of feasibility, fairness, validity, and
reliability--precisely the issues emphasized in the Congressional charge to
the Council.

I will use the limited time today to discuss only a few critical aspects of
the NCEST recommendations, and thereafter I will discuss very briefly a few
alternatives. We believe that standards and assessment can play a key role
in educational reform, but to fulfill that potential and avoid negative side-
effects, they must be used in ways quite different from NCEST's
recommendations.

A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON THE NCEST
RECOMMENDATIONS

We know from many years of research that the problems of American
education have many causes and are often very difficult to ameliorate. Yet
NCEST's recommendation is far simpler than these difficult problems
warrant: standards linked to "high-stakes" tests that have serious
consequences for individuals. True, the report notes that tests and standards
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are not "panaceas" and lists in passing some other needed elements of
reform, such as improved professional development and "the reduction of
health and social barriers to learning" (p. 7). But it puts its faith in tests,
maintaining that tests and standards "can be the cornerstone of the
fundamental, systemic reform necessary to reform schools" (p. 5). Moreover,
its specific proposals for national action are largely limited to tests and
standards. Most of the remaining and more difficult aspects of school
improvement, such as professional development and family and community
supports (p. 37), are left for states and localities, and the report offers no
specific proposals for dealing with them.

Using test-based accountability to drive education is hardly a new
idea. This approach has been tried many times over a period of centuries in
numerous countries, and its track record is unimpressive. Most recently, it
was the linchpin of the educational reform movement of the 1980s, the
failure of which provides much of the impetus for the current wave of reform,
including the Council's report. Holding people accountable for performance
on tests tends to narrow the curriculum. It inflates test scores, leading to
phony accountability. It can have pernicious effects on instruction, such as
substitution of cramming for teaching. Evidence also indicates that it can
adversely affect students already at risk--for example, increasing the dropout
rate and producing more egregious cramming for the tests in schools with
large minority enrollments. NCEST has proposed some departures from
current testing practice in the hopes of doing better, but those departures are
unproven and hold as much peril as promise.

Despite its Congressional charge, the Council report did not discuss
the evidence about test-based accountability, but it acknowledges past
problems fleetingly in asserting that "care must be taken to avoid the
unintended and undesired effects of some testing practices, such as
narrowing instruction and excluding certain students from instruction" (p.
29). Indeed, but how? The burden rests with the Council to explain why we
should have confidence that this hoary prescription will work so much better
this time. In our view, the Council has not made a persuasive case.

By analogy, it is as though the Council came to you and said: we want
your support to medicate 9 million children a year because we don't like their
being ill, but the medicine we propose using bears an unsettling similarity to
some that have failed and had serious side effects in the past, and we have
not yet finished designing the new medicine or testing it. In no field other
than education would we consider, let alone accept, such a proposal.

2
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HOW WOULD ME NCEST APPROACH DIFFER FROM PAST
PROGRAMS?

The NCEST report proposes a system of testing tha;. liffers in several
respects from current practice. Specifically:

o The standards would not be a curriculum that world constrain
what people teach; rather, they would be a "core" upon which
educators would elaborate.

o The proposed system would rely substantially on different types
of tests: "performance assessments."

o NCEST is proposing a system of tests that would be under local,
state, or "cluster" control and would be free to differ but that
would nonetheless be linked to national standards.

o A new entity, the National Education Standards and Assessment
Council (NESAC), would provide "quality assurance."

The Council maintains that these four attributes will make the old
prescription of test-based accountability work better than previously. We are
skeptical of all four.

WILL THE NEW STANDARDS BE JUST A "CORE?" THE RISK OF
NARROWED INSTRUCTION

Advocates of the new testing often say that "what you test is what you
get." Their first premise is that when tests are made to matter, people teach
what you test. Their second premise is that we can get them to teach better
by testing better things and giving the tests serious consequences. This is
the core logic of the NCEST report.

We agree with the first of these premises. The historical and research
evidence, both in the United States and elsewhere, consistently shows that
when people are held accountable for performance on tests, teachers focus on
the tests' content. The problem is that to spend more time teaching what is
tested, teachers generally spend less time teaching what is not tested, and
what they give up is often important.

That is, external tests coupled with serious consequences generally
narrow the curriculum. The NCEST report deals with this problem only
obliquely. It maintains that the new standards will be only a "common core"
that would be enhanced by local elaboration. Perhaps, but the essential
problem lies not with the standards but with the tests that would be used to
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implement them, and the Council report does not explain why these tests will
not narrow the curriculum.

One consequence of narrowed instruction is the inflation of test scores.
That is, students do much better on a particular test than their actual
mastery of the subject matter warrants, so the public is misledbout
students' and schools' performance. This inflation of scores appears
widespread, and our own research indicates that it can be egregious.

Inflation of test scores should have been a central concern of the
NCEST report for two reasons: it undermines the validity of the tests, and it
makes a mockery of the Council's goal of greater accountability. First, if a
test suggests that students know more than they actually do, it is ipso facto
invalid. Second, when scores are inflated on a high-stakes test, students and
teachers are indeed held accountable, but policymakers, such as chief state
school officers and governors, are let off the hook because performance
appears better than it really is.

Despite the critical importance of these issues, the NCEST report had
little to say about them, apart from holding out a vague promise of new types
of tests. To what extent can current technologies help counter the problem?
How should inflation of scores b3 detected? What should NESAC do about
the inflation o" scores when deciding whether to certify a test? The Council
report is mute.

WILL NEW TYPES OF ASSESSMENTS SOLVE THE PROBLEM?

The NCEST report pins its hopes on the proposed use of "innovative"
types of performance-based assessments. These tests, we are told, will focus
on "higher order or complex thinking skills" (p. 28) and will be "worth
teaching to" (p. 6).

We do not oppose the development of innovative forms of assessment;
indeed, some of us have been involved in that effort. It is essential, however,
to temper our enthusiasm with a bit of realism.

First, what NCEST proposes is in some respects innovation, but in
other ways it is a return to the past. Over the centuries, testing programs
have evolved and become more standardized for reasons of cost, practicality,
administrative convenience, and a desire for comparability and objectivity.
There are ample grounds for criticizing current objective tests--and in
particular the misuse of such tests that recently has become commonplace.
But to change direction and to downplay concerns such as objectivity and
comparability for the sake of other goals--say, richness of assessment or
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better incentives for teachers--will confront us with very serious difficulties
that the Council report alludes to but does not adequately address.

Second, to the extent that the proposed assessments really are
innovative, they are in many cases unfinished and untested. They are at a
stage where they are ripe for a serious R&D effort, complete with rigorous
evaluation, but they are not yet ready to be a linchpin of national policy.
There are many practical, technical, and infrastructure issues that must be
resolved before such techniques can safely be deployed as policy instruments
on a large scale in schools. We do not believe in flying an airplane while
building it, particularly when the passengers are children.

Third, the field already has considerable knowledge of how certain
performance assessments have worked, and the evidence to date suggests the
need for caution.

To put the evidence about performance assessments into perspective,
we need to recall what tests are. Regardless of the types of exercises it
comprises -- multiple- choice questions, essays, experiments, performance
tasks, or whatever--a test is only a sample of student knowledge. It is useful
only if we can generalize from performance on the test to a broader domain of
interest, such as "mastery of algebra" or "understanding the nature and
process of science." One key to reliable and valid generalization is having an
adequately large and representative sample of exercises.

If we cannot draw valid generalizations from the exercises on the test,
two things follow: the public is misled about student performance, and--if the
test has real consequences--people are treated capriciously. That is, some
students who fail on the basis of one overly limited or non-representative
sample of tasks would have passed if given an equally defensible alternative
set. In other words, both validity and fairness are undermined.

Evidence suggests that student performance often generalizes poorly
across related performance tasks. The quality of student essays, for example,
varies markedly depending on the type of essay required and even the
specific prompt used. Similar findings have come from recent investigations
of hands-on science tests. In the case of multiple-choice and short-answer
tests, it is relatively easy to deal with problems such as this by adding
additional questions. Performance tasks, however, tend to be costly to
produce and time-consuming to administer and score, so using a large set of
exercises is less practical.

One partial solution to this problem, if we are willing to pay the large
development costs, would be to use a large set of performance tasks across a
large group of students- -say, all those in a state or large district--but to
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administer only one or a few to each child. This approach, however,
generally does not give us valid and reliable scores for individual children.
The NCEST report calls for comparable tests at all levels down to the
individual student and for serious consequences for individual students, but
it leaves us in the dark about how this is to be accomplished with fairness,
validity, reliability, and at reasonable cost using complex performances that
show limited generalizability.

The validity of performance assessments can also be undermined by
teaching to the test. NCEST argues that the new tests will be designed to be
taught to. By this, proponents usually mean that teaching to these new tests
will itself be good instruction. Perhaps, but that is only one of the reasons to
be worried about teaching to the test. The other, as I have already noted, is
that teaching to the test narrows instruction, thus inflating scores and
undermining validity. To our knowledge, there is no evidence that
performance tests are less susceptible to this problem than conventional
tests, and there are some indications that they are more susceptible.

Switching to new forms of assessment is also unlikely to help make the
system more equitable. Some proponents argue that switching to
performance assessments will lessen inequities in the current testing system.
Again we know of no evidence substantiating that claim, and some evidence
suggests the reverse.

Finally, the proposed reliance on new performance assessments raises
serious questions of feasibility that the Council did not address. Great
Britain's recent experiment with Standard Assessment Tasks (SATs)
provides an illuminating example. Among the specific issues that arose in
England and Wales were the need for extra support and staff in schools, the
need for procedures to minimize the disruption of school and classroom
organization, the difficulty (and perhaps undesirability) of imposing
standardized conditions of administration that would permit comparability of
results across schools, and the difficulties inherent in rating large numbers of
performance-based tasks.

CAN WE BUILD A SYSTEM OF ASSESSMENTS THAT CAN DO WHAT
NCEST PROPOSES?

The NCEST proposal calls for a system of examinations that will serve
an extraordinarily wide range of functions. Among them are providing
comparable information across jurisdictions and at all levels of aggregation;
providing incentives to educators to teach better and to students to work
harder; and providing valid predictive information to select students for
further education or employment. Moreover, this system of tests would be
'bottoms-up;" only the standards to which they are somehow linked would be

6



142

"top down." Many of the Council's expectations for this system are
unrealistic, and some are mutually contradictory. Moreover, the Council's
list of functions focuses primarily on secondary school students, leaving
unaddressed the difficult question of the uses and consequences of the tests
the Council recommends administering in the elementary grades.

Providing Diversity and Protecting Local Initiative

We believe that the degree of diversification needed to preserve local
initiative is far greater than the Council envisioned. Absent that diversity,
the system will act as a national examination and will not be able to avoid
the pernicious consequences of large-scale, external, high-stakes examination
systems. European systems have often been suggested as an exemplar, but
they entail more diversity than is commonly recognized. In the former West
Germany, for example, with a population roughly comparable t.) that of
California, New York, Ohio and Missouri, there are eleven state Ministries
for Education that set the separate Abiturs for each state. In France, with a
population about the size of that in California, New York, and Ohio, there
are 23 separate academies that set the Brevet de college exams and the
Baccalaureat exams for each academy. For the United States, a comparable
level of diversification would imply the creation of between 18 and 40
examining boards for the secondary level alone. And with over 15,000 school
districts, it is questionable whether even this level of differentiation would
give teachers, schools, or communities an effective voice in curriculum.

Providing Comparability of Scores

Permitting a great deal of diversification would also run counter to the
Council's assertion that comparability of results is essential. This is one of
the most glaring and puzzling holes in the Council's position. The new tests
are supposed to be different but yet the same. How different, and in what
sense comparable? The Council never clarified explicitly what it means by
"comparable," but it appears to want a rigorous standard of similarity. After
all, if tests are going to be used to determine high school graduation,
admission to college, or employment (p. 5), they had better measure very
similar knowledge and skills. Otherwise, the system will be inherently
inequitable, capriciously favoring students taking one exam over those
taking another.

Yet at the same time, the new system is supposed to protect local
autonomy and encourage development of diverse local curricula. This
implies that the tests linked to these curricula would have to be quite
different. The Council report seems to be saying that the way out of this
apparent contradiction is that the tests and curricula will be the same in
some "core" respects having to do with national standards but will be free to
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differ in other respects. This notion is intriguing but still lacks any real
substance, and it would be prudent to wait to see what this actually means
before making it a cornerstone of national policy.

Research gives us even more reason to be cautious: even fairly minor
differences between tests ca-t produce fundamental differences in their
results. These differences can be a matter of equity; for example, changing
tests can alter the apparent size of differences among racial and ethnic
groups or between males and females. Moreover, teaching to the test--an
explicit goal of the Council report--can greatly exacerbate differences in
performance from one test to another.

Equity

We have serious concerns about inequities in the proposed system.
NCEST recognized two potential sources of inequity, but we are not satisfied
by its responses to either.

First, students cannot be held fairly to the same standard of
performance if they are given unequal opportunities to learn. The NCEST
report acknowledges this in its call for "school delivery standards," but it
would let others figure out what these ought to be, and it says nothing about
the resources that would be needed to attain reasonable equity.

Second, many low-achieving students face barriers to achievement
that lie outside of school, and the NCEST proposal does not seriously address
them. For example, as the Council's own Implementation Task Force noted,
"Students whose most elemental shelter, food, and nurturing needs are not
met are not going to perform at the minimum competency level consistently,
much less demonstrate...world class academic standards. The
health...system...must be restructured to better meet the needs of the poor..."
(p. G-11, emphasis addeth. That message appears to have been lost between
the Task Force report and the final NCEST report. Many statistics show how
poorly this nation addresses those elemental needs--e.g., figures on our
appalling infant mortality rates, our high rate of child-poverty, the large
numbers of children without access even to basic health and dental care, and
so on. Yet the Council report proposes nothing specific to alleviate those
inequities.

NCEST provided no persuasive rationale for using a national
mechanism for holding students and teachers accountable but not for holding
states and localities accountable for providing them with equitable support or
educational services. Why can we trust the states to worry about delivery
standards but not student performance standards? This would reverse the
treditioual division of responsibilities, in which the federal government's
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interventions in education have often been designed to create equity in the
delivery of services.

Costs

The likely costs of the proposed system should also give us pause. The
Council says that detailed cost estimates are unavailable but that the new
assessment system should not add to the net burden of testing (p. 31). There
are bases for estimating both financial and other costs of the new system,
however, and it is readily apparent that the proposed system would add a
very large burden indeed.

One basis for a rough cost estimate is the College Board Advanced
Placement (AP) Examinations, often cited as an exemplar and noted in the
Council report. AP exams currently cost $65 per subject, or $325 per student
for the five-subject battery proposed by NCEST. (By contrast, a commercial
standardized test battery costs about $2 to $5 per student.) Assuming that
economies of scale are offset by the cost of increased reliance on performance
tasks, this suggests a cost of more than $3 billion per year for testing only in
the three grades suggested by NCEST.

But that is not the worst of it. It may not be practical to limit exams to
three grades if they are to guide instruction (rather than simply weeding out
less able students, which is the primary function of exams in some other
countries). Certainly an AP-style exam system would require more frequent
testing; AP exams are tightly linked to one-year course syllabi. So, let's say
we test in six grades instead of three; that raises the ante to over $6 billion
per year.

The AP exams are not the only basis for expecting high costs. Recent
experience in Europe suggests costs of about $135 per student just for scoring
4 to 5 essay exams, each comprising 4 to 6 questions, when the exams are
graded by teachers and include no performance tasks. Our own National
Assessment, which requires a mere hour per student and has traditionally
been mostly multiple-choice and machine-scorable, has cost roughly $100 per
student.

Who is going to provide these billions of dollars? Perhaps even more
important, if that amount of money were made available, would
examinations be the most effective way of spending it? Neither of these
issues is addressed by the Council report.

The non-financial costs of the proposed system are likely to be
substantial as well. One cost will be forgone instructional time. For
example, in Great B-itain, the recent administration of SATs was supposed
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to extend over three weeks, but some local education agencies maintained
that it would take them more than six weeks. In other parts of Europe,
preparation for exams stretches over a period of three months to a semester.
Advocates of the new testing assert that the new exams would be so
challenging that preparation and testing time would be good instruction, not
time taken away from instruction. Long experience to the contrary suggests
that we should wait for substantiation before accepting this assertion,
especially given that our nation already has an unusually short instructional
year. Experience also suggests that innovative examination systems will
require time-consuming and expensive inservice training in addition to
substantial teacher time for preparation, administration, and logistics.

Gauging the Effectiveness of Schools

Finally, the new system is supposed to be able to "provide evidence
about the success of schools, local school systems, states, and the Nation in
bringing all students...to high performance standards" (p. 13). Here we need
to draw a distinction that the Council did not. It is entirely feasible to build
a system that will monitor the progress of students at various levels of
educational organization. The National Assessment does that for the nation
as a whole and is experimenting with doing so for states, and there is no
reason why that system could not be expanded and enriched.

Such data, however, generally tell us little about the effectiveness of
schools or systems. They tell us which groups are doing better, but not why.
Current assessment systems, and the new system proposed by the Council,
simply provide the wrong sort of data to evaluate programs. To evaluate
educational programs, one must be able to rule out plausible alternative
explanations of performance differences. This is the same, simple standard
used in all of empirical science. To do this with educational programs
requires collecting extensive, high-quality data on factors (such as family
background) that exert powerful influences on achievement, tracking the
movement of students among educational systems, and, in most cases,
tracking changes in student performance over time. None of this can be done
by testing students in one grade out of four and aggregating to the district or
state level. Senator Moynihan's recent tongue-in-cheek argument that
states' scores are caused by their distance from the Canadian borderwas a
humorous but powerful reminder of the riskiness of ignoring these simple
rules of scientific inference.

WILL NESAC PROVIDE QUALITY ASSURANCE?

The Council report and now S. 2 would give NESAC major
responsibilities for quality assurance, such as establishing guidelines for
developing assessments, gauging their validity, and ensuring their
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comparability. The report calls for NESAC to guide the certification of
standards and assessments.

If NESAC is established as proposed by the NCEST and S. 2, however,
its certification of assessments would be a sham. Discharging its
responsibilities would require substantial substantive and technical
expertise, but the recommendations do not call for the appointment of even a
single individual with expertise in measurement or evaluation. NESAC
would also lack needed independence; its members would be appointed by
the new National Education Goals Panel, and certifications would be made
jointly by both organizations.

Equally important, the NCEST recommendations show a thorough
misunderstanding of what is needed to validate tests and monitor their
effects. A test cannot be validated by asking a group of individuals to
examine its content, as the NCEST report implies. Moreover, validation is
an ongoing process, not a one-time effort. To validate a test requires
substantial empirical research, and the NESAC model does not make
provisions for commissioning, funding, or using the needed investigations.

To take one example, suppose that a test is used to screen individuals
for employment. Then it is essential--for reasons of law and equity, apart
from simple ethics--to demonstrate that performance on the test predicts
performance on the job. This requires empirical research. The need for such
research, although long established in law as well as in the measurement
profession, is ignored in the NCEST recommendations.

To take one other example that I alluded to earlier: if a test is used for
accountability or is for other reasons "taught to," as the Council report
explicitly recommends, how does one know whether scores on the test have
been inflated enough to undermine their validity? Having a committee such
as NESAC examine the test to see whether it lives up to "world class
standards" will not provide a clue. Again one needs research, for example,
random substitution of similar tests in ongoing testing programs. Once
again, there is no provision in the NCEST recommendations or S. 2 for that
type of validation.

WHAT ARE SOME ALTERNATIVE DIRECTIONS?

Despite our criticisms of the assessment system proposed by NCEST,
we do believe that standards and assessments shou'd play a role in education
reform. Contrary to the accusation leveled at opponents of the NCEST report
by one Council member before this Subcommittee, we do not believe that "it
is better to stick with the discriminatory and educationally destructive
current testing technology rather than invest in developing the new technical
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capacity we will need for the program outlined [by NCEST]" In fact, all of
us have been strong critics of the present system. The question is how to do
better.

Establish Standards and Curricula

We endorse the proposal to move ahead with a national debate on
educational standards. This effort must go beyond generally worded
standards to include the development of curricula specific enough to guide
teaching and assessment. These must be the first steps; a syllabus-based
examination system will have to wait until standards are established,
because we cannot insure that students have a fair chance to learn what is
tested until we have curricula in place.

There is more to establishing standards, however, than the NCEST
proposal envisions. If we want standards that reflect, for example, skills and
knowledge that are needed for certain types of jobs or for certain types of
postsecondary education, we will need to validate the standards and confirm
empirically that the standards actually reflect what is needed.

Support Research, Development, and the Building of Infrastructure

A serious R&D effort is precisely what is needed if we are to answer
the questions of desirability, feasibility, validity, practicality, fiscal costs,
opportunity costs, educational costs, and consequences that are raised by the
NCEST proposals but not seriously addressed in the NCEST report.

This R&D effort must go far beyond the design of new assessments,
and it will take considerable resources and time. We must, for example:

o Conduct serious empirical research on the quality of new
performance assessments--for example, the reliability of scores
and the extent to which they generalize enough to be
meaningful.

o Conduct investigations of costs, including non-financial and
indirect costs.

o Conduct research into the effects of new types of
assessments -- effects on quality of instruction, learning, school
organization, and equity.

Statement of Lauren B. Resnick before the Subcommittee on Elementary,
Secondary, and Vocational Education, Committee on Education and Labor,
February 4, 1992.

12

z5



148

o Build an infrastructure capable of supporting new assessment
systems.

The R&D effort would need to focus on the context and use of the new
assessments. Assessments are not good or bad in the abstract; their quality
depends on how they are used. A test may succeed in providing one type of
information and fail utterly to provide another; it may be beneficial if used in
one way and pernicious if used differently.

Learn from Smaller-Scale Implementations

During the NCEST deliberations, Governor Romer repeatedly
expressed concern that states and localities are getting ahead of the national
effort. State and local efforts should be seen as a gift, not a cause for anxiety.
If states and localities can be encouraged to couple their assessment
innovations with serious evaluations- -as Vermont is now doing--their efforts
will provide an invaluable source of information about what works and what
doesn't, and this information can improve national efforts. Indeed, the
national program should include active encouragement of diverse smaller-
scale efforts, but these efforts, unlike most of the recent innovative
assessment efforts with which we are familiar, must be coupled with
adequate evaluation. We believe that this approach can be accommodated
easily within the framework of H.R. 3320.

Specify, Implement, and Document Other Components of Reform

The NCEST report says that tests and stanriards are not a panacea,
and Governor Romer has often noted that they are only the bread of the
sandwich, worth very little without the filling. We concur, and we believe
that it is time to work on the filling. First, we need further clarification of
"school delivery standards:" what specifically must schools provide before we
are willing to say that opportunities are equitable? Second, we need to
specify what the other components of reform will be and how they will be
implemented. It is in our view simply unacceptable to hold students
accountable for their performance without providing them the opportunities
they need to succeed on our examinations. Third, we need to develop and
evaluate the indicators of equal opportunity that the NCEST proposal
presumes. We know that simple, conventional measures such as teachers'
years of experience will not suffice.

Establish Workable Procedures for Evaluation

As I have already noted, we believe that the proposed NESAC would
not be capable of evaluating the new standards and examinations
meaningfully. We see the need for an independent, non-partisan body with
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sufficient expertise and credibility to evaluate the technical qualities of
alternative assessments, examine the evidence about their feasibility and
costs, monitor the consequences of their use, and judge the comparability of
results across the various local and state components of the assessment
system. To be effective, such a body would need to differ from the proposed
NESAC in many ways:

o Its members must have the needed technical and substantive
expertise in measurement, evaluation, and education.

o It must be independent.

o It must have the authority and funding to commission
extramural research as needed.

o Its charter must call for realistic validation and evaluation of
examinations as they are actually used in specific contexts.

o Its charter must call for evaluation of the effects of assessment
programs on schooling and learning.

o Its charter must call for evaluation of the effects of the programs
on diverse groups of students, particularly the disadvantaged.

o Its charter must call for ongoing evaluations of the strengths and
weaknesses of assessment programs, rather than unrealistic,
one-time, up-or-down "certification" decisions.

Regardless of decisions about NESAC, evaluation and validation
efforts should be built into federally supported education reforms that use
assessment. During the 1980s, very few jurisdictions using test-based
accountability evaluated the effects of their programs, and some flatly
refused outside evaluations. We should not allow this to be repeated. People
who want to experiment with dangerous medicines should be required to
evaluate the impact of their experiments. We suggest that all reform efforts
funded by H.R. 3320 or other similar legislation be required to do the
following if assessment is to be a part of the reform:

o Require grantees to specify how tests will be used--in particular,
how, if at all, they will be used for accountability at any level of
aggregation (from students to states or clusters). Accountability
need not entail concrete sanctions; it can be sufficient to
publicize scores as an index of performance.

14



150

o Require that grantees specify what evidence of reliability and
validity will be collected if innovative assessments will be used.

o Require grantees to specify what steps, if any, they will take to
lessen the risks of inflated test scores and narrowed instruction.

o Require that grantees planning to use test-based accountability
evaluate its effects on instruction, its effects on diverse groups of
students (in particular, the disadvantaged), and the possible
inflation of test scores.

Because many school districts will lack the expertise to structure reasonable
evaluations, it may be helpful to encourage partnerships, for example,
between school districts and universities, for these purposes.

Decide About a National System

When all of the steps above have been taken, we will have developed
standards and curricula; we will have produced sorely needed information
about the feasibility, validity, fairness, and desirability of various types of
new assessment programs; and we will have put into place a mechanism that
can help protect against abuse as well as inadvertent harm. At that time, the
nation will be far better prepared to make reasoned decisions about a
possible national assessment system such as the one proposed by NCEST.

We cannot know now precisely what directions will be suggested by
information that we do not yet have. The extensive evidence already in
hand, however, suggests that a key part of the answer will be to use
assessment as a partner in reform, not as its primary engine.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for the opportunity to discuss these
issues with the Subcommittee. At this time, I would be pleased to answer
questions.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
Dr. Kean?
Mr. KE&N. Chairman Kildee, Mr. Good ling, and members of thesubcommittee, I'm very pleased to be here this morning on behalfof the Association of American Publishers Test Committee, theAAP, to address the report of the National Council on EducationStandards and Testing.
The AAP applauds the Council's call for high voluntary national

education standards and for raising the expectations for our educa-tion system. However, we want to insure that a real world work-able approach is put in place, an approach that builds on the bestavailable assessment technology and does not reinvent the wheel.After I describe the areas of the report that concern the AAP, Iwill offer six specific steps that we suggest that the committeemight take in adopting legislation in response to the Councilreport. First, however, our concerns.
Number one, tests will not revolutionize the education system.AAP must part company with the NCEST report in its focus onbreak-the-mold assessments. Can any test actually revolutionizethe education system? Though test results can be used to target in-struction, the test does not increase achievement; good teachingdoes.
Professional educators know that assessments are built onlyafter specific purpose and specific objectives to be measured havefirst been identified. Any other way places the cart of testingbefore the horse of learning. Thinking that new tests will somehowdrive educational reform is no wiser than the hope that a new kindof thermometer will lower a fever or cure the common cold.
Number two, a workable sequence of improvement is needed.Publishers strongly disagree with those who say that standard set-ting and assessment development can occur simultaneously. It isnecessary to establish a sequence of events for both professionaland for equity reasons.
You can generate all the content standards you want, but if theyare not adopted around the country, if new textbooks and instruc-tional materials do not incorporate them, if teachers are nottrained to teach them, and finally, if students are not taught theinformation in them, then any assessment tool based on suchstandards will fail to accurately measure progress toward them.Indeed, they will simply measure failure, the failure of teachers,the failure of schools, and the failure of the standards themselves.The third area of concern, the cost effectiveness of allocatable re-sources for the development of assessments. It would be a colossalwaste of money to build assessments simultaneously with newstandards. At the right time, tests built to those standards will beable to do their job assisting and assessing and evaluating studentperformance and providing teachers with valuable information.Until then, however, Congress would be throwing good moneyaway on the unsupported assumption that different assessmentsalone will motivate students and teachers and drive change. TheCouncil failed to assess the cost effectiveness of new assessments.It presently costs, as Dr. Koretz indicated, a few dollars per stu-dent to administer a complete battery of tests. The kinds of testsenvisioned by the Council would cost a great deal more.
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Fourth, there's no clear primary purpose for the new assess-

ments. The report identifies five generic and a dozen more specific

purposes, apparently to be filled by the new assessments, including,
as has been mentioned before, controversial high stakes purposes.
No assessment can do all things.

Effective assessments are built only after their specific purposes
have been identified, not the other way around. Further, what
valid purpose is served by imposing high stakes onto assessments
traditionally used in elementary and secondary education?

These assessments are achievement tests not SATs or minimum
competency tests or IQ tests. They should not be comingled with
other, as yet, unidentified purposes, especially if such purposes are
linked to high stakes decisions.

A fifth concern relates to the emphasis upon performance assess-
ments versus a multiple measures approach. While the NCEST
report recognizes the need for multiple measures of assessment, it
expresses unwarranted preferences for performance-based assess-

ments.
Now, less my concerns about this bias be misinterpreted, I should

point out that many commercial publishers, my own company in-

cluded, are and have been for some time very involved in develop-

ing and marketing various types of performance-based tests.
Mr. Good ling mentioned a news clipping this morning in Mary-

land, and I need only point to the State of Maryland, some 10 miles

or less down the road, Maryland has one of the largest and one of

the most comprehensive State testing programs in the country,
making use of multiple measures.

They rely most heavily on new performance assessments comin-

gled with multiple choice tests. Their testing program is also devel-

oped by the State of Maryland in consonance with a commercial

publisher.
Another concern is with the technical quality of the assessments

recommended. Many of the performance-based assessments envi-

sioned in the NCEST report are wholly unproven to replace the
range of valid assessments that are used today.

Available research strongly indicates that performance-based as-

sessments do not meet high technical standards. Some have argued
that the performance tests do not have to meet these technical
standards or that they should be excused from meeting them in
order to make better tests available.

I ask you, should we take two steps back in order to make one
step forward? All assessments developed to the new national stand-
ards must meet the same technical standards, including validity,
reliability and fairness. To allow, much less to encourage, the use

of any new assessment without these safeguards would be detri-
mental to the health of our children's education.

Furthermore, performance-based tests also raise serious equity

and serious subjectivity concerns. Recent research, including stud-

ies presented to Congress by its own Office of Technology Assess-

ment, show problems of racial and gender bias associated with per-

formance-based assessments.
A final concern relates to local options. The NCEST report rec-

ommends a centralized top-down governed instructor to certify
standards and assessment. Such an approach will delay local op-
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tions and the implementation of bottoms-up reform. It should be re-
jected, especially the notion that specific local or State assessments
must be certified first at the national level.

States already require test developers to conform to stringent
technical quality standards and to demonstrate tight curriculum
alignment. These same competitive processes will work and should
be encouraged in developing and in selecting assessments linked to
the new national standards.

Now, based upon the concerns that I've just articulated, I'd sug-
gest that the subcommittee consider the following six recommenda-
tions: develop standards, determine the assessments purposes, re-
solve school delivery standards questions, conduct research and al-
ternative assessments, report the results to Congress, and then
take appropriate action.

First, develop world class standards. By encouraging the contin-
ued development of demanding content in student performance
standards, Congress would lay the foundation for improvement of
student learning. However, any governing structure approved for
this task need provide only a coordinating and an oversight func-
tion and should rely on appropriate professional organizations with
specific curricular expertise.

Step two, determine the purpose of assessments. Since the Coun-
cil report fails to focus on the primary purpose for new assess-
ments, the governing body must first deal with this issue head on.

Third is simultaneous resolution of school delivery standards.
Once content standards are developed, it will be necessary to im-
plement then. Monitoring implementation requires obtaining infor-
mation on how many States and school districts have adopted the
standards, what types of instructional materials have been pro-
duced that incorporate these new standards, what percentage of
teachers have been trained in the new standards, how many stu-
dents are being taught using the new standards, as well as other
information on resource avail P.bility or distribution, such as the
number of computers in schools or the amount of teacher training
in assessment methods, et cetera.

Recommendation number four, conduct research on alternative
assessment. While publishers, assessment centers and various con-
sortia around the country are already working on a variety of dif-
ferent assessment development projects, more needs to be done.

Congress should encourage additional research on ongoing assess-
ment programs including research to determine how to design new
forms of assessment to meet technical standards.

Next, report to Congress. Congress should establish an appropri-
ate time frame within which the governance body is to report on
an interim and on a final basis. These dates should be set at the
earliest reasonable period, given the importance and given the
complexity of the tasks to be performed.

The last step in AAP's recommended process can occur once all
of the information has been collected, information on standards
and their implementation, on where resources have been commit-
ted to enable students to achieve the new standards, and on the
standards of assessment research.

When Congress has received and analyzed all of this information,
then it will be ready to act on the recommendations about the new
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assessments. This approach will avoid the problems and shortcom-
ings we have identified with the NCEST report.

Unfortunately, there is no way to shortcut this process without
jeopardizing the very school children who are the subject of the ex-
ercise. Some have suggested that a response to the NCEST report
should be considered as part of H.R. 3320. However, since the
NCEST report is fundamentally inconsistent with the bottom-up
approach of the existing bill, we oppose making major adjustments
to H.R. 3320.

I believe that these alternative recommendations will create a
more effective and a more confluent effort toward the development
of national education standards, their implementation throughout
the Nation's schools, and the development of assessments linked to
those high standards.

Thank you, and I'll be happy to attempt to answer any questions
that you might have at this time.

[The prepared statement of Michael H. Kean, Ph.D. follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF

DR. MICHAEL H. KEAN

Testimony of Dr. Michael H. Kean before the Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education on the Report of
the National Council on Education Standards and Testing.

Chairman Kildee and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am Michael Kean, Vice President, Public and Governmental
Affairs for CTB Macmillan/McGraw-Hill, one of the country's largest
commercial test publishers. For the last seven years, I also have
served as chairperson of the Test Committee of the Association of
American Publishers ("AAP"), which represents the interests of
commercial and non-prbfit publishers involved in various forms of
assessment. I have been personally active in research and
development of student assessments, and my background includes ten
years as an administrator in a large, urban school district.

I am very pleased to be here this morning on behalf of the AAP
to address the Report of the National Council on Education
Standards and Testing, entitled Raising Standards for American
Education. Although there are some aspects of the Council's Report
that test publishers find compelling, other findings and
recommendations reflect a less-than-accurate representation of the
real world of assessing our students. We want to ensure that a
real world, workable approach is put in place, one that builds on
the best available assessment technology, provides the critical
measurement needed to assess progress on national goals, and does
not "reinvent the wheel" when it comes to committing the scarce
education resources available today.

After I describe the areas of the Report that concern AAP, I
will offer six steps AAP urges this Subcommittee to take should it
adopt legislation dealing with the Council Report. I believe that
our alternative recommendations will create a more effective and
confluent effort toward the development of national education
standards, their implementation throughout the nation's schools
-- eventually, leading to the development of assessments linked to
those high standards.

Identity and Interests of AAP

Mr. Chairman, the AAP represents over 235 publishers of
hardback and paperback books, professional, technical, and
scientific journals; computer software; and educational and
classroom materials, including numerous forms of tests, evaluation
scoring materials and instructional materials. As such, AAP
members have traditionally been involved in meeting the needs of
school districts and state education programs for both standardized
multiple-choice and performance-based assessment instruments that
have been used to assist in the measurement and evaluation of the
nation's school children. While the NCEST report credits
publishers for what it terms "promising new efforts," in fact, test
publishers have responded to each and every new educational reform
movement of the last three decades. Congress should know that AAP
members will continue to devote their resources to building tests
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that reflect new "world-class" standards -- but it is imperative
that the process to be followed is appropriate and technically
sound.

We should not attempt to "fly the plane" while it is still
being built and before it has been fully and thoroughly shown to
work. Thus, a structured, cautious approach represents the best
opportunity to advance our education system and to improve what
students learn in school.

NO CHANGE IN H.R. 3320 IS NEEDED

H.R. 3320 provides the framework for states and local
education agencies to carry out the objectives of the NCEST report
-- without having to get bogged down in the complicated and
unnecessarily-centralized bureaucracy called for in the report.
Under H.R. 3320, a state would first adopt goals and curriculum
frameworks, and put in place the delivery system to carry them out.
Then, the state (and local education agencies) would adopt an
assessment program, in which it would identify the purposes to be
achieved by their assessments; develop or select the assessments
appropriate for those purposes; assure that these assessments
reflect the adopted curriculum; have in place a mechanism to assure
that they are valid, reliable, and fair for their intended use; and
have a monitoring system to assure that the assessments are, in
fact, used appropriately and in accordance with the state and local
assessment program.

The process envisioned in H.R. 3320 would provide the means
by which states and local education agencies would assure that
teachers and administrators are trained in test administration and
interpretation, as well as in communication of test information to
students, parents, and the public -- regardless of the test format.

H.R. 3320 thus preserves state and local primacy, plus
maintains a system that encourages flexibility, innovation, and
competition. It would not lock states and local education agencies
into what ever may be determined to be the conventional wisdom,
fad, or panacea of the day -- as determined by a centralized,
national arbiter of assessment "correctness." After all, it is
within the current system that states and local education agencies
have been able to experiment with the alternative assessment
formats, including portfolios, demonstrations, and performance.
How would any such innovation be accepted, let alone accommodated,
under the centralized system proposed by NCEST, now apparently
codified in S. 2?

How does one break into the marketplace with a new idea if it
does not follow the directives that have been deemed "correct" by
a national board, barren of expertise, whose imprimatur -- the
official seal of approval -- is necessary in drder for that
assessment to be used by a state or school system.
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Some have suggested that a response to the NCEST report should
be considered as part of H.R. 3320, the Neighborhood Schools
Improvement Act, already reported favorably by this Subcommittee
and the full Committee. We do not support that approach. AAP
believes that, while the substance of the NCEST report can be
accommodated within the language of H.R. 3320, the governance
structure proposed by the Council is fundamentally inconsistent
with the "bottom-up" approach advocated in the bill. Therefore,
we would oppose making major adjustments to H.R. 3320 in order to
make it compatible with the Council's governance recommendations.

NO SIMULTANEOUS STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS

AAP applauds the Council's calls for high education standards,
particularly in the five key subject areas, and for raising
expectations for our education system. AAP also supports related
Council recommendations that:

o voluntary, national and dynamic standards should be
adopted; and

o state and local control over education reform, including
the selection of assessments, should continue

Unfortunately, this second point is largely undermined by the
Council's recommended "top-down" governance structure.
Significantly, though, only if these conditions are met can the
desirability and feasibility of a national approach to setting
subject area content.standards be undertaken. Accordingly, any
legislation this Subcommittee considers should reject a national
curriculum and endorse the widest possible participation from
individuals and organizations at the state and local levels.

Where AAP must part company with the NCEST report, however,
is over its misguided focus on "break-the-mold" assessments
(whatever that term means). Can any test actually revolutionize
the educational system? Experience has shown the answer is, "No."
Though test results can be used to target instruction, the test
does not increase achievement -- good teaching does! Those of us
who are professional educators know that assessments are built only
after a specific purpose and specific objectives to be measured
have been identified. Any other way places the cart of testing
before the horse of learning. Thinking that new tests will
somehow drive educational reform is no wiser than the hope that a
new kind of thermometer will lower a fever or cure a cold.

Furthermore, publishers strongly disagree with those who say
that simultaneous standards-setting and assessment development
should occur. It is necessary to establish a sequence of events
because of both professional and equity reasons. You can generate
the best content standards possible, but if they ate not adopted
around the country, if new textbooks and instructional materials
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do not incorporate them, if teachers are not trained to teach them,
and finally, if students are not taught the information in them,
then any assessment tool developed based on them will fail to
measure success under those standards. Indeed, assessments built
to new "world-class" standards, without some delivery system
already in place, are doomed to measure failure -- failure of
teachers, schools, and standards.

It might strike some Members of this Subcommittee as odd for
test publishers to sit here and tell you not to pass legislation
requiring more testing, at least not until certain preliminary
steps are taken. Really, it is not all that surprising.
Publishers employ hundreds of professional educators and others
trained in psychometrics and we know it would be a colossal waste
of money to build assessments simultaneously with new standards.
Proper sequencing requires that limited education resources must
first be spent on direct student services, including teacher
training and instructional materials. At the right time, tests
built to those standards will be able to do their job -- assisting
in assessing and evaluating student performance and giving teachers
valuable information about what they need to do to improve student
learning.

Further, the Council failed to assess the cost-effectiveness
of new assessments, one of the four categories it was directed by
Congress to consider. It presently costs a few dollars per student
to administer a complete battery of standardized tests. The kinds
of tests envisioned by the Council would cost at least ten to fifty
times as much. In the face of severe national economic and budget
constraints, it would be far more appropriate to use the funds we
have for textbooks, teachers and other tools that help our children
learn.

By accepting simultaneous development of standards and
assessments, Congress would be throwing good money away on an
unsupported -- and invalid -- assumption, that different
assessments alone will motivate students and teachers and drive
change. Indeed, we fear that simultaneous development could have
serious counterproductive results -- negative effects on learning
and impeding education reform at the state and local level.

INTERMEDIATE STEPS FOR ASSESSMENTS

Lest publishers be accused of merely seeking to delay change
or prevent improvement, let me clearly state that while content and
student performance standards are being developed and school
delivery systems are being implemented, areas of assessment work
can go forward. Indeed, publishers have already begun to release
new tests incorporating the National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics standards so heavily praised by the Council. I expect
that the same will be true as additional high content standards are
developed.
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Nevertheless, it also could be very important and worthwhile
for additional objective and scientific research and other related
activity to go on in the assessment area, even while "world-class"
standards are being developed and implemented. However, since AAP
has serious problems with several aspects of the Council report as
to what needs to be done with assessments, I will detail the three
most crucial concerns related to what the focus of such research
should be.

1. There is no clear primary purpose for assessments.

The NCEST report does not identify clear purposes for
which assessments linked to national content standards will be
developed and utilized, nor who should make such determinations.
In fact, while the report identifies five generic purposes, it
actually names twelve specific purposes apparently to be filled by
new assessments -- including controversial high stakes purposes.
AAP's caution, however, is that no assessment can do all things.

This caution, along with the view that purpose should be
determined well in advance, is consistent with what the advice
given the Council by its Assessment Task Force. Unfortunately,
these fundamental considerations were given short shrift by NCEST
and were virtually ignored in its final Report.

In addition, AAP has grave reservations about whether any
valid purpose is served by imposing high stakes onto the kind of
assessments traditionally used in elementary and secondary
education. I should point out that our tests are not SAT's or
minimum competency tests or IQ tests, but are achievement tests for
elementary and high school students. Because these tests are
quite different -- and are designed for very different purposes
-- Congress should be very concerned about the detriments of
commingling test purposes, especially if one of them is high
stakes.

An assessment that is valid, reliable and fair safely can
satisfy no more than one, possibly two, purposes at once.
Moreover, as I indicated earlier, an effective assessment is built
only after the specific purpose has been identified, not the other
way around. Following the Council's recommendations in this area
would result in violating the axiom that no one should be evaluated
before knowing what is expected. Tests themselves will not correct
problems with what students know.

2. There is an unwarranted bias in favor of performance-
based assessments, without holding them to the same
technical standards.

While the NCEST report recognizes the importance and
appropriateness of multiple measures of assessment; it expresses
unwarranted preferences for performance-based assessments to the

5
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apparent exclusion of other formats. Lest my concerns about this
bias in the report be misinterpreted as fear of that form of
testing, nothing could be farther from the truth. Publishers (my
company included) are very involved in developing and marketingvarious types of performance-based tests, in addition to the
standardized multiple-choice tests that have received so muchunfair criticism.

However, publishers 'lave developed performance-based
assessments using high quality control to ensure compliance with
technical standards. Moreover, publishers evaluate their tests,along with their customers, to ensure that they do not have
negative effects on learning.

No achievement test should be administered to students --whether in a multiple-choice or performance format without aprior careful and objective evaluation of its purpose for itseffects on learning, its fairness, and its validity andreliability. Certainly no singe, unproven assessment formatshould become the keystone for a national assessment system. If
that assessment system is intended to revolutionize education, as
well as monitor success in attaining educational standards, and ifhigh stakes are piled on top, then this "brave new world" must be
approached with the utmost caution.

Congress should adopt a more logical and deliberate
legislative solution and, in the process, refuse to rush the
development of so-called "break-the-mold" performance-basedassessments. First, many of the performance-based assessmentsenvisioned in the NCEST report are wholly unproven to "replace" the
range of proven assessments used today. Indeed, many of these
"authentic" assessments are more a part of classroom instruction
than they are tests.

Available research strongly indicates that performance-based
assessments do not meet high technical standards. Yet, I wasamazed during the Council's discussions to hear some professionals
argue that performance tests do not have to meet those technical
standards -- or that they should be excused from meeting them in
order to make "better" tests available. That logic escapes me
completely -- and it runs counter to the statements by the American
Educational Research Association that its standards already apply
to all performance-based tests.

Proponents of performance-based testing, then, cannot have itboth ways. Either those tests are really used solely for classroom
instruction, in which case they would not have to meet the AERA
technical standards -- or they are full-blown assessments used for
scientific assessment and comparison purposes and therefore mustmeet high technical standards.
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Any new assessment linked to national content standards,
regardless of whether the format is performance-based or multiple-
choice, must not be put in place until it meets a thorough review
of technical quality. Each assessment must meet high technical
quality standards including the hallmark standards of validity and
reliability. To allow, much less encourage, the use of any new
assessment without these safeguards would be detrimental to the
quality of our children's education.

3. performance -based tests also raise serious questions
Of equity and subjectivity.

As some of you are doubtless aware, multiple-choice
assessments were developed more than 50 years ago in response to
criticism that performance-based forms of measurement in use at the
time, were known to be highly subjective -- and discriminatory on
both a racial and gender basis. Again, recent research shows that
these problems have not disappeared, but actually increase when
schools use performance-based tests.

Contrary to the repeated criticisms of current standardized
tests, it is completely false to assert that multiple-choice tests
can only assess rote learning and memorization. In fact,
publishers have been building questions designed to assess how
students arrive at and communicate answers and to engage in higher-
order thinking skills'and problem-solving. To those who ought to
know better, I say they should actually read current tests before
they dismiss their technical capability.

NO CERTIFICATION OF STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS

The NCEST report recommends a centralized,"top-down"
governance structure to certify standards and assessments. AAP
believes such an approach should be rejected, particularly any
notion that specific assessments should be certified at the
national level.

It will be very costly to move away from the current practice,
which is already a very rigorous approval process. States have
been requiring test developers to conform to content and technical
quality requirements, as well as to demonstrate curriculum
alignment and other information called for in extensive RFP's.
These same competitive processes will work, and should be
encouraged, in developing and selecting assessments linked to
national standards. The Council's recommendation will serve only
to undermine local options and delay implementation of the "bottom-
up" reform already underway at the state and local levels.

In addition to the very detailed and demanding RFP procurement
process, our tests are subject to professional. standards and
independent external review. I emphasize the word'"our" because
not all tests being administered to students now, or proposed to
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be administered in the future, are subject to the same rigorous
review. H.R. 3320 is a more appropriate means for assuring that
all assessments used for purposes beyond the classroom meet the
highest professional and technical standards.

Finally, there is no need to "reinvent Lite wheel" when it
comes to the development of assessments. Private sector test
publishers have the resources and expertise necessary to assist
state and local development of valid, reliable and fair assessments
linked to national content standards. Consequently, Congressshould not offer special subsidies or incentives to compete
directly with the very responsive, competitive private sector.

A new national *regulatory body simply is not necessary,
particularly if there are no assurances that the standards
developed and used by the proposed Council will be done fairly.
There is no guarantee that we will all be playing on a level field.

AAP RECOMMENDATIONS

I have distilled down the serious concerns over the NCEST
report into a series of six recommendations for this Subcommittee.These alternatives would enable Congress to take positive,
constructive steps in response to the report without fear that it
would be inconsistent with H.R. 3320. This would also avoid
"unintended consequences" by attempting to build standards and
assessments simultaneously -- only to find that there are negative
effects on learning or that competition among test developers has
been stifled.

Moreover, adopting these steps would provide necessary
structure to the amorphous and nebulous concepts laid out by the
Council. AAP believes that any new governing body should not be
allowed to "define" its own functions.

Step 1: Develop "World-Class" Standards

By encouraging the continuation of development of high content
and student performance standards, more or less in accordance with
the Council recommendations, Congress would lay a strong foundation
or cornerstone for improvement of student learning. AAP would
urge, however, that the governance structure approved for this task
(and others listed in subsequent steps) need provide only a purely
coordinating and oversight function to ensure that standards-
setting professional organizations are guided and directed as they
follow an approach modelled on the one used by the National Council
of Teachers of Mathematics. Even though this aspect of governance
must be considered "top-down," reliance on the various professional
organizations to determine what ought to be learned will result in
a "bottom-up" effort where participation at the local level across
the nation is guaranteed. No certification of theselstandards will
be required, since it would be redundant -- and self-serving -- to
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have the governing body essentially approve whether its own
oversight of the development process has been acceptable.

Step 2: Intermediate Building Blocks

Since there are inadequacies in the Council report as it
relates to the purpose for new assessments, the governing body
would be required to convene and decide upon the primary purpose
for which new assessments are needed. AAP requests that the
Subcommittee bear in mind that if there are multiple purposes
ultimately found to be warranted, more than a single new assessment
would be required because one test cannot usually perform more than
one purpose. Moreover, since there are strong indications that
performance-based testing does not meet high technical standards,
additional research should be undertaken under the direction of the
governance body to determine how new forms of assessment will meet
technical standards.

Step 3: Intermediate Resolution of School Delivery Standards

The new governing body should also be responsible for
collecting data on the implementation of the delivery system.
Regardless of whether the system has a federal component, content
standards alone are not sufficient to produce quality instruction
and educational improvement. For some critical period after
"world-class" standards are developed, it will be necessary, at a
minimum, to focus on obtaining and information on: (1) how many
states and/or school districts have adopted those standards; (2)
what types of instructional materials have been produced that
incorporate the new standards and what is the level of use for
these materials in the states/districts; (3) what percentage of
teachers in each particular subject area have been trained in the
new standards (by state, district, and school); how many students
are being taught using the new standards (by state, district and
school); and (5) other data on resource availability or
distribution, such as the number of computers in each school, the
amount of teacher training in assessment methods, etc. If we
expect to hold schools and school systems accountable, then these
tasks are imperative.

Step 4: Intermediate Assessment Activity

It would be a mistake for this Subcommittee to believe that
nothing important is going on today in assessment. As I mentioned
earlier, publishers, as well as assessment centers and various
consortia, are working on different projects that could hold a
great deal of value in achieving the ultimate goal of improving
student learning -- once "world-class" standards are in place.

The Council, should it be created, or the Goals,Panel, should
also be looking objectively at the various innovative programs now
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underway or being planned that "push the limits" of assessments,
both as to the purposes and the technology. Congress should be
advised as to how successful these programs really are in improving
student learning, as well as evaluating them on technical factors
and cost-effectiveness. Will they do what their advocates claim?
How successful will we be in incorporating national standards in
our tests, adding performance assessments, and including higher
order and other thinking skills in our multiple-choice formattests? Alternatively, this objective research could be conducted
under the auspices of OERI.

While the standards are being developed and consensus reached,while textbooks and other instructional materials are beingprepared, and while teachers are being trained, let it be an
opportunity to provide Congress, educators and state and local
officials -- as well as the public -- with objective and reliable
information. Let us look before we leap!

For our part, publishers stand ready to contributeto these
efforts in building a body of knowledge to enable Congress to act
in a fully-informed fashion when called upon to do so.

Step 5: Reports to congress

Congress should establish appropriate timeframes for the
governance body to report, both on an interim and final basis.
Those dates should be set at the earliest possible periods, given
the importance and complexity of the tasks to be performed. Such
reports, and their thorough evaluation, must be the precondition
for any Congressional action.

Step 6: Final Confluence and Action

The last step inAAP's recommended process can occur once all
of the data and information has been collected on standards and
their implementation, on school delivery standards and where
resources have been committed to enable students to achieve the new
standards, and on the status of assessment research. When Congress
has received all of this information, then it will be ready to act,if necessary, on recommendations about new assessments and to
determine the appropriate role such assessments should play in theeducation system. Congress should direct the construction ofproperly focused and developed assessments only when it has all
this information.

We submit that this approach is the best way to avoid the
problems and shortcomings AAP and many others hz,,e identified with
the NCEST report. Unfortunately, there is no way to short cut this
process without jeopardizing the very school children who are thesubject of this effort. Assessing students must await the
successful and complete implementation of "world-class" standards,
but commercial publishers are committed to building appropriate
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tests for the intended purpose(s) once those standards are in
place.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that if any of us could wave a wand
and make students learn more, become better functioning adults,
become more capable of joining the global work force, and be better
citizens, we would do so. The problems with our educational system
are not that simple and the answers not that easy. Certainly, it
is not a situation where the tool of assessments of how students
are doing can somehow be transformed into its own solution -- and
that is what the NCEST report erroneously tried to suggest. But
Congress can require that a carefully detailed and respcnsible path
be constructed that should lead to those desired outcomes.

Let me close by reiterating my four major points:

1. Assessments -- even those built upon "world-class"
standards -- will not alone achieve the goal of improved
learning.

2. What we want students to know and the opportunity and
resources to them it must be provided before a national
assessment system is put in place.

3. All assessments used beyond the classroom must meet the
same high standards of validity, reliability and fairness.

4. There is no need for a national, centrali;.ed "top-down"
governance system for assessments. It would be
duplicative, costly and could stifle innovation and
competition.

I appreciate the opportunity to present the views of the
Association of American Publishers on this important subject. I
will be happy to answer any questions you may have at this time.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Dr. Kean.
I'll address my first question to the Governor. Governor, the

Council recommends voluntary national student performance
standards, but school delivery standards are developed by the
States. I know that was greatly debated in the Council.

Would you personally object if this committee required the new
national entity, the National Education Standards and Assessment
Council, to establish voluntary national school delivery standards?

Governor ROMER. Congressman, I know you saw me chair that
group. There were times in which there were various points of view
that we had to put together to get a composite. I'm the kind of a
guy that when I make a deal, I'm always with the deal. Do you
know what I mean?

So, I come to the table really wanting to defend the report. Now,
you also know that it was not my initial position that they be de-
velopedit was my initial position that they could be worked on,
you know, simultaneous with the others at that level.

But I don't want to play games with my colleagues on that
group. I honestly came to the table knowing it's very difficult to
move this forward in America. It's very difficult. You need to some-
times make some compromises in the way you go.

So, I just want you to know, and let me state it exactly, that we
need to have delivery standards developed. I think that the Council
ought to have the responsibility to see that they're developed. But I
would hope that if it does vary from the report, that the develop-
ment of delivery standards would be fully cognizant that there is
more than one way to deliver, and that we ought not get a master
recipe at the top which we imprint on everybody.

Do I communicate effectively?
Chairman KILDEE. Yes, and I understand your position. Very

often Adlai Stevenson, when he was ambassador to the U.N., had
to be ambassador and represent the position of this government
and very often not his own views.

I didn't mean to be unfair in asking that question, but I do re-
spect you not only as chairman, co-chair of that Council, but as
someone who has really worked hard in education and as the Gov-
ernor of Colorado where you worked very hard also.

The reason I asked the question is that I know by looking at the
people, particularly on this side of the aisle here, and not just ex-
clusively though, is that they raise some very serious questions
about having national student performance standards without
having some, at least symmetrical, same level national delivery
standards because of some of the reasons I gave prior.

You can predict in certain situations just how the students will
perform, depending upon, as was pointed out here, the standards/
resources that are available in those schools.

Would anyone else want to comment on that question? Yes, Dr.
Kean?

Dr. KEAN. Well, I would agree with your concern, Mr. Chairman,
and caution that without providing for school delivery standards
and then assessing, one runs the potential problem of what re-
searchers refer to as the measurement of nonevents. If that is the
case, the question is for what? What are we assessing?
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Chairman KILDEE. Particularly, if we're going to have risk, high
risk, medium risk, any risk, should the deficiency of the school
follow that student all the way through his or her life if the stu-
dent isn't able to perform certain functions or is not that good at
math, certain fields that he or she may not feel they should enter?

But if the school has failedI guess we have to ask is it the stu-
dent who has failed or the school who has failed. In many in-
stances, I think it's the school.

Governor?
Governor ROMER. I had a very interesting experience sitting here

this morning. Let me just bring a couple of elements to the table,
Congressman. I think you know when we formed th.? goals panel,
we had to carry that kind of tenderly across a mine field to get it
going. Then we recognized that it wasn't any good to measure
something if you didn t know what it was that you were measuring
against.

So, we knew we had to turn to standards. I think there's some
agreement here at the table on standards. I want to simplify this.
I'm just kind of a guy from the country coming to this great city
and say folks, we want to do the best job we can in math. Have you
got anything to share with us on math and on science and on Eng-
lish and history about what is really world class?

Now, hey, we don't want you to force it on us, no. It's not manda-
tory. But could we just come to town and say give us the best
you've got. Don't even develop it by "the best and the brightest;"
do it in an iterative process throughout America.

That ought not scare people. I mean, as I listened to Mr. Dean
and Mr. Koretz, I thought there was some horrible apparition that
was about to devour values in education. Almost the caricature of
this report, which I heard here, bothered me.

But I just want to bring it down to simple language. I think, Mr.
Kildee, that if we do not create some mechanism that continues
this work, I know where it's going to fall. It's going to fall back in
the Department of Education. I think that is not the only place
that this work ought to occur because we do not want to arrive at a
ministry of education.

I know the politics of America and education well enough that if
we can have some ongoing participatory body and standard, it is a
good thing. So, I'd urge Congress to continue this work because I
think the 6 months we spent together, we helped forge some of the
debate in this country in a healthy way as to where we ought to go.

The next thing is on performance standards. The high stakes is
driving a lot of paranoia and fear. I grabbed the report and began
to read it, and I said did we say all that about high stakes? I don't
think we did. I think that we ought to be not fearful of proceeding
appropriately to improve the way in which we assess.

I never intended nor did I think that report intend that we use
the product of our work in a dumb or a stupid way by using it for
high stakes in the wrong way. I'm just curious about that.

Chairman KILDEE. You want to comment?
Mr. KoRgrz. Well, yes. I'd like to avoid getting into a debate

about what exactly the report says, though I do have my briefcase
page references for the high stakes. The report lists things like
screening kids for jobs. That's very high stakes. You could lose a
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job if you don't do well on a test. That's about as high stakes as
you can get.

It lists quite a number of high stakes, but moreover, research in
the last 10 years has shown us that you don't even need to go any-
where nearly that far before you start to get perverse affects in
schools. In one large district where I've recently finished a study,
we deliberately picked a test that was not the one that had formal
sanctions attached to it; it was simply one that was used for job
boning and publicity.

Even on that test, the inflation of test scores was more than half
an academic year by the end of third grade. The reason is, teachers
had gotten the message loud and clear that they would be rated on
the basis of how kids scored on that test. That's all it takes.

Now, when the Governor says we don't want to do things in a
dumb way, I can't imagine that any of us would disagree about
that. The question is what is the sensible way to use tests with
high stakes. The Council report doesn't provide one.

Let me go one step further. The problem is not only, in my mind,
that high stakes testing creates all sorts of deleterious side effects;
the problem is that it simply has not worked as the primary engine
of raising standards and improving performance in the many times
it has been tried. I don't know why we'd want to try it again when
it hasn't worked before.

Ms. ROSENBERG. Let me just make a comment. While there may
be some people who want tests, a new series of tests, to drive re-
forms, there are other people who subscribe to the NCEST report
and there are many different ways of reading it. Like I said, this
should be the beginning of the conversation not the end.

But there are other people that have a great interest in the
standards part of the argument in reaching some sort of consensus,
not in excruciating detail but some sort of a consensus on what we
want our students to know and be able to do and the kinds of per-
formances that we value.

We are obsessed on the test issue. There are some good reasons
to be so obsessed. We assume because everything that has gone
wrong in the past we will just repeat those mistakes in the future,
and that we are powerless to do anything about them.

I simply reject that point of view. The issue is not so much the
tests, except insofar as there are good tests and there are worse
tests, the issue is the accountability systems that we design. There
are a lot of people up here now who have spent a great deal of time
criticizing the present tests, criticizing the fact that curriculum is
now a line to the tests rather than the other way around, they are,
in effect, defending the status quo.

Mark my words, the status quo is not going to wither away of its
own accord. All these local initiatives and State initiatives that we
hear so much about, I'd like to know where they all are. We can all
name the same ones. What dynamic is there in the system to make
that spread? There is none.

That's the way we should be reading this report, to change the
dynamic of the system so we stop wringing our hands, so we stop
just having the handful examples to point to. When their superin-
tendents leave, those examples will leave with them.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Pastor?
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Mr. MARTINEZ. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. PASTOR. Yes.
Mr. MARTINEZ. On that last statement you made, when I read

and I'm not "antistandards" and I'm not "antitesting" kids to
evaluate where they are, where they should be. But Governor
Romer just mentioned that he wondered if that's what they said in
the Council. He was reading the report there and Mr. Koretz was
referring to his packet in his briefcase. But I've got the page right
here in front of me. I marked it because it scares the hell out of
me.

It says the Council finds that the assessments eventually could
be used for high stake purposes. It says they could eventually be
used for high stake purposes such as high school graduation, col-
lege admission, continued education and certification for employ-
ment.

That's why we're into the debate about this test and why the
OTA report talks about it in every sentence and every other word
what the testing could do and what it shouldn't do, because that is
uppermost on a lot of people's minds.

Yet, we know, for example, that there have been people mis-
placed by tests that were given. The Council of Chief State School
Officers found that a large number of normal children who don't
speak English as a first language were being misplaced and mise-
ducated in special education, in which they really didn't belong.

I mentioned earlier my experience of being put in a speech cor-
rection class with a bunch of young people that stuttered. Due to
those and other problems, they've sure got causes to be paranoid
about what the use of the tests are. My concern is what is going to
make whoever is setting these things accountable to the public and
accountable

Mr. KORETZ. May I respond to that? Congressman, that is pre-
ciselyand I think I speak for the other three people who are with
me, but let me just play it safe and answer for myself. That is pre-
cisely what bothers me. The accountability is for kids and teachers,
but apparently no one else.

I think that when w propose dangerous medicine, we ought to
be required to test it. I recently went through an exercise with two
colleagues looking at innovative performance assessment programs
around the country trying to find even the most rudimentary evi-
dence about the quality of the assessments or their effects. The
answer is it's not there.

We're doing the same thing we did in the 1980's when policymak-
ers said boy, let's test the heck out of kids using standardized tests.
Everybody started making teachers and kids accountable for it.
They said there's no time to waste, so let's not find out whether it
works. Well, it didn't.

I think we have an obligation. I don't think this is a matter of
obsession or paranoia or other character flaws of the critics of the
NCEST report. As a psychologist, I don't think that's really the
issue. I think the issue is public accountability.

When you do something that's potentially risky and relatively
untried with nine million kids, we ought to find out what we're
doing.
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Governor ROMER. Could I reply to this? I find it very interesting
the interpretations that have been given to this. First, Congress-
man, high stakes or some stakes are already given to the methods
that we use to test now. Now, I'm into this game not because I
want more testing, not because I want to increase the stakes that
are put on testing, I want to get better tests, pure and simple.

Now, the argument hereI wrote a note when Mr. Koretz was
testifying. The conclusion I got was tests are bad. Tests are bad. It
was the simple way of summarizing in an unfair way what he was
saying. Look, we already have an awful lot of testing out there. I
am highly guarded against the wrong use of tests.

If I had had more time this morning, I would have put up on a
chart the users of the test and who should be using it. It would
have begun with the student, and the teacher, and the parent, and
then last on that list would be national or State.

But let me bring this back to the real world. Congressman
Kildee, I hope we pass this bill with this in it. I hope we can begin
to create something that continues this momentum towards better
standards, period. Now, if everybody wants to shy away from tests
at all, let me tell you what we'll do. We're already doing it.

Colorado and 16 other States are associated in a private venture
called the New Standards Project. It's the best I know out there in
the country, which is working on new forms of assessment. If we
don't have anything to work in a national way, we'll create some-
thing on an association of States to work at it.

Now, let me tell you what we're trying to do. We're trying to find
a way, such as in English, that we really get teachers much more
involved in the assessment in which we use very much a more en-
riched and comprehensive way to test such as essays. We under-
stand that there's a time and a cost involved here. We also know
what it is you're trying to reach in good testing for English.

I, frankly, am appalled. I was appalled with the testimony of Mr.
Kean representing the textbook publishers. I kept trying to figure
out what is his motivation for what he is saying. Was it to protect
the economic interest of the tests that are now on the marketplace?

I think that all those textbook publishers have got a great
market here if they joined with us and find a way to produce
better tests. I just don't understand, quite frankly, why the high
powered rifles are aimed at what I think is a fairly modest con-
structive step to get something better rather than something worse.

I find great ghosts and caricatures are being drawn of the conse-
quences of this which I just don't think are justified. This is a vol-
untary exercise. It is a voluntary exercise. If I in Colorado don't
like it, I don't even have to submit anything to it.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman?
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Pastor?
Mr. PASTOR. If you could have seen your face, Governor, I could

see that you were appalled many times during this testimony.
Governor ROMER. Well, I get appalled too many times in too

many places in this city, as you well know. I'm trying to learn to
do better.

Mr. PASTOR. Before we get to the assessment, I think we need to
get a consensus of what the standards are going to be. I think get-
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ting that consensus is going to be very time consuming. So, let me
get to that question.

In developing the standards, I've heard words like world class. So
I'm assuming now that in the past when we created standards, it
was basically for internal use. We want a person educated so they
can find employment in a factory, farm, et cetera.

So now we're talking about competing or a standard that would
make a person be able to compete worldwide. So, I'm assuming
that's the term world class. I heard Mr. Kean. He said that the
process ought to include people who have experience in curricula,
that those are the people who can develop these standards.

My question to you: Would we develop these standardsand I
hear top down, bottom up. That will be an issue. But do we com-
pare ourselves now to other industrialized nations to develop these
standards, or do we develop them with what we think ought to be
the standards? What would be the process?

Governor ROMER. Let me tell you what I think ought to be the
process. We could take math or science or whatever. Let's take sci-
ence. We ought to develop an initial draft of what we think this is
using the best minds of America, using the people who are in the
subject matter area.

We ought to take that to everybody in America we can get to
listen to it. We ought to take it to every science teacher, parents
and to the business people of this country and say what do you
think about this initial draft? Does this really prepare people for
the kind of jobs you see that we need out there?

Then that response ought to come back to a central location. It
ought to have a redraft and it ought to go out a second time. That
time we ought to have a Monday night set aside and we have 2
hours interactive TV with every cable outlet in America where we
can hopefully get all the parents focused upon okay, this is really
important.

My son or daughter may or may not have a job, whether or not
they're taught the right thing. I need to know what it is they think
these standards are. Then, it ought to come back a second time at
the national level and get another draft. Then, that ought to be
made available on a voluntary basis.

Now, let me tell you why it's important to have that process of
participation. If you really want to move this country, you're not
going to move it by writing standards and putting them on some
shelf. You're only going to move it when parents know this is what
my youngster needs to know and be able to do to be successful.

We have got to do this in a very participatory way. You see, this
is the problem. We don't have a mechanism right now to do that
other than the Department of Education. That is not the right
mechanism because it becomes too federated, too Federal.

So. what I'm appealing for here, let's create something that to-
gether, and I mean together, I mean States, Congress, and the ad-
ministration, can engage this whole Nation into an understanding
of what really it is we ought to know and be able to do.

My frank suggestion is we take a subject matter a year. The next
12 months let's take math. Let's take it to everybody in America.
Let me just say it would be great to have a Monday night in which
we had every parent in America with a little notebook in front of



172

them and saying this is 8 pages or 12 pages of what my youngster
ought to know and do in math. I need to react to whether that's
the right standard or not.

Now, most American parents are going to be blown away by
that. But you understand the education that would occur for par-
ents if we got into that? That's my concept.

Mr. PASTOR. Who would have the initial responsibility for a
draft?

Governor ROMER. Okay. In math, it was the National Council of
Teachers of Math. In science, we've already put together a group,
and they have $1.5 million out there. That was started by the
Academy of Science and I think another group.

You see, these things are already happening, Congressman. I am
desirous that we have some oversight as to how they happen be-
cause I don't have input, quite frankly, in the way they're happen-
ing now. I, as a Governor, would like to have input.

I think there are better ways and worse ways to do this. But the
key to it is it isn't enough just to get experts to write the report;
we've got to involve all of America in understanding what it is.

Mr. PASTOR. Anybody else want to comment on that?
Mr. KORETZ. I would like to go back to the last iteration. We've

progressed from paranoia and an obsession to questionable motives
and lack of reality testing. I think we ought to address these argu-
ments on their merits and I think we haven't done that.

I wanted to clarify one point, and one point only. None of us, of
the four of us who prepared the testimony that I presented, argued
that tests are bad. Speaking for myself, I have been involved since
the very first day in Vermont's efforts to design portfolio assess-
ments, which is part of the new standards project you refer to.

What we oppose is using test-based accountability as the primary
engine or reform with insufficient knowledge and insufficient pre-
cautions. We oppose that because the evidence overwhelmingly sug-
gests we ought to. I am disturbed by the fact that as this argument
has gone on, and it's gone on long before today, I have found it
very hard to find people on the other side of the argument who are
willing to say no, your reading of the evidence is wrong. Let me
show you the evidence that you've missed.

In fact, in debates in the assessment task force of the National
Council, of which I was a member, as was George Maddaus who
helped write this with me, I explicitly asked people on the other
side to come up with evidence to support their position, and they
weren't able to do so.

I think the simple fact is we have a lot of experience that says
we're barking up the wrong tree. That doesn't say we shouldn't
have better tests. That doesn't say we shouldn't have higher stand-
ards. It doesn't even say we shouldn't have, if you want to go that
far, a national curriculum.

It says we shouldn't use test-based accountability with half de-
signed and unevaluated tests as the primary mechanism of reform.
I think that message is fairly clear.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, just to continue. Mr. Koretz, don't
you think that the assessment, the testing, would only come after
the definition of what is an educated person through some kind of
standards?

177



173

Mr. KORETZ. Well, Congressman, I would hope so. I'm a little
fearful that it might not. Originally, when the new standards
project, which Governor Romer referred, got going, that sequence
was explicit in their plans. We will develop standards. We will de-
velop syllabi. Then we're going to worry about tests.

But once the political pressure started to build for doing it fast
somehow it's going to be catastrophic if you don't do it faster than
we've ever done it beforethe sequence seems to have gotten mud-
dled. At least in my mind, I think the only safe way to do it is to
first determine what it is we want kids to know.

Mr. PASTOR. Well, I agree with you because you only test because
you want to make sure that the people are learning what you're
asking them to learn.

Mr. Kortorz. Exactly.
Mr. PASTOR. That would be my position until we have some

standards. That's why I was interested in what process do we im-
plement to assure that we get national standards that will meet
the needs of America? Then, once we have those standards, then
how do you evaluate them?

I was interested in the process because the process should also be
timely. But if you involve parents and try to make it inclusive to
get a consensus, sometimes that's very difficult. But obviously,
there has to be public input or it wouldn t be accepted.

Mr. KORETZ. I agree. I think Dr. Kean was very sensible when he
said it should be as rapid as is feasible. In Vermont, where we
started with the NCTM math standards as a given, we are now on
our first full trial year of an assessment and only our first year of
evaluating that assessment. Vermont is one of the few States that
actually is committed to an evaluation.

I think, frankly, if we want to do it right, we're talking about
something that's going to take quite a while. In Vermont, we've
been blessed by the fact that the political climate allowed the pro-
gram to stay pretty much in tact through three Governors. I don't
know if that would be true in other States, but it's taking a long
time to carry out.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Would the gentleman yield on that point?
Mr. PASTOR. Yes.
Governor ROMER. Could I add one more thing here?
Chairman KILDEE. The gentleman wanted to add something to

that point.
Governor ROMER. Maybe we're getting closer to the core of the

matter. You know, I'm not a professional educator and I'm not a
psychometrician. But I've spent a lot of time on this subject. Mr.
Koretz says the problem is we're aiming at test-based accountabil-
ity. I'm not after accountability in this thing. I'm after improved
instruction in the classroom. That's really what I'm after.

Let me tell you what we're doing in Colorado. I'm aiming at th,-.1
point that standards and tests are not separate; they are related.
They are related. Let me tell you what we're doing in Colorado
right now. I have a team of teachers arising out of the new stand-
ards project that are working on items. These are items in English
and math.

What is an item? It's an illustration of whether or not you know
how to do a particular function or an educational process. Why are
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we developing items? Because we know that we are trying to figure
out what is the standard we are reaching for.

Also, we're trying to figure out a way how we test whether or not
a youngster is reaching that standard. So, the process of developing
a standard and developing an authentic way of assessing whether
you've reached it is intertwined.

They are not separate. I just have to differ with my colleagues at
the table that you "go develop standards" and then you draw a
double line and then you develop assessments. Standards and as-
sessments are intertwined. You do not need to have a lineal proc-
ess of 7 years to do this. You can do these together.

Now, I'm not taking just from Romer here; I'm talking about
some of the better people I find in the country who are working on
this through the new standards project. So I guess I just want to
conclude and say that, Mr. Koretz and others, Congressman, I'm
not after accountability; I'm after improved instruction in the
classroom.

A good test can be very creative in doing that. It doesn't have to
be there to put a hammer on somebody.

Chairman KILDEE. Ms. Rosenberg?
Ms. ROSENBERG. Just a few points. One is we fully agree that the

standards need to precede the assessments. I would also say we
should start a process of getting rid of some of the current idiotic
tests that we have that depress teaching and learning.

The other thing is that high stakes has different meanings to dif-
ferent people. There has been a gross sort of caricature of the
meaning of high stakes. We are all the products of systems in
which tests counted, not for everything.

When we try to get into college, test results were looked at,
grades were looked at, teacher recommendations were looked at.
There were a number of things that were looked at. Tests were one
of those things. No one is talking about determining an entire life
based on taking one test.

While there are some people, it is true, who are talking about
the results of a test for job screening and go/no-go decisions on col-
lege, that is not the only meaning of high stakes. So, again, I urge
you to keep an open mind about the meaning of this.

Second of all, if national standards and examination systems led
to all these horrible things and suffering children and pernicious
consequences, then I do not understand why all of our competitor
nations have had such a system for years and their children are
not miserable. They are not walking zombies. More to the point,
they achieve at much higher levels than our students do.

I think that we have to get a little bit realistic about what the
meaning of national standards and examinations are rather than
this romance about this creativity at the local level and all the ter-
rible things that could happen to youngsters on the virtue of tests.

There's no question that how we design an accountability system
is critical, absolutely critical in shaping the behavior of the adults
in that s stem. But we are running a public system, and the public
has the :fight to know.

There has to be room for subjectivity in that system for judg-
ment. That's why we say that tests at one point in time shouldn't
be the sum total. A teacher who might have looked at a test result
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and then looked at you wouldn't have misplaced you, such as thetyranny of tests right now. But unless we have a testing system, wehave absolutely no way of knowing how our students are doing.On the equity issue, let me point out to you that it is not untilthat we had tests that we knew just how miserably we were doingwith minority students and had some concrete evidence to startmoving some people along. Now, have tests been misused? Abso-lutely.
But once again, we've learned a lot. I would rather put our ener-gies in designing accountability systems that don't suffer fromthose defects than just throwing our hands up and reifying thestatus quo.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Did she use up all of my time?[Laughter.]
Chairman KILDEE. Let me ask you a summary question. It's allbeen, I think, mentioned, but a summary question and your com-ments on it. What is the priority of time and the priority of impor-tance between standards and assessment? That's kind of a philo-sophical question if you mull it over.I, myself, worry about lack of school-based standards. GovernorRomer knows that. But what is the priority, or do they, of necessityby nature, run parallel roads at the same speed?Governor, do you want to start?

Governor ROMER. Can I take a crack at that? First, on school-based standards as against the student standards, I think theyneed to run simultaneously. We need to be very thoughtful aboutschool-based standards because we need to have a whole lot of inno-vation and try some new things.
In Denver, we're trying some new things. We want to haveschool delivery standards written in a way that we leave room formore than one way to do it. But I think that the effort ought to gosimultaneously.
Now, in reference to assessments and standards, even though Ihave very reputable advisors who say they should also be done inparallel, I, in my own gut, feel like there is a standard thing you dofirst and the assessment comes along a little bit after. But they arenot totally linear. They kind of overlap.Just in specific terms, timing, I would hope that in the next 12 or18 months that we can really get thiswell, I think we can get theprocess beginning immediately, but hopefully we can complete thefirst round because this is a dynamic changing thing of standardsin the next 12 to 18 months.Then I think assessments, because of the complication of that, issomething that's down the road after that, even though we work atthem parallel.

Chairman KILDEE. Yes, Dr. Kean?
Mr. KEAN. Just a word to add to that. Until one decides what thepurpose of the assessment or the assessments are, then you can'tbuild them. You need to know what information you want. There'snot a right or a wrong, and there's probably a variety of differenttypes of information that will be useful.But that question must be asked and must be addressed in orderto build proper assessments. If it's information for classroom teach-ers to use in improving the quality of instruction, terrific. But a
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certain type of assessment, a performance-based assessment in cer-

tain instances, is appropriate for that.
But when we commingle and when we list a half a dozen or more

different purposes for an assessment, then we're dooming ourselves

to failure.
Chairman KILDEE. Yes?-
Mr. KORETZ. I would like to pick up on that. I certainly agree

that standards have to come first, that it just doesn't make sense to

try to design a test until you know what kids are supposed to
know. But if the question is how quickly can we design tests that

will monitor whether or not kids are learning what's in the new
standards, I think the answer is that can be done reasonably quick-

ly.
We have a national assessment of educational progress as a

model. It can be modified to incorporate new kinds of skills, new
kinds of content, and so on. That's not the sticky wicket. The sticky

wicket is trying to use tests to do all these other things that the
Council's report suggests and that evidence suggests don't work

very well.
So, if I were to pick a sequence, I would say start on standards

immediately. Shortly thereafter, start on refining tests and moni-

tor how well progress is being made toward those. But much fur-

ther down the road, with a great deal more research and serious

evaluation, experiment with tests for other purposes such as re-

forming instruction in classrooms or holding people accountable.
Along those lines, I just want to point out Ms. Rosenberg really

missed the point in terms of the information tests provide us. We

know that kids aren't doing as well as we want them to because of

tests that have not been used for accountability and that have not

been taught to, specifically, the national assessment.
If you look at tests that have been used for accountability, many

of them say things are wonderful. That's part of the problem.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman?
Chairman KILDEE. Yes.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Could I get some time?
Chairman KILDEE. Yes. You've got plenty of time. I've got all

day. I really don't, but
Governor Romer, you raised a good point. We don't want to in-

hibit with school-based standards innovative, creative things that
they place. I wouldn't want that. For example, I believe something

I like to encourage is site-based management.
We wouldn't want to discourage that by school performance

standards, but if we take the explanation that Ms. Carson gave us,
standards/resources, now in any school, if our standards were

based more about what the resources of that school should be, I

think then we're not getting into curriculum.
We're not getting into inhibiting site-based management or crea-

tivity, innovation. But I think maybe we could look on some stand-

ards as what should the resources of that school be, and what
reallyI know why some of the States are a little concerned about

this.
They hate to be told what resources should be used in their

schools. We saw that when the Council met. But since these are
voluntary anyway, to say this is what we feel the resources should
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be in a certain State, a certain school system, that would not de-
stroy creativity, innovation, site-based management.

But maybe standards/resources, as Ms. Carson testified, would be
the way to address the school performance standards of making
sure they had at least a floor of resources, a minimum, at least,
below which you cannot really perform well. That might be the
standards that we could talk about.

I do know some school districts that just do not have enough re-
sources to really be fair to those students who are going through
that system.

Governor ROMER. Could I reply? I think that the resourceswe
need to also, though, define it. In Colorado, for example, Vale is a
very expensive community. The resources to hire teachers and to
find accommodations are very much different than my old home
town of Holly, Colorado. So, there's a standard even within Colora-
do that we need to know.

We set our school finance formula based upon cost of living, in
fact, in certain parts of the State. Now, it's a fairly rational one,
but I've thought a lot about what are the indicators of good prac-
tice. Is it site-based management? Is it the number of students in
the classroom? Is it the length of the school year? What are the
"delivery" standards?

I think we need to work at them. But the difficulty is that
there's going to be a lot of variety, a lot of variety in that area. Let
me go back to the pole vault. You can use the flaws were a flop or
you can use a whole lot of other ways to get over the bar.

But at least I think it's accurate that we ought to report to each
other this is what the bar level is as they use it out there in the
world.

Chairman KILDEE. We would not want o bring down those who
are performing well to the level of those who aren't doing so well. I
think the idea would be to pull up those who aren't performing
well. Maybe one of the reasons they aren't performing well is they
don't have the right resources. So, I would hope that we would try
to pull people up. I can recall when I was teaching. The janitor in
the school I taught was making more money than the teachers. We
would have teacher meetings and they were complaining that Mr.
Smith was making more money than we were.

So, I finally said we're not going to help ourselves by pulling Bill
Smith back down to our level. Our job is to get ourselves up to that
level. So, I think we should at least maybe talk about some mini-
mal standards of resources in schools.

Those standards where you have special problems, you might
need special resources then too; right?

Governor Rom Ex. Yes.
Chairman KILDEE. When you have a lot of poverty, a lot of crime,

homelessness, drugs, you might need some special resources there,
too. So, very often you can say well, a certain school has advan-
tages and resources. Some have disadvantages and no resources.

But maybe we can put some extra dollarswe do that with
Chapter One; right? We drive some extra money into those areas
where there's some special problems. That's the whole theory
behind Chapter One.
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But I do think that the idea that I like is that at least on stand-
ards, we should at least look at the idea of encouraging the use of
adequate resources in all school districts.

Governor ROMER. Yes.
Chairman KILDEE. Yes, Ms. Rosenberg?
Ms. ROSENBERG. Let me endorse that point of view but add an-

other point to it. Frankly, given how tricky the school finance issue
is in the States and local districts, not to mention at the Federal
level, I think that the process of establishing content and perform-
ance standards, what we want our students to know and be able to
do, is an important leverage point for moving that resource discus-
sion.

Right now it tends to take place either at a level of abstraction
or merely the relative power between the haves and the have nots.
So, you have situations like the New York City schools getting far
less from the State than suburban schools, even though the needs
there are far greater.

It's just a discussion in the abstract about the cost of bureaucra-
cy, whether the money is being spent well or not. If that kind of
discussion can be framed around the issue of standards and where
different populations are relative to that and opportunities to
learn, I think we have a far more legitimate way of moving the
public on the issue of equality of opportunity.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
Mr. Martinez?
Mr. MARTINEZ. It's late and I know you've been here a long time,

so I won't keep you very long. Incidentally, I just wanted to tell
you, Governor Romer, that I'm originally from Colorado. I was
born in Walsenburg, Colorado.

Governor ROMER. All right.
Mr. MARTINEZ. My daddy went, with all of seven children (and

there were three more born in California), to the Golden State
where the streets were "paved with gold." We found out they
weren't. My dad used to say a lot of things, and sometimes listen-
ing here to the conversations the things he said ring back to me.

I know you, describing yourself as an old country boy, would un-
derstand "the horse before the cart," "Figures don't lie but liars
often figure." In that, maybe I do have a paranoia about testing.
I'm not against testing, but I would rather see testing result in
evaluation and assessment that results in the best end product: the
ability of the child to learn.

In any business that you have, the end product and quality of
that product is the test to your ability to do the job welland
thereby the accountability that you talk about. But we've had, in
the time we've all been alive, the Vietnam War. Do you remember
the body counts that were indicating that we were "winning the
war"?

In fact, we weren't winning the war despite those empirically-
based body counts. They weren't accurate. They didn't give us the
right information.

Right here in Prince Georges County schools, we had a gentle-
man that gained national reputation for the "improvement" of the
county's schools.



179

Remember what happened? It seemed like what he was doing
with the scores to show his achievement wasn't accurate because
he got a better job. He became famous, got a better job. Subse-
quently, they administered another type of test and the scores
plunged.

The thing that caught my attention is that in those first results
that showed great progress, minorities were shown to have the
greatest progress. Conversely, when the tests showed the real re-
sults, the minorities plunged the worst.

I'll go back to Jamie Escalante who gained national fame. Stand
and be counted; remember? Jamie Escalante is no longer the teach-
er teaching that class. That class has never done as well. So, you
leave me with a lot of questions.

We've got to get away from that "Vietnam body count" syn-
drome. When we talk about single measures, we fail. You talk
about volunteerism. Well, that's fine except that you also talk
about local control and developing the delivery systems.

But when you set up a national body and a national standard
and a national testing, and you have people that volunteer into
this program, who is going to control? The national level because
they set the standards or the local level?

I mean, those things leave me in a quandary. It's not that I don't
want to see progress, not that I don't want to see what you want to
see: the end result, the best benefit to that child.

The other questions that are not answered here are the questions
we and Mr. Kildee talked about: the inequity of school financing.
In California, we had the Serrano vs. Priest decision that was sup-
posed to provide equitable funding for all schools and all children.

It still hasn't achieved that on a State level. How do we achieve
it on a national level? Unless we address those problems of oppor-
tunity to learn in accordance with all this and while we're doing
all this other, we're not going to achieve what you and I both want.

It leaves me with a lot of unanswered questions. I have a tenden-
cy to understand that reports can be interpreted, as you said, Ms.
Rosenberg, the way the person is reading them. We all read the
same thing and interpret it 10 different ways.

What we have to have is a universal understanding of what
we're talking about. If those words are not accurate, then we ought
to make sure that the report is amended to be accurate as to what
you're saying about "high stakes" purposes.

How do you, from a local government, respond to the questions
that I've just raised about who is going to control?

Governor ROMER. Congressman, let me say, I have opposed a na-
tional test. I have opposed exit exams for high school. Whenever I
talk about testing, I talk about the primary purpose is to improve
instruction of the classroom. I talk about beginning at the bottom,
the fourth grade, because I want us not to use it in a high stakes
way.

I have been consistent over a period of time on this. But let me
tell you where we are. This Nation made a great deal of commotion
about arriving at educational goals, you know, the six national
goals. The president and 50 Governors said that.

They created this panel, and I was the first chairman of the
panel. All the panel wanted to do was to measure, measure, mess-
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ure, measure. You and I are from rural Colorado. You can continue
to weigh a steer, but if you don't ever feed the steer, the steer
doesn't get any fatter.

Now, I wanted to move off of this measurement annually into
doing something about reforming education. There is about 20
items of reform. I don't believe that testing and standards are the
key to all of that. But I think they are an ingredient of that.

I think what we're struggling with here today, and to use your
fear, and that is if we create a national group, we don't want them
to go in the wrong direction. I think you can put those safeguards
in. I think there's unanimity here and the table of standards is a
good thing.

Let's get a mechanism by which we could go out and develop
them together. Then, let's talk about assessment. Put in there that
assessment is something that's going to be State by State. It's local.
Maybe we do R&D. I would love to have some R&D with assess-
ment.

Third, if you find that at this point in time a certification on a
voluntary basis is a scary thing, knock it off. Knock it off. Let's get
ourselves going down this path and we can readdress it.

What I fear is that if we don't start working on the substance of
reform and we just keep measuring like we are in the goals panel,
it's kind of like weighing a steer every other day to see if it's gain-
ing any weight and you're not seeding the steer.

Mr. MARTINEZ. I agree. Thank you, Governor Romer. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Anyone want to make any closing statement
or any comment? Anything further?

[No response.]
Chairman KILDEE. I want to thank you all. I think we've found

some consensus, more consensus on standards, some diversity on
assessment, all of which has been very, very helpful.

I enjoyed serving on the Council. That was a good education for
me also. I really got educated here again today, one of the good ad-
vantages of serving in Congress.

All of you bring to the table expertise and deep abiding love and
interest for education. So, we're the beneficiary of that. We thank
you for that. We'll keep the record open for 2 additional weeks for
any additional testimony.

Thank you very much.
[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m., Room

2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale E. Kildee, Chair-
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Members present: Representatives Kildee, Sawyer, Lowey, Reed,
Roemer, Good ling, Petri, Gunderson, and Pastor.

Staff present: Susan Wilhelm, staff director; Damian Thorman,
legislative associate; June Harris, legislative specialist; F. Jefferson
McFarland, legislative counsel; Steve Boyarsky; and Lynn Selmser,
minority professional staff member.

Chairman KILDEE. Good morning. This hearing of the Subcom-
mittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education, an
oversight hearing on the report of the National Council on Educa-
tion Standards and Testing will come to order.

The National Council on Educational Standards and Testing has
recommended that the Congress enact legislation to provide for the
development of a national educational standards and a national
system of assessments.

In addition to Secretary Kearns' testimony on the National
Council's recommendations, the subcommittee will hear from three
important perspectives. It will first examine the current and poten-
tial effects of standards and assessments on children of limited
English proficiency and on except:-ri al children.

The committee will also hear from Dr. H. D. Hoover, author of
the Iowa Basic Skills Test, on his response to the council's report.
Each of these perspectives will greatly assist the subcommittee in
determining what the proper course of action should be. At this
time I would like to recognize Mr. Goodling or Mr. Gunderson,
either one, for an opening statement.

Mr. GOODLING. No opening statement.
Chairman KILDEE. If there is none, any opening statement from

Mrs. Lowey?
Mrs. LOWEY. I'll reserve my statement, but I would just like to

welcome David Kearns and tell you how very anxious we are to
hear from you and to work with you. We know of your commit-
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ment to upgrading our educational system, and I thank you for ap-
pearing before us this morning.

Mr. KEARNS. Thank you, Mrs. Lowey.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Roemer?
Mr. ROEMER. I, too, would like to join in welcoming Mr. Kearns

before our committee. I am anxious to hear his ideas on a very,
very important topic. We are all looking for educational opportuni-
ty and enhancing that educational opportunity for all American
children. We need to see some changes in the current system and
we need to see some reforms in the current system, and we need to
be creative about how we go about implementing these reforms.

I'm anxious to hear, after reading your testimony, some of your
ideas in this regard. Given your background, I would also like to
talk about the ideas on technology and how it can be used in our
schools to enhance learning. I recently had the opportunity to see
some interactive television technology and what that can do in our
classrooms, so I'm anxious to listen to you and to listen to our dis-
tinguished panelists.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you.
Mr. Pastor?
Mr. PASTOR. Just to say good morning and welcome, and I look

forward to hearing your testimony.
Mr. KEARNS. Good morning, sir.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much. We have as our first

witness a great friend of education who was a great friend of edu-
cation before he had his present position. He worked very closely
with it. It's a labor of love, and we appreciate that.

Sometimes, David, we can solve more in a 15-minute meeting out
in the anteroom than we can here. I appreciated our earlier meet-
ing here today with Mrs. Lowey and myself. I thought that was
very, very helpful.

You come to us with great credentials: your love for education,
your knowledge of the business world, having been former CEO of
Xerox Corporation. We welcome your testimony here this morning.
You may proceed in any fashion you wish.

STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID T. KEARNS, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF
EDUCATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, WASHINGTON,
DC

Mr. KEARNS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I really enjoyed working on the council with you and Bill Good-

ling. I learned a lot. As I say to a lot of people, I'm a sponge. I'm
learning so much every day. It is a labor of love, and I do care
about education. I care about the country, as all of you do.

I'll try to be brief. You've had an opportunity to read the testi-
mony that has been submitted so that we have ample time for the
questions. I am here today to express the Department's endorse-
ment of the recommendations of the National Council on Educa-
tional Standards and Testing, and I appreciate the opportunity.

The council's report reflects 6 months of deliberation and enjoys
broad support from a very diverse group, often a group that had
been at odds on a lot of issues on past occasions. We concur with
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the council's determination that real educational opportunity for
all American children requires high national standards that are
world-class and assessments that are based on those standards that
are comparable, that are reliable, they are valid, and of course they
must be fair.

World-class standards and high expectations for all children are
the only way, I believe, to ensure excellence and equity in educa-
tion. American children today are not achieving what they could
be, and internationally test after test tells us that American stu-
dents are doing poorly particularly in mathematics and science rel-
ative to the rest of the industrial world.

The NAEP data tells the same story. American achievement in
science, math, reading, and writing has improved little or not at all
over the last 20 years, which is certainly not good preparation as
we move into the next century. The children with the most to gain
from education, and that's the economically disadvantaged, are
being tracked out of educational opportunity. If any group needs
high standards, in my judgment, it is that group that deserves high
standards most of all.

Now, some people believe that higher standards will adversely
affect the disadvantaged youth and benefit only the brighter stu-
dents, and we disagree with that. As we chatted earlier, I believe
high standards are required for everyone, but different strategies
will have to be applied in different areas so that all groups can
meet those very high standards.

High standards and assessments, assessments that are tied to the
high standards, will help solve rather than aggravate the problems
of equity. If we continue to impose mediocre expectations on our
young students, then we will continue to get mediocre results.

Higher expectations will inspire all students, including the disad-
vantaged, towards greater achievement. I'm convinced that over
the last 25 years in our Nation not just in education, but we have
continued to lower the standards of what this great Nation, in fact,
can achieve.

If we continue to impose the mediocre expectations, then I know
we will not do what this Nation can do. We cannot be complacent
about this situation. As I wrote 3 or 4 years ago, some people think
in typical parents' hyperbole, but I believe this, in fact, is a surviv-
al issue for our Nation; but it is clearly a problem that we can
solve.

The vitality of our economy and our democracy depend upon a
well-educated citizenry. Yet, test scores and reports from college
professors and employers all indicate that we are graduating stu-
dents unprepared for challenging jobs, for higher education, or for
competent, knowledgeable participation in our democracy.

We all know that Americans like to be first, and by golly, we can
be! In fact, I'm offended by the concept and discussion that we
ought to have schools that are as good as the Japanese. We ought
to have the best school system in the whole world, that is uniquely
American, and we can do that. We know that high standards and
high expectations for all children are the critical ingredient for de-
veloping a world-class education system.

When we look closely at what nations scoring highest on the
international assessments are doing, we find one constant: a de-

i88



184

manding curriculum based on high standards and assessments that
are tied to those standards. Real improvement in education will
depend on the States.

The Department will be supporting the States' efforts to change
their whole education system based on world-class standards: Na-
tional standards in the core subjects, State K through 12 curricu-
lum frameworks and teacher enhancement based on those stand-
ards, assessments that are valid, reliable, fair, and comparable.

I would like to be very clear: we do not support a national cur-
riculum or a single national test. The Federal role is, rather, to
support the States, their best efforts as they move towards a volun-
tary system.

Separately, we know that some have expressed concern about
school and system's performance standards. We support such
standards. We simply think that they should be developed by the
States and not mandated by the Federal Government.

Two basic reasons for this: First, we are encouraging flexibility
in school-based management, not Federal mandates for school
system management; and, second, we do not want to do anything
that would discourage innovations in our communities across the
country.

We recognize and appreciate your need to respond to the coun-
cil's report, particularly to the recommendations regarding the co-
ordinating structure. Whatever you choose to do, we believe you
should start with that consensus. This is truly a unique opportuni-
ty to eliminate mediocrity as a benchmark for achievement in our
Nation's schools, and we urge support of the Congress for the coun-
cil's recommendations.

Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to answer any questions that you
have.

[The prepared statement of Hon. David T. Kearns follows:]
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Deputy Secretary David T. Kearns

Chairman Kildee, Members of the Subcommittee on Elementary and

Secondary Education, I am pleased to have the opportunity today

to express the Department of Education's endorsement of the

recommendations of the Congressionally-appointed National Council

on Education Standards and Testing, Raising Standards for

American Education. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Goodling,

for your efforts on the Council that produced this historic

report. It was a privilege to work with you. As a member of the

Council, I can attest to how thoughtfully and carefully these

recommendations were developed. The Council's consensus is a

tribute to the hard work, commitment, and nonpartisan spirit of

all of its members.

The report and recommendations of the National Council on

Education Standards and Testing mark an important transition in

American education. The Council has determined that real

educational opportunity for all American children calls for

national standards that are world-class and assessments based on

those standards that are comparable, reliable, valid and fair.

In 1989, the President and the Nation's Governors met in

Charlottesville and arrived at six National Education Goals. In

announcing AMERICA 2000 the President sought to move the Nation

forward in realizing the objectives of that historic partnership.

AMERICA 2000 calls for world-class standards that will define

1
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what our students need to know and be able to do, and for a

system of voluntary American Achievement Tests that will measure

progress against those standards. A recent poll shows that the

public strongly supports world-class standards and assessments.

We find the Council's report an affirmation of that national,

public call for world-class standards and assessments.

Let me be absolutely clear: the Department of Education does not

support a national curriculum. Neither do we support a single

national test. The Federal role in acting upon the Council's

recommendations will be limited to providing support and

leadership for State and local efforts to implement the

standards. I cannot overemphasize the point that the central and

critical role in implementing the Council's recommendations will

be played by the States.

Why do we need standards?

World-class standards ensure both excellence and equity in

education. We need to improve the performance of all children:

at present few of even our best students are getting a world-

class education. Moreover, standards will help guarantee real

educational opportunity for disadvantaged students.

Several weeks ago the Department of Education and the National

Science Foundation (NSF) released the results of the second

International Assessment of Educational Progress, which compared
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the math and science performance of students in different

nations. American students on the whole did very poorly. The

Department of Education's National Assessment of Educational

Progress (NAEP) data tell the same story. Over the last twenty

years the achievement of American students in science,

mathematics, reading, and writing has improved little or not at

all--hardly good preparation for the competitive rigors of the

21st century.

Every student needs an excellent education; but the students with

the most to gain from a good education are our nation's

disadvantaged children. Research shows, however, that in our

present system the most disadvantaged children--,:hildren of low-

income families, children of parents with less than a high-school

education, children of certain race-ethnic groups, children with

limited English skills--are usually relegated to education

"tracks" that do not prepare them adequately for employment after

graduation or for higher education. There are, of course,

schools and programs and individual stories that are exceptions- -

but they attract attention because they are just that:

exceptional.

We know what second-rate achievement does to future economic

competitiveness and that all our children must be prepared to

compete with their peers throughout the world. Yet, critical as

economic competitiveness is, the other contributions that

3
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education can make to the life of our nation are no less

important. Good education nourishes and enriches our humanity;

it equips us both to sustain and to understand our democratic

institutions; it enables us to speak to one another, to tolerate

and appreciate our differences, and to see what it is that most

connects us as a nation and as human beings. Yet our present

system provides such an education only to an elite.

National Standards

The Department of Education already is supporting the development

by major independent organizations of content standards for what

students should know and be able to do in the core subjects. The

mathematics standards developed by the National Council of

Teachers of Mathem..,.ics (NCTM) provide an excellent example of

how standards can catalyze change. The NCTM standards, which the

Department of Education endorsed, were developed in consultation

with the Nation's math teachers. They already have led schools,

districts, and States to begin realigning their curricula and

education practices with them. We are using that approach as a

model for other efforts to develop standards.

Through the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), we are now

supporting the development of world-class national standards in

science. In cooperation with the National Endowment for the

Humanities, we are also supporting the development of history

standards by the National Center for History in the Schools based
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at the University of California at Los Angeles. Both the

National Academy of Sciences and the National Center for History

in the Schools will develop a credible consensus process, broadly

engaging teachers, scholars, and specialists in their fields in

order to determine what American students should know and be able

to do in these core subjects.

The Department also intends to support the development through

the same process of national standards for English, geography and

other subjects. As with the NCTM standards, these standards will

be available for the States to draw upon as they plan their

strategies for system-wide change.

In addition, the Department of Education's Office of Educational

Research and Improvement (OERI) will be supporting international

research on standards, particularly research that looks at other

industrialized nations' standards and at the way standards guide

education in these countries. We expect that this research will

assist the States in developing a concrete understanding of what

world-class standards and standards-based, system-wide change are

all about. For example, the President has called for an

Asian/Pacific Education Ministerial to be hosted by the United

States to discuss world-class standards, particularly for primary

and secondary education. This meeting will focus on how nations

develop, implement, and assess achievement of those standards.

5
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Supporting State Development of K-12 Curriculum Frameworks

We believe that equitable delivery of education requires each

State to have clearly defined K-12 curriculum frameworks in each

subject; and the Department of Education will support the States

in developing their own K-12 curriculum frameworks. These State

frameworks will establish well-planned, non-repetitive curricula

in each subject to ensure that all children have the opportunity

to study challenging subject material in every grade, K-12.

Beginning in FY 1992, OERI will be making grants through the

Eisenhower National Program to assist States in the development

of K-12 mathematics and science curriculum frameworks. And in FY

1993 OERI will hold a grant competition to support State efforts

tied to standards to improve teaching and learning in other

subjects--including history, geography, English, and foreign

languages.

To improve teachers' subject matter knowledge in mathematics and

science and to improve math and science teaching, in FY 1993 the

Department will begin supporting an in-service professional

development program in competitively selected school districts

through the Eisenhower National Program. The Department also

plans to work with the Organization for Economic Cooperation and

Development on a conference in June of 1992 that will discuss

research on world-class standards and assessments.
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Separately, we know that some have expressed concern about school

and system performance standards. We agree with the Council that

those standards are important; we simply think that they should

be developed by the States. There are two basic reasons for

this: first, we recognize that a system already top-heavy with

administration hardly needs Federal oversight of school system

management; second, we do not want to do anything to discourage

innovation.

Assessments

Assessment was the most complex and difficult issue that the

National Council on Education Standards and Testing confronted.

Much of the testimony you have received in the preceding hearings

has addressed the complicated issues that surround testing.

Let me repeat: the Department will not support or encourage a

single national test. We support the Council's call for

continued use and refinement of the National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP) as the benchmark for how well our

nation as a whole is meeting the goals, and as a benchmark

whereby States can gauge how well their children are meeting the

goals. For assessing individual
achievement, we will be

supporting the development of multiple new assessments by States

or groups of States. As the Council's report emphasizes, it is

critically important that these assessments be valid, reliable,

and fair. The different assessments should also provide

7
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comparable indications of whether students are meeting world-

class standards, whichever test they take.

We do not suggest that developing a fair, reliable, valid, and

comparable system of assessments will be quick or easy. What we

are saying is that we must get the process underway. If we had

insisted that the first copying machine be perfect, we would

still be using carbon paper--on manual typewriters. Developing

assessments will be an ongoing process, and we need to begin.

Make no mistake: students are being tested as we speak--and with

tests that we know narrow the curriculum. We already have

assessments in place that have proven inadequate to our needs and

expectations and detrimental to our children's and our nation's

futures. It is time to replace them with something better.

We are not recommending simply fixing the tests we have been

using. We agree with the Council that we must instead build a

new system of assessments, working (as are California and other

states) to develop assessments that measure more fully than the

traditional multiple-choice test what students know and are able

to do in each subject. These assessments will not spring into

being full-blown and flawless but rather will evolve and improve

over time. That is simply the nature of good research and

development.

19'1
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We do not support attaching "high stakes"--college admission and

employment, for example--to the results of untried tests. But

the failure to act is as much a decision as action itself--and

the stakes of our inaction mount with every year that we continue

to watch shallow tests dictate what our children study and what

our publishers publish. While we do not support high stakes

being attached to tests at this tame, we do hope that in the

future high achievement on valid, reliable, and fair tests will

have consequences for students' futures. Students will then see

the link between their aspirations for the future and enrolling

in challenging academic courses and doing their best. Good tests

will measure the achievement of high standards; and high

standards demand good tests.

The Department will therefore be supporting research and

development of assessments. For example, we plan to offer

incentive grants for assessment development in 1992 through the

Fund for Innovation in Education (FIE). Under FIE, the

Department will hold a competition for State and local projects

to develop approaches to assessing children's achievement in

mathematics, reading, and writing in the fourth grade.

Applicants will be invited to develop their own models for such

assessments in collaboration with classroom teachers, subject

matter specialists, and experts in tests and measurement.

9
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These State and local projects will serve as living laboratorims

for research on assessments in FY 1993. The projects will

provide a context for research on the reliability, validity, and

fairness of various assessment instruments and testing

conditions, as well as on the equating and linking necessary for

making differing systems of assessment comparable.

Standards and Equity: Educating the Disadvantaged

The Council's report notes that some observers have expressed

concern that at-risk students will be harmed by the creation of

world-class standards, curriculum frameworks, and assessments

based on these standards. Some say that establishing national

standards simply raises the hurdles and dooms more of these

students to failure. We disagree.

All students deserve to be taught the best that can be known.

All of our students should have the opportunity to learn those

things needed for further education and for the world of work,

and many of those with the least such opportunity are

disadvantaged children. Our research has shown that high

expectations are a necessary ingredient of educational

improvement, particularly for disadvantaged students who

presently suffer the most severe consequences of low

expectations. Setting standards and developing meaningful

curricula and assessments will help identify the kinds of

instructional assistance disadvantaged students need and will

10
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help improve the instruction they receive.

The Department plans to assist the States by drawing upon the

existing range of work it already supports for improving the

education of the disadvantaged. For example, OEFI supports four

university-based national educational research and development

centers devoted exclusively to work on issues related to at-risk

students; and projects in every one of the national research and

development centers that OERI supports address ways to improve

the educational performance of at-risk students. The Department

of Education plans to conduct new research on effective teaching

methods and curricula for at-risk students, and to enhance

efforts to make the results of that work available and accessible

to all teachers and parents.

The Department, through the Congressionally mandated National

Assessment of Chapter 1, is also looking carefully at the earlier

standards that were set to gauge the progress of disadvantaged

children in Chapter 1. The new Chapter 1 Testing and Assessment

Panel will consider these Chapter 1 standards and the way that

the testing required by Chapter 1 could be aligned with the kinds

of assessment needed for the Nation, as well as other

recommendations for change. Let me reiterate that we believe all

children--whatever their background--are best served by high

standards.

11
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Conclusion

The Department strongly endorses the recommendations of the
National Council on Education

Standards and Testing and intends
to assist the States in bringing about the changes necessary to
prepare all children for competent, productive, thoughtful lives
in the 21st century. We urge the support of Congress for high
standards for all youth and for system-wide change in each State
to help students reach the standards: the development of State
curriculum frameworks, new teacher education and certification
requirements, and assessments that are valid, reliable, and fair.
We support the establishment of a coordinating council as
described in the Council's report, and we also urge the

Subcommittee's support for a House measure similar to that passed
in the Senate for this purpose.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared remarks. I will be glad
to answer any questions that you or the members of the

Subcommittee may have.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Has the administration provided grants to any subject area

groups to develop national standards? Could you tell us something
about that? Were these grants competitive that were- -

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, the Department has provided some
dollars to help develop standards through the National Academy of
Science, through the National Endowment for the Humanities, and
have been supportive of the National Council of Teachers of Mathe-
matics; so, in the subjects of math, in the sciences, and in history.

Regarding the question on competitive, in the area an issue has
come up to do with history standards. The dollars went from the
Department to the National Endowment for the Humanities, and
they made an addendum to a contract that they already had with
the Center for History in California. It did go to their board and
did have peer review.

Mr. KILnEE. David, some people indicate that standards are the
equivalent of curriculum. Could you comment and see what distinc-
tions you make over in your shop between standards and curricu-
lum?

Mr. KEARNS. Well, Mr. Chairman, I do not think that that is
right. The setting of high standards of what children should know
and are able to do is then a first step. The States, working with
local communities and, hopefully, groupings of States, will then de-
velop assessments and curriculum frameworks for what is actually
taught. We believe that that should be developed at the State level
and that they should be developed with a broad range of inputs as
the standards should be developed.

If you look at the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
and the process that they went through in developing those stand-
ards, I was impressed with that, that it was a broad input. They
went to a large number of groups, got that input, putting those
standards in place, and now the curriculum frameworks will be de-
veloped at the State level. I think that there really is a difference,
and I strongly believe that we should not have a national curricu-
lum, but I also think we should have high national standards.

Chairman KILDEE. I ask the question because I think, during the
course of enactment of legislation to implement the commission's
findings that people will ask that question. I think that both we in
the Congress and you in the Executive Branch have to be prepared
to respond that we are not in the process of establishing a national
curriculum; that the local school boards and the State school
boards have the wisdom to decide how to reach these goals, and the
various methods that may be used to reach these goals. I think it's
important that we respond to that because those questions will be
asked during the course of this hearing.

Mr. KEARNS. I do agree with that. I think it's very important, be-
cause I think that the country basically shouldn't have a national
curriculum. I don't think they would buy it if we tried to push it at
them, in any event. We do want to be supportive, from a depart-
ment standpoint, of the States as they develop their curriculum
frameworks.

Mr. KILDEE. One of the questions that came upand I'm going to
defer then to the other membersis how we improve educa z'on
with testing rather than just gathering data. We've given a lot of
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tests, we can gather a lot of data, a lot of information. I can predict
in certain schools what the test results will be, fairly accurately.

Suppose we, as we discussed earlier before the forum started,
that in, say, the fourth grade we were to have standards in math
and standards in reading and standards in the various subjects,
and we then were to test and find out that in those schools, certain
schools, students were not reaching those standards.

Would it not be appropriate, then, that with a combination of
Federal, State, and local funds that some type of programs be de-
veloped for those schools to help those students come up to the
standards which they had failed to come to up to as determined by
the assessment?

Mr. KEARNS. Well, I agree with that. I think that's really the
purpose of assessment is to understand how our youngsters are
doing and what they know and are able to do, and then to use
those assessments to develop specific programs. As I say, we need
high standards. We need to assess how people are progressing
against those, and those should assist in developing particular
strategies by State, by local community, and, in fact, by school.

Mr. KILDEE. So standards, assessment, and then intervention or
remediation?

Mr. KEARNS. Yes, sir.
Mr. KILDEE. If the assessments indicate that they are not reach-

ing the standards, you feel that would be a good consequence of it?
Mr. KEARNS. I do. As we also talked before, I think that is the

appropriate sequence. I don't think that we should wait to develop
and to fund work that's going on, on new types of assessment. I
think everyone agreed, and as we all saw in the te:Aimony that
took place during the council's deliberation, that there is a lot of
new ideas and thoughts out there. I think that the government
should be supportive of performance assessment, portfolio assess-
ments, and some of the new ideas that are taking place and, I
think, are currently being developed by some of the testing groups.

Mr. KILDEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Kearns.
Mr. Gunderson?
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank

you, Secretary Kearns.
I'm going to assume that on page 6 of your testimony regarding

the Eisenhower National Program and efforts for in-service profes-
sional developmentI'll let you find that at the bottom of page 6.

Mr. KEARNS. I've got it.
Mr. GUNDERSON. I'm going to assume that that was your idea as

a result of your visit to western Wisconsin and your conversation
with UW La Crosse and their desire to establish a program to
assist rural teachers of math and science in improving their abili-
ties; is that correct?

Mr. KEARNS. Of course, and certainly other trips and so forth.
Steve, I did enjoy being out there and we did have that conversa-
tion about that.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Actually, my question is, to what degree can
you accelerate from fiscal year 1993 even into fiscal year 1992 the
opportunity to fund those kinds of initiatives? I mean, to be honest
about it, we've not yet found in the Federal Government where we
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can get the funding for those programs like UW La Crosse, to
make happen.

Mr. KEARNS. Well, I wouldn't be sanguine about our ability to do
things in 1992. We have a relatively small discretionary budget to
fund those competitive sorts of things. Particularly in the math
and science area, it's coming out of the fix-it strategy, we are
trying to move as much as we can into that direction and then con-
tinue to do that.

We signed an MOU with the National Science Foundation to try
to also coordinate the efforts in teacher education between NSF
and the Departmeht. But we are well into 1992 at this point in
time.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Well, I don't want to keep pushing the same
issue, but I have to tell you we have 2 weeks in which if we can
pass a Neighborhood Schools Act, a piece of legislation, you will get
a hundred million more dollars in fiscal year 1992 to use for this
program than you would have otherwise.

Mr. KEARNS. Yes, we did have that conversation before, and, yes,
you are continuing to push it. I would just say to that, as you work
your way through, however the legislation that you are currently
working on comes out, that it is important that however those dol-
lars be spent, that all of us make sure that the package is put to-
gether in a way that it really goes towards real reform and new
thoughts and ideas.

Mr. GUNDERSON. You indicate in your statement, and frankly
you use as an example for national standards the National Council
on Teachers of Mathematics. I think that part of the great debate
about national standards is a misunderstanding or a lack of clarifi-
cation as to exactly what do we mean by the adoption of national
standards.

Now, if I understand correctly what you are saying in your state-
ment, you are saying that groups like the National Council on
Teachers of Mathematics will adopt standards. Does that mean
that the Department also adopts standards, or that there will be
various groups out there adopting standards which, hopefully,
people will try to reach?

Mr. KEARNS. Well, I can't predict how it will all come out, but
the National Coune i on Teachers of Mathematics develops those,
and they get a broad input that you would expect that the States,
you would hope that the States would accept those standards.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Okay. What I'm trying to get at is, okay, we've
got the National Council on Teachers of Math; they've got their set
of standards. Let's assume the National Academy of Sciences also
develops a set of standards, and let's assume that some research
group at Harvard University establishes their set of standards.
We've got three different sets of standards for math education in
this country.

Does the Department take a little of each and adopt through reg-
ulation a set of national standards? Do you allow, then, that menu
of options out there for anybody and everybody to choose which
ones of those they want to achieve? Here is where I think the lack
of clarification and a misunderstanding or lack of understanding
exists in the education community and why this issue is even con-
troversial. Take me from the National Council of Teachers of Math
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and where we go from that in terms of achieving your depart-
ment's goals on standards.

Mr. KEARNS. First of all, it would not beI think you have to go
back and you take a sequence that Dale went through just a
moment ago, and I'll just take you back one further. It's the six
national goals, which I believe there is a consensus on, that we
should be driving towards those. Then you come and then you start
yourself through a sequence. In the standards, the thought process
is that the standards would be developed, that they would be volun-
tary, that people would accept those and the thought process of theStates

Mr. GUNDERSON. I hate to interrupt you, but who develops the
standards?

Mr. KEARNS. Well, right now the National Council of Teachers of
Mathematic is, in fact, developing standards for mathematics.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Have they been authorized by the Department
to do that?

Mr. KEARNS. No.
Mr. GUNDERSON. They are doing it on their own?
Mr. KEARNS. Well, there has been fundir 't to support their activi-

ties, but it's not an authorizing body. Then if you go back and if
you look at the panel that Dale and I were onI was going to say
INCEST, the council had just went throughwhat it suggested is
after the goals panel gets reconstituted, that there then would be a
council that would put an imprint on it. It's not really an authoriz-
ing body, I think I would call it an advisory body, that would put
an imprint on that.

The N.,Itional Academy of Sciences has been funded to start de-
veloping standards in the sciences. And those groups are working
on a very broad basis. Then move through history and next would
become geography. But it would not bethe Department of Educa-
tion wouldn't authorize that as the Federal standard.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Okay. What happens if MIT also develops a set
of standards in math?

Mr. KEARNS. Those standards would thenthe idea of the coun-
cil would be is that if those were good standards and so forth, they
could be authorized as high standards and the States would then
either accept those or not accept them.

Mr. GUNDERSON. There is not going to be the imprint of the Fed-
eral Government on one set of standards as being "the standards?"

Mr. KEARNS. I think that may, in fact, be the way it would come
out, but I don't think anybody has said that there only could be
one standard if there was another body that developed another
standard and it made sense. As you take the whole thing through
the track, the one thing that you do needthe assessments will be
voluntary, and the States will do their own curriculum framework.

We have said that we thought there needs to be an ability of
comparability when you get to assessments so that what is happen-
ing in one State, that there be a mechanism that would compare
results not for individuals but for the system itself.

Chairman KILDEE. Would the gentleman from Wisconsin yield a
moment on that point?

Mr. GUNDERSON. Sure.
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Chairman KILDEE. We're still working our way through the
structure that's going to be put together, and I think your question
was very relevant to that. One structure could be that we would
have this national entity which we kept talking about during our
council meetings. We don't know what

Mr. KEARNS. Whatever it is.
Chairman KILDEE. We don't know what that will be. Then the

National Teachers of Mathematics may develop standards, and
then this national entity may give the "Good Housekeeping Seal of
Approval" to those standards.

Mr. KEARNS. Right.
Chairman KILDEE. Then the local, the States, can voluntarily

agree to accept those standards. Is that fairly well the structure?
Mr. KEARNS. That's my understanding.
Chairman KILDEE. Whatever the entity might be, it would give

the "Good Housekeeping Seal of Approval" to, say, the National
Teachers of Mathematics' standards. Then it is still up to the
States to voluntarily accept those standards.

Mr. KEARNS. Yes, sir.
Chairman KILDEE. Right.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Okay. Mr. Chairman, then, let me ask you a

question.
Chairman KILDEE. Okay.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Only because I'm trying zo get this clarified. I

think there is a great misunderstanding in this area. Will we in
the Congress authorize an entity that will then determine whose
set of standards are the national standards?

Chairman KILDEE. We will probably authorize an entity who will
give a seal of approval to standards. Possibly two groups could have
standards that would get the seal of approval. It could be maybe
one, maybe two, maybe more.

But then I would think, I am not going to guess the number, but
then the States would voluntarily say: "These standards that have
been set, say, by the NTM, given the seal of approval by this
entity, we now accept as our standards within this State."

Mr. GUNDERSON. Okay. That's helpful.
Chairman KILDEE. We're still working through this, you know,

but I think we're following some of the recommendations that were
deliberately left a little loose for the Congress to act upon. But I
think that is a possible scenario.

Mr. KEARNS. I agree with that.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Well, I hope we develop this "Good Housekeep-

ing Seal of Approval," and I know I've created more questions on
the other side of the aisle by looking at :ny colleagues faces so, Mr.
Chairman, I will yield back my time.

Mr. KILDEE. Well, no, you and I approach things structurally,
and I think that's very good. I think we have to look at that. Very
good.

Mrs. Lowey?
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I want to thank

you, Mr. Kearns, again for your testimony.
I would like to share with you a dilemma which I am currently

struggling with, and perhaps you can provide some guidance for
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The integration of social services and education is absolutely im-
perative. The successful schools that I visit have done that. We
have to increase substantially the knowledge base of our teachers
that are out there, particularly in math and science. There is a
broad range of issues that have to be solved.

We are also going through a tough economic time right now
where the sales revenues at the State levels have made it very
tough, but that, too, will pass. The Nation in fact has at the local
level, the State level, and the Federal Government level over the
last 12 or 13 years, has spent a lot, has increased the amount of
money on elementary and secondary education by a lot.

Now, specifically to your question about the dollars. Head Start
is an effective program. We support increased funding in that area.
Second, there are Federal programs, and we have an opportunity.
as we go through reauthorization for elementary and secondary
school programs, which Chapter 1 is included, and we chatted
about that this morning, for next year.

In looking at more flexible spending of those dollars as they
relate to State and community strategies, and the idea of flexibility
is currently being worked on so that the dollars that are spent
could be used more effectively. I don't know what the exact right
amount of money is to be spent on education. I do know that we
spendit's tremendously varied, and outcomes are not necessarily
tied to the amount of dollars that are spent.

Mrs. LOWEY. Right.
Mr. KEARNS. I also know in looking at school budgets across the

countrynot necessarily just in big cities but in othersthat we
spend, in my opinion, an inordinate amount of money not at the
schoolhouse where the children and the teachers are.

I do think that there are Federal and State programs that can
help with these strategies, but I do think that the strategies are
going to be developed at the community level and that we may
need State legislation to make it possible also for the communities
to develop what they need to do.

We are really the only industrialized Nation that does not have a
national education system. It's interesting to have this other dis-
cussion and then move in this direction. I don't know exactly what
the right percentage is that the Federal Government should spend.

I do know this, that I don't think that it is politically doable, nor
do I personally agree that we should do away with the State and
the local system and go to a basically Federal Government-support-
ed education system across the country. We currently spend about
8 percent, on average. It's apparently less of course in New York
State.

Mrs. LOWEY. Right.
Mr. KEARNS. That's a tough question, but I do believe that the

communities can develop strategies. I am also convinced that when
a strategy is out thereand I think high standards and assess-
ments will help us with thisyou can find it in communities across
the country. When the local community understood the strategy,
they will fund it. I do believe in the current state in this country
that when they don't understand and they don't think that there is
a strategy, that they won't vote for more money into the system.
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There are some excellent examples of school superintendents
that have built strategies. One was John Murphy in Prince
George's County, right here where the community ended up under-
standing the strategy and 2 years into it, it got a 15 percent in-
crease in taxes in the schoolwhich is almost unheard of.

Mrs. LOWEY. Well, let me say this. I do hope that we can contin-
ue some informal discussions as we had before because I think it's
very helpful. I, too, agree that I'm not sure exactly what the appro-
priate breakdown is between Federal and State. I do know that
there are rebellions all over, not only my district but in other dis-
tricts.

I do feel that too much is spent on administration; it doesn't get
right down to the classroom both on the State and local level. But I
also feel that there are certain givens that everyone accepts be it
Head Start or resources for 13- and 14-year-olds.

As we begin to discuss the reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Act, I think this discussion should be front and center,
and if we have specific goals in mind, perhaps we have to rethink
those percentages and perhaps the Federal Government does have
to take an even greater responsibility for infusing essential re-
sources into our local school systems but

Mr. KEARNS. Well, we look forward to working with you.
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you.
Mr. KEARNS. We do all have an opportunity as the hearings and

the input are just beginning now in elementary and secondary re-
authorization, starting around the country, and we will have an op-
portunity to work together over the next year, and I look forward
to that.

Mrs. LOWEY. I look forward to it. Thank you.
Mr. KEARNS. Thank you, Mrs. Lowey.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you.
Mr. Roemer?
Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Secretary, let me ask you. You just said, I

think very articulately, that we have a host of problems in educa-
tion. I will soon be going out the door to meet with 50 children
from my home district in North Liberty, Indiana, talking to them
about what we've discussed here in this committee, as well as what
we do as congresspeople on Capitol Hill.

It was interesting to note yesterday in The Washington Post the
recent poll that said that 54 percent of our children do not think
that they are going to be able to do better than their parents. That
is not a lot of optimism on the part of our children. Therefore, edu-
cation, I thinkI agree with Mrs. Loweyhas got to be a higher
p.iority in this country. We must see our businesses and our educa-
tors working together and our government being part of the aolu-
tion, although money isn't the only solution in this dilemma.

Going back to the first step we take with at-risk children, you
talk in your testimony about university-based national educational
research and development initiatives for at-risk children. Could you
explain that a little bit more and talk about how we get our uni-
versities working on at-risk children, working with curriculum
maybe not national testing and national curriculum, as you do not
endorse it? But what do we do to get our universities involved in
this problem?.
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Mr. KEARNS. Let me separate it into two pieces. We are support-
ing, there are four centersFranci is back here.

What are the four? Have you got them? They're digging.
It's in my fat book herebut that are regional centers around

the country that are being funded to do work specifically for at-risk
children. This is separate from the discussion that we were having
before about supporting States in curriculum framework. That is
specific work. I will dig out where those four places are.

Now, on the curriculum sideand I get in trouble with the uni-
versity community from time to time about what I'm going to say
nextis that if you look at other areas of competitiveness of the
country, whether it be semiconductors, biotechnology, or optics, you
will find a combination of the Federal Government, private indus-
try, and our research universities working together to keep this
country out front.

Frankly, I do not see the university community in education
playing a leadership role in driving education reform across the
Nation. That's a challenge for us and it's very important. There
are obviously exceptions. I quote Ted Sizer and Hank Levin and
Hal Stevenson from Michigan State and Stanford and Brown and
different schools. They are some very good pieces of work, but they
are not playing a leadership role.

We were talking about curriculum frameworks and standards.
Our schools that are educating our future teachers and are often
providing in-service training of teachers will have to reach for
those same high standards, change their curriculum to ensure that
all of our teachers have the appropriate training as well.

This is a massive job. What all of us are working on here and
talk a lot about, about reform of a systemI've worked on a lot of
tough things in my life, but the hardest thing I have ever been in-
volved in is trying to get a university or college to change a cur-
riculum. It is really tough, and I think that we are going to have to
bring some amount of pressure to bear, and I think we need to put
incentives into the system.

Hopefully, as we develop again down the road for teacher train-
ing that Federal Government dollars ought to go to teachers that
then go to a school that's reaching for these new standards and has
changed the curriculum. In other words, I think we might be able
to put some incentives into the system.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Secretary, in addition to curriculum, what can
universities do to work with these children in the first and second
and third grades and as they first walk through the doors into kin-
dergarten?

I just talked to a principal in my district the other day. His
school is in a rural area, the largest town is about 20,000, so it's not
an inner-city school. He says that about 35 percent of the kids that
walk in the first grade are at risk of dropping out right away.

The locally devised, voluntary test of skills that we give to these
kids in the first couple of grades, do the universities work on devel-
oping that? Do the teachers through in-service programs work on
developing that? How do we assure that a meaningful test is devel-
oped for a place like La Porte, Indiana, and not only in Los Ange-
les, California?
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Mr. KEARNS. Well, I'm not sure that I know the answer about
how we do it at each school, but I would also tell you that much of
thethat in many of the local communities there are universities
that are working with the schools. I happened to be in Chicago last
week, and De Paul University is working with a set of schools right
there in the community. Steve and I met in Wisconsin, out in La
Crosse, last summertime with similar things. So the schools can be
involved and so forth in doing that.

Let me make one comment about a program that I think would
both give you hope, but also says there is nothing basically wrong
with our children in this country. I made this comment earlier, I
think, outside. Hal Stevenson at Michigan State University has
done a number of studies. Basically, it says that our children frorr
out poorest communities come to school and they are not behind
the East Asians, in other words their basic knowledge. This is from
our poorest communities.

Second point. Hal or Hank Levin at Stanford University has de-
veloped a program he calls accelerated learning. It is now into
about 140 schools around the country: big cities, rural settings, and
others. Basically, what he has done is taken programs and curricu-
lum that were developed for gifted children, has given them to our
poorest children from our poorest neighborhoods, and they can do
that work. In about 2 years, they are at grade level and start to
move ahead.

Now, what that basically says is, is that what you need is de-
manding curriculum. What we do often now is that we track kids
out early because somebody determines that they can't learn. We
should basically believe that all children can learn. That's the un-
derpinning of the six national goals. Then all programs should be
developed on that basis. Some children clearly need more atten-
tion, as we talked about before, than others. I think our universi-
ties can be helpful, but I do not think they are playing a leadership
role today. Johns Hopkins and Boston University are two of the
centers that we're working with, and there are two others.

Mr. ROEMER. Can you get those back to me in writing?
Mr. KEARNS. Yes, sir.
Mr. ROEMER. Finally, Mr. Secretary, I appreciate your patience

here. We hear and I have heard both on my Science, Space, and
Technology Committee and the Education Committee, different
CEOs testify that businesses are spending between $30 billion and
$35 billion a year reeducating students once they get out of high
school.

As a former CEO of Xerox, what would you tell business leaders
that want to take a rolewhat specifically should our business
leaders be doing in our communities to get involved in this educa-
tion reform movement?

Mr. KEARNS. I think you said million, it's billion; and maybe
that's what you meant.

Mr. ROEMER. I meant billion.
Mr. KEARNS. Yeah, it's some place on the high side of $25 billion,

and getting larger. I think business has an important role to play,
and it's a broad range role. First of all, business leaders in the com-
munities ought to support the educators alld the politicians that
are out in front for real education reform. People like myself find
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the political environment hostile. We don't like it and tend to shy
away from it.

The changing education that is in this country is a political pi oc-
ess. It will take legislative change at the State level. Business lead-
ers need to get involved in that in the business round table. The
larger companies have been involved in that with their nine-point
program to work at the State level for legislative reform. They
need to work at the local level.

Again, you can go into different cities and different communities
and you see different companies that do a broad range of things all
the way from what I would call the negatives, which are what I
call "feel good" programs, that make the company feel good but
don't have much to do with systemic change or reform, all the way
to real heavy involvement at the local level with their dollars and
with their people. Often, the human resources that a company can
loan are often more important than dollars.

Xerox has had two to three people on loan to the Rochester New
York School System for the last 3 years on total quality manage-
ment, the process that we put in place to turn our company
around. I don't think it's appropriate for the business leaders to be
involved in curriculum develop. Some of my associates disagree
about that, but I don't think pedagogy and curriculum development
is what they should be involved in. But they need to be supportive
and they need to be involved in community-based strategies.

Now, in addition to that, businesses across the country have been
supportive of the New American Schools Development Corporation,
which is a private nonprofit enterprise to look at a national level
at reinventing the schools for the next century with all newwith
new ideas, new learning environments. As I like to say, learning
environments 0 through 20 years of age, and to bring together the
best thinkers in America.

That process took place last fall, and the bids came in 2 weeks
ago, and 686 different teams of people from 49 of the 50 States in-
cluding: 246 different school districts; 46 different individual
schools; 140, by the way, universities; 136 different community-
based organizations with one from the elementary school princi-
pals, to the AFT, to community service organizations across the
Nation.

There are probably 2,000 different schools that are actually in-
volved in that process. About a third of those proposals included
high-technology approaches as part of the thing: a third of them
came from inner-city schools; 25 percent from rural, poor areas;
about 25 percent from suburban; and the other was a combination
of those. Business can get involved in a broad range of activities,
but it is in their best interest to get involved and to play a major
role.

Mr. ROEMER. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Secretary, just briefly. You made a point

that the universities could be doing more, and I actually agree with
you. I think that they should be doing more.

You mentioned Michigan State University, and I was glad to see
you mention that. I have a son who is a sophomore there, and an-
other son who is a senior at University of Michigan too. But Michi-
gan State is doing something very, very interesting in Flint, Michi-
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gan where Secretary Lamar Alexander visited with Mr. Oakum a
few weeks ago. They are putting some of their future training
people right in Gundry Elementary School to work with the stu-
dents and retrain the teachers, and at the same time getting ideas
from that experience, taking it back for the initial training of new
teachers at Michigan State.

Mr. KEARNS. That's excellent.
Chairman KILDEE. That is really a remarkable program and, I

think, something that could be replicated by other universities
throughout the country.

Mr. Pastor?
Mr. PASTOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First of all, let me commend you. A number of times in this com-

mittee I've heard where we have music teachers teaching calculus
and music teachers teaching biology. I was wondering if you're
going to go beyond the content of math and science and provide in-
service training for other curricula, like music?

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Pastor, in math and science there is legislation
that the Eisenhower money, that is particularly legislated in the
math and science area, and it has to be used that way. The Nation-
al Science Foundation has programs specifically in math and sci-
ence. In addition to that, we are supporting the States in the devel-
opment of curriculum frameworks and assessment that go beyond
those subjects, which would include the arts and languages as well.

Mr. PASTOR. Thank you.
On page 3, you write: "Research shows that in our present

system the most disadvantaged children are relegated to education
`tracks' that do not prepare them adequately for employment after
graduation or higher education."

Now, does that research show that the result of tracking is be-
cause teachers have low expectations of the students, or are the
tests biased or unfair, or are the tests valid and, in fact, the stu-
dents belong there?

Mr. KEARNS. Well, probably all of the above.
Mr. PASTOR. What's that?
Mr. KEARNS. Probably all of the above. There are probably some

inequities in the test. Basically, the point that I was trying to make
there goes a little bit to what Mr. Roemer was talking about, is
that very early on kids particularly from our poor neighborhoods
often get tracked out of a demanding curriculum, and low stand-
ards get set for them very, very early on. Therefore, when the low
standards are set for them or low expectations, they then, in fact,
don't perform. It's not startling.

That's why I tend toI'm not plugging Hank Levin, but I have
visited a number of his schools, and he takes youngsters and gives
them demanding curriculum developed for gifted children, and
they are able, in fact, to perform when high expectations are set
and a demanding curriculum is given.

That's really the point that I was making is, that we can't track
out youngsters early because they come from a disadvantaged area.
They should have high standards. Then this is the point that Dale
and I went on before, is that then a strategy for those children
must be developed.
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Mr. PASTOR. Then the assumption I'm making is that these na-
tional standards that yet need to be developed will give higher ex-
pectations for students. But at the same time, I think what we
need to do is to develop those national standards with higher ex-
pectations, that as you admit that some of these tests may be in-
valid or may be unfair, that at the same time we, in a parallel
course, maybe test or evaluate the current assessment systems so
that we can validate them, and make them fair. I would agree that
maybe we ought to be doing both at the same time.

Mr. KEARNS. Well, we are really encouraging that. In this work
that the Department had suggested that we support, there is some
exciting work going around about completely new assessments and
different ways to go at it. We have to make sure that those are
valid, and we must make sure that they are fair. No question about
that.

Mr. PASTOR. I have one last question. I think what we're trying
to do is develop a process, that this body is going to develop a proc-
ess, in which we will develop national standards.

Hopefully, there will be a group out there that will either givethem the good housing standard, or whatever the hell it is. We
need to find a group that will basically say these national stand-
ards are what we need to define an educated person. I think we're
looking for a process.

The process that you have in your written testimony is that we
would have national organizations like the national math teachers,
the nation' al English teachers, the national science teachers who
would develop some national standards. Then the States would de-
velop some curricula frameworks. All this is voluntary in terms of
the State, as I understand you?

Mr. KEARNS. Yes, Sir.
Mr. PASTER. If we're trying to achieve a national standard,

doesn't this voluntary position of States kind of defeat that pur-
pose?

Mr. KEARNS. Well, when you get attacked from both sideson
one side, we say we're trying to force the national curricula, which
we're not; that's why we've gone the voluntary route. Then of
course you can come at it from the other way; if it's so important,
why don't we just go down and say everybody do the same thing.

We feel that the best way to get this going is on a voluntary
basis; that with a group that could put an imprint on the high
standards, that that will encourage the States to do that. And if
the assessment process, voluntary, does have a comparability ele-
ment, in other words so that we would understand how different
States are doing as they are compared to each other, we think that
that would work. Trying to force-feed one national standard or one
national test is not the right thing to do. I certainly understand the
debate. I'm not trying to have an argument with you.

Mr. PASTOR. I understand.
Mr. KEARNS. We have come down in the middle of this thing to

drive it. Given the fact that we are getting a lot from both sides,
means that we're about right.

Mr. PASTOR. But the purpose of this whole nationalization is to
find a definition of what skills make up an educated American. If

/
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we try to say, well, we will la some States participate voluntarily,
I wonder whether we will get to that national definition?

Mr. KEARNS. Well, I think we will. As all of you know probably
better than I do, this is a big and an extraordinarily diverse
Nation, and I think for somebody here to put an imprint that says
this is exactly the way it will, and it will have to be done by every
State and every community by some date, I think we would be
having discussions here for a long time, and I don't think the
American public would end up buying it.

I think, I feel the voluntary approach is the right way to go, and
I think that when we set those high standards I think States will
find that they will want to join in and not opt out.

Mr. PASTOR. Governor Roemer proposed another way of doing the
procedure, having the standards developed from the bottom and
work up nationally so that then you would have a consensus na-
tionally of what the States would want. Is that another process
that you would support?

Mr. KEARNS. Well, in some ways that is what is happening, I
think. The States are out there working today. California, Ver-
mont, Kentucky, there are other places that are well underway
with a lot of this work. I think what we will find is that States will
cluster together and not try to reinvent the wheel in a lot of cases.
If there was a way to encourage this, both by the Department sup-
porting the States' work in the development and the suggestion
that the council made that's before you that could assist that proc-
ess and, I think, it would happen more quickly than otherwise.

Mr. PASTOR. Thank you very much.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Petri?
Mr. PETRI. Thank you.
Thank you for being here this morning, sir
Mr. KEARNS. Good morning, sir.
Mr. PETRI. [continuing] and for your enormous contribution both

in the private sector and now as a public servant to advancing the
dialogue and increasing people's awareness of the importance of
the education enterprise and what can be done to make it more
successful.

I just have one area to ask about and that is, did the commission
give any thought to, or do you have any ideas about what we can
do, or what we should be doing on a voluntary basis where people
don't meet the standard?

Would it be a good idea to have tests of teachers and of parents
as well as of kids? It may be that it's a whole classroom or a whole
school that's substandard, rather than just a normal curve distribu-
tion where some do naturally better than others, that the fault lies
not in the children but in some other circumstance that might be
worth correcting?

Mr. KEARNS. Yes, sir?
Mr. PETRI. What I'm asking is, if we do the standards, then

what?
Mr. KEARNS. There was a lot of discussion about that.
I don't recall, Franci, that we talked about testing parents?
Ms. ALEXANDER. No.
Mr. KEARNS. We did talk about the other things. In fact, we

talked about systems performance. In other words, how well is the
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system performing. I think most of us agree that we don't start on
the basis that there is apmething wrong with the children. Id: is the
leadership's responsibility to provide the appropriate ed Acation
system so all the children can learn. We have been talking about
that this morning, the idea of standards. Dale and I were talking
about this before, the idea to have standards and then assessment.

Then that gives you the knowledge about schools or systems of
schools that are not performing and that either remediationa
word that the chairman likes to use--or a strategy needs to be de-
veloped for that community for particular problems that either the
system has or either particular problems that the students them-
selves might have because of their backgrounds or the lack of op-
portunity or parental support or whatever the activity.

There was a lot of discussion about that, and I think that it is an
important piece of this. The reason for high standards is to know
where we need to go, and the assessments is to measure how we're
doing against it. Then you have to use those.

If all we do is bash ourselves and say we're not as good as the
East Asians, that's not really very useful. I think that's the start of
the process that will get us going to let us know what we have to
do to provide all of our youngsters with an appropriate education.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Goodling?
Mr. GOODLING. Only to say, Mr. Deputy Secretary, that I'm glad I

never used your name in my town meetings. Because in my town
meetings I get all of these people who say, "Well, Peter Gray said
so-and-so" and "Lee Iaccoca said so-and-so."

I've always said, "Well, why don't they give up their big jobs and
come down here and serve." Then my Governor offered one a
chance to come without even having to stand election, and he re-
fused it. I'm glad I never used your name, and I thank you for
coming to serve. We need you.

Mr. KEARNS. Bill, you're very nice to say that. I had an opportu-
nity to make a lot of money over a long period of time, and I'm
delighted to have an opportunity to serve the government.

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you.
Chairman KiLnEE. Mr. Reed?
Mr. REED. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, just for my information and perhaps the record:

internationally, do our major economic competitors have well
thought out national standards for their national programs?

Mr. KEARNS. The answer to that is it varies substantially by
country.

But on standards, Franci, you may know more about this than I
do by country, and give me some help with this.

But most of the countries, first of all, have national systems,
which we don't have, which is a lot of what we have been talking
about here today. So it is easier for them to do that, but they do set
out standards in different subject areas.

Franci?
Ms. ALEXANDER. Yes, they do substantially, every single one. The

most recent in Europe was the addition of Great Britain as sort of
the last hold out on the continent, and they have a national stand-
ard.
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Mr. REED. I spent about 3 years in the Airborne, and I can't hear
anything anymore, so could you translate? All those C-130s.

Mr. KEARNS. I was not in the Airborne, and I don't hear very
well either, Mr. Reed. Franci said that basically all countries do,
and the latest to add to this was the Unitcd Kingdom.

Mr. REED. Mr. Secretary, it seems that in a discussion of testing
there are a couple of premises. One premise I would like you to
comment upon is that there will be an instrumental effect; that
simply adopting a system of testing will change the behaviors of
children. Again, is that a premise that you're putting a lot of
weight on or

Mr. KEARNS. I don't put any weight on it whatsoever. I think it
goes back to what we were talking about before. The reason to
assess something a nd to understand where it is, is to know whether
we are proceeding towards a goal. If you are not proceeding, you
have to understandit's like the total quality process. You have to
understand the process that gets you to the end result.

You measure customer satisfaction from your customers and how
they feel about your products and your service so that you can go
back and understand the entire process as it goes through so you
are fulfilling those needs. That's the reason for the assessment.

It goes back to the conversation again that the chairman and I
and Mrs. Lowey had earlier, when we were talking about, you use
the assessment to understand whether the system is providing for
our youngsters the appropriate education. If it is not, then you can
take actions. If there is an assessment system then in place, you
will know whether those things are working or not.

Mr. REED. Again, I think it's important before we go forward to
understand the premises. Your basic position is that you really
don't care about the instrumental effect of testing as far as your
proposals go, that it may or may not have an effect, but that's not
what is driving the system?

Mr. KEARNS. What drives the system is to understand whether or
not community by community and school by school we are provid-
ing a world-class education system for our children. If we are not,
then we should fix it.

Mr. REED. Let me ask you another question, then. We have to
make some very critical strategic decisions about deploying scarce
resources. If we go down this road of standard-setting and then the
follow-up, which is testing of the students, I think we should ask
ourselves right now, is that the best strategic approach?

There are alternatives. For example, do we try to provide train-
ing assistance to teachers, and try to focus on teachers in terms of
supporting their efforts to be better teachers in either a regional or
State-by-State way?

I think there is a question of what is th best approach to reach
the ultimate objective, which is an improved, enhanced educational
system. Are you thinking about those strategic choices; and, if so,
why are you keeping it to yourself, as it seems, to a testing regime
of students?

Mr. KLARNS. Well, I don't think we're keeping it to ourselves.
First of all, I think there are a lot of things that we need to do, a
lot of transforming of ideas. I believe that the critical one, and I
said this at the beginning, the critical ingredient is high standards
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and assessments so you know where you are going, what kind of
teacher training do we need.

There is no question we need teacher training and there will be
dollars that will be required to particularly develop the particular
testing mechanisms that are appropriate as we get into perform-
ance assessments and other types of things. We spend a lot of
money on testing now. There will be up-front dollars required.

Over the longer period of time, we do a it of testing. As you're
going to hear from experts about this later, in this Nation, we
probably overtest. Over a period of time, these should, the new as-
sessments should, replace old assessments; but there will be some
up-front dollars.

Out of the total number of dollars that we spend in education,
$240 billion in elementary and secondary schools on a yearly basis,
this is a relatively small amount of money. I think it is important.

By the way, we should not wait to start spending money on ap-
propriate kinds of teacher training, and try to do that. That's one
of the things that I spoke about before, the work that we're doing
with NSF, particularly in math and science where the Federal Gov-
ernment does have a role, is to work on a strategy that improves
teacher training not just the new teachers but in-service training.

There are 1.3 million K through 6 teachers out there. Most of
them do not have the skills to bring our youngsters up to the level
thp.t they need to be at in math and science, and they need our
support in training.

Mr. REED. I would ask a final question. You ran a very large or-
ganization and you probably had a very elaborate, I would assume,
assessment program. Is that assessment program something that
you see would be applicable to the public education in the United
States, i.e., performance testing versus standardized testing versus
training instructors, or evaluating the instructors and trainers? I
mean, how does your experience in that

Mr. KEARNS. I have very strong feelings, but I won't repeat what
I just said to you before. High expectation levels are a basic driver.
You have to understand those. Then you need to put the mecha-
nisms in to assess that, and then basically you change the whole
process of running the business.

I think beyond that concept. I think there are probably some
things to learn from business, but I don't think that business itself
has a lot to bring in the development of new testing mechanisms
and new assessment processes, and so forth and so on.

Mr REED. Did you test your employees periodically at Xerox?
Mr. KEARNS. Yes.
Mr. REED. Why did you do that? I mean, to see where you were

going or to make them be better employees?
Mr. KEARNS. Well, when we went through thewhen we put in

place the total quality management process in 1982 and 1983, when
we were on our way out of business, set new high expectation
levels for the end of the decade, one of the things that we all
agreed onand we didn't have much money and we had to carve it
out of otherswas to make $175 million investment in training.

We did do some testing to find out along the way whether or not
that training was effective. We had to go back and get into ele-
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merits of statistics, for example, and we did some testing along the
line to see whether people, in fact, were learning appropriately.

Mr. REED. But that was essentially to validate the training not as
a constant sort of standardized approach to your workforce?

Mr. KEARNS. Well, we developed a lot of things. We did some-
thing that the top 25 of us had a lot of trouble with initially. One
of the things in the process, we described new types of manage-
ment behavior. We pounded it out, the 25 of us, to agree that we
would let our subordinates actually measure our behavioral
change, whether in fact we were doing that or not.

We described what was a role model, what was competent, and
what needed work. Then we continually changed that as we went
along and as we got better, but we agreed to let our subordinates
measure that. It was a tool and a vehicle to see whether, in fact,
we were doing it. It was also a motivator.

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Sawyer?
Mr. SAWYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, it has been reassuring to watch you this morning

circle in on some topics that really don't want to sit still very
easily. I don't mean to suggest by that that you are in any way
dodging, because some of these things don't have one answer.

I want to talk about an element in all of this that I think is im-
portant, and it is the way in which we go about getting from here
to there; agreeing as we do that getting from here to there is im-
portant. One of the very real problems that we face is to assure
that we are measuring what we think we are measuring.

In asking this question, I want to stipulate a couple of things, if
it's okay. First of all, I agree that there are some things we have to
do nowwe can't wait until other problel..s are solved to get ahead
with something else.

Second, I would agree particularly with the comment that you
made in your testimony about the danger of narrowing curriculum.
We do not want to do that.

Third, I would agree about the importance of recognizing the di-
versity of the Nation as we attempt to go about all of this.

Having said that, I think I heard you talking about the impor-
tance of starting with standards, moving toward the development
of assessment instruments and then toward remediation. It seems
to me that the model that the National Council of the Teachers of
Mathematics have provided is a more difficult, but far more sus-
tainable, pathway to get from here to where we want to be.

That is, that they began with a set of specific objective contents
designed to be built into the development of curriculum and the
materials and the techniques necessary to teach those objective
content standards. I believe what NCTM envisioned was that the
actual standards for achievement they wanted would flow from
that.

Having done that, they could begin to look for assessment instru-
ments that they would validate for fairness and reliability and all
of the things that you've spoken of and with that come both to the
outcomes that they are looking for, both for expectations of ac-
countability of entire systems and the capacity to remediate for
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students and specific classrooms. That is a clearly much more se-
quential rather than simultaneous pathway of getting from here to
there.

It is enormously important, I think, to come to decisions about
what pathway we follow if we think that it is important to under-
stand that we're measuring what we think we're measuring.

Having said all that, can you talk to us for a moment about the
sequential versus simultaneous character of the development of
standards and instruments and how important it is to follow the
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics in the way in which
they have gone about doing more than one thing, in getting from
here to there?

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Sawyer, let me comment. I'm going to ask
Franci to come up here and help me with this.

Ms. ALEXANDER. Sure.
Mr. SAWYER. I really mean it to be a more simple question than

it sounded in its phrasing.
Mr. KEARNS. Well, let me
Mr. SAWYER. It is a question about simultaneity versus sequen-

tial approaches to getting from here to there.
Mr. KEARNS. Let me say ti, at we can work on the standards. I'm

going to let Franci talk a little bit about process with the National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics.

But let me firstwe chatted about this a little bit earlier. We
can work on the standards and that work is going on in three areas
now: in math, sciences, history, and, hopefully soon, geography,
and then we're trying to work with different English groups, and
then we're starting some support in the arts.

At the same time there is a lot of good work already taking place
out there about new methods of assessment. In other words, that
work is in fact taking place and there are people that are sitting
behind me that are doing some of that work right now; they are
out doing that. So you don't have to wait. In other words, that
work, in my opinion, can take place.

What I think you do have to wait on, delayed on, as you start to
use the new methods of assessment, I think we do have to be cau-
tious. At some point we want to get high stakes or consequences, in
my opinion, into it. My friend Al Shanker talks about that, is that
at some point there ought to be some consequences. If you don't
graduate from high school with an appropriate degree, you should
not be able to go to college.

A system has to be developed as you get along, and we talked
about earlier, starting in some of the lower grades with almost
what I would call "no consequences tests" for the individuals, and
we ought to be talking about, as Tom Petri or someone said earlier,
what does that mean for the strategy in the school rather than for
the student. I believe there is a lot that can take place

Mr. SAWYER. I agree.
Mr. KEARNS. [continuing] in parallel without waiting. I do think

we have to be cautious and there was a lot of discussion about this
on the council, about so-called high stakes tests too early before we
really understood were they valid, were they fair, and were we able
to make appropriate comparisons.

Now, Franci, you might help me a bit?
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Ms. ALEXANDER. Yes, and I think on the point of, should it be
serial or simultaneous, we are in a situation where it is already si-
multaneous. Because, as David Kearns indicated, many States have
already responded to the NCTM standards and have developed new
assessments that reflect those standards. They didn't wait, so to
speak, for the National Council of Teachers to continue developing
standards or performance standards or work it through; they just
went ahead and did it.

And for this reasonand I just came from a State 7 months
agothat's because the teachers said the biggest impediment to
our implementing these new national standards for mathematics
are the current tests so they said, "I'm not going to change my
teaching if you're going to measure us and hold us accountable on
the old tests." They said, "Give us a new way of showing it, and
we'll do it."

After meeting with hundreds, thousands of teachers, we realized
you have to do everything at once, so to speak. The very same
thing happened with writing. That's a good example because we
have a national writing project in this country and a lot of agree-
ment about how writing should be taught. However, we found that
many of the teachers had not changed classroom instruction, and
that was because the test they were giving was an editing test.

When the States said, "Now we're going to have direct writing
assessment, and kids will do an essay," we have a study of the
teachers that showed immediately teachers started assigning real
writing, changing their way of teaching, even though they had
known for years before that what the new standards were. That's
why it sort of needs to be everything at once.

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, this is Franci Alexander, she is
theI know you know her, Dale, but is the deputy assistant secre-
tary in OERI and was the executive director for the National Coun-
cil on Education Standards and Testing.

Excuse me, sir.
Mr. KEARNS. Could you go back to the final point that you were

making? I apologize.
Ms. ALEXANDER. Well, the point being that things have to

happen somewhat at the same time because, indeed, for classroom
behaviorsand that's what we all care about, what's happening in
the classroomsto change, you have to have a sense of what the
new direction is, and teachers have to have confidence that they
are going to be measured against those new standards.

Mr. SAWYER. If I hear what you're saying, then, to take a com-
plex question and a complex answer, to reduce it to the simpler
question that I was asking, if you think that the key to making si-
multaneity work is having gradually, increasing stakes rather than
to begin with high stakes consequences?

Ms. ALEXANDER. Absolutely. In fact, the first test given in Cali-
fornia had no consequences for individual students. For the first
time, it will be another year before an individual student conse-
quence is attached. And that is now after several years of writing
the essays and using the new testing.

Mr. SAWYER. If we were to plot out a series of activities between
now and some point in the future, one of the changing elements in
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that would be the elevation of stakes as opposed to trying to make
sequential the series of steps that we would go through?

Ms. ALEXANDER. That's correct.
Mr. SAWYER. That is absolutely the most coherent answer that

I've gotten to that question that I've asked a number of times in a
number of different ways, and I really thank you both for that. Itwas great.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
David, this has been a very, very good hearing. I think we have

been advanced a great deal. on this. I think our discussions have
been good. We are trying to put together a Title H, probably to the
H.R. 4323, which will encompass many of the ideas that we've dis-
cussed here this morning. I really think that we have all gained
from your testimony here this morning. I am grateful for that.If you have any closing statement

Mr. KEARNS. I am about wrung out.
Chairman KILDEE. Okay.
Mr. KEARNS. Franci, capped it off for Mr. Sawyer, so I'm going to

leave it at that.
Chairman KILDEE. Very good. Well, thank you very much. I

thank both of you for your appearance here.
Mr. KEARNS. Thank you, sir.
Chairman KILDEE. Our next panel will consist of Ms. Norma V.

Cantu, director of Education Programs, Mexican American Legal
Defense and Educational Fund, San Antonio, Texas; Dr. Leonard
Rezmierski, superintendent of Northville Schools, Northville,Michigan, the Council for Exceptional Children; and Dr. H. D.
Hoover, director of Iowa Basic Skills Testing, Iowa City, Iowa.

We welcome you here this morning, and you probably can pro-
ceed in the order in which I called your names.

STATEMENTS OF NORMA V. CANTU, DIRECTOR FOR EDUCATION
PROGRAMS, MEXICAN AMERICAN LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDU-
CATIONAL FUND, SAN ANTONIO, TX; LEONARD REZMIERSKI,
SUPERINTENDENT OF NORTHVILLE SCHOOLS, NORTHVILLE,
MI, THE COUNCIL FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN; AND H. D.
HOOVER, DIRECTOR, IOWA BASIC SKILLS TESTING, IOWA CITY,
IA

Ms. CANTU. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to summarize my testimony, but first let me thank the

subcommittee for the opportunity to be here.
If I were to tell you that I am the result of high expectations and

h' standards because my mother wanted me to succeed as a stu-
ds.., I would be lying. I mean, it's true that the parents set expec-
tations of their children, but I came out of a very low-income part
of the country, one of the three poorest SMAs in the United States,
finished high school at the age of 16, was still a teen-ager when I
enrolled at Harvard Law School, have been practicing law for 14
years.

It is not due to high expectations, it is due to exceptional oppor-
tunities that have been provided to me. Parents who enrolled me in
prekindergarten at the age of 5, before there was a Head Start. An
8th grade English teacher who tutored me after school, followed
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me all the way though the 12th grade, and gave me 2 hours of her
unpaid time to work with someone that she thought had potential.
A public school teacher did that for me. Parents who took me to
the library twice a week so that I could get every book I could pos-
sibly check out.

Those are factors that contributed to my ability to be here today
to talk to you in these few minutes. It wasn't high expectations
alone, it wasn't high standards alone. That is the summary of the
testimony I want to give you, that setting high expectations and ex-
pecting the job to be done would do a tremendous disservice to this
country because it is not the problem of high expectations.

I think as a country we believe we are the best in the world. I
think we have three problems: one is resources, the other is trained
personnel, and the last is attitudes. Resources are a problem be-
cause in this country we have school finance problems.

For example, in the Los Angeles Public Schools, low-income chil-
dren in east L.A. are getting $400 less per child spent on them.
This translates to more than $12,000 less per classroom than our
more affluent children in west L.A. School children in Texas get
$1,000 per child less spent on them. This translates to $25,000 per
classroom that low-income children have less access to. We have
overcrowded classrooms, we have underpaid teachers, we have re-
source problems.

In terms of trained personnel, this affects the limited-English
population the most because they need teachers who can make
their curriculum understandable and comprehensible to them.

In many States, our systems allow waivers. They set the high
standards and expect the teachers to be able to address the needs
of the children and then give waivers away. We have teachers in
California who are on their seventh year of waivers. The high
standards are there, but the States then excuse or give the teach-
ers a pass: the standards are waived.

There are no waivers for the limited-English-proficient students.
They are still expected to perform and they are still expected to
meet all of the requirements in order to graduate, but there are
waivers to the school districts and the local administrations who
are not broughtwho are not made accountable for the fact that
the children aren't learning and they should be.

The last problem is of attitudes. In my job at MALDEF, I run
into administrators all the time. I run into a school principal who
asks me, "If you think that Spanish-speaking child is so gifted and
belongs in a gifted program, why isn't that child speaking English?
If you think the child can do math, why aren't you satisfied to wait
until the child speaks English, and then we will teach math to that
child."

I'm running into attitudes. We tried to pass a bill in Texas to
raise the compulsory age for high school graduation with the idea
being that the longer you hold the students in school the more op-
portunity to teach the students something to be able to be competi-
tive in the workplace. All but one school superintendent opposed
raising the compulsory age. They wanted to get rid of students in
the public schools as soon as possible. "Let's get them out." I mean,
this is contraindicative to raising standards.
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The children with disabilities who are also Spanish-speaking are
being dumped in ways thatthe assessments tools are there. They
can be identified as to whether they need language assistance or
whether they need special education assistance or both. The assess-
ments are there but because of attitudes, because people are just
not understanding where the children should go, the assignment
practices are abysmal.

I heard a question earlier about universities. University atti-
tudes? There are many universities I definitely would not want
running the public schools. They have a problem themselves admit-
ting minority students.

There are public universities that are still white enclaves, and I
would have a serious problem with turning over the operation of
public schools to a number of these universities. Moreover, they
don't reach certain parts of the State. In Texas, there is a lawsuit
because the major university systems have virtually ignored the
border and ethnic region of the State.

I would ask this committee to really look at the issue of stand-
ards and assessments from the point of view of, does it really reach
the special populations? Does it really reach the limited-English-
proficient population, for example?

The limited-English population is assessed at a much higher rate
than the mainstream English-speaking population. Limited-English
children are assessed even before they enter the public schools be-
cause they have older children who are in Head Start; so some chil-
dren are assessed at ages 0 to 5.

In Texas, the limited-English children are tested, they are as-
sessed in the 1st grade, in the 3rd grade, in the 5th grade, in the
7th grade, in the 9th, 10th, 11th, and 12th grade as seniors before
they are allowed to graduate, as college sophomores, if they get
that far.

We have a lot of assessment going on. If we're calling for even
more assessment or if we're calling even for replacement of current
assessment, we're not really doing anything to help those kids.
They are being tested a lot, they are being assessed a lot.

I frequently give people the example of a patient in the hospital
with the nurse coming in every 5 minutes to take the patient's
temperature. Taking the patient's temperature every 5 minutes is
not going to cure the patient's fever. All you're getting is a wonder-
ful documentation of the fact that that patient has a fever. If what
we're suggesting is to come in and take the temperature 200 times
a day, that patient will still have a fever.

There are many successful programs, they do need Federal sup-
port. We heard this morning from some examples from some uni-
versities that I would allow to operate and to participate in the
public schools. The statistics are pretty unreal. I'm glad that you
all are looking at them with a little bit of cynicism. and I would
too

I will close by giving you one last example of assessment. I'm a
member of the Texas Bar and the California Bar. When I took the
California Bar, they required a Professional Responsibility Exam, a
standardized test with multiple choice to demonstrate that I had
the potential to be an ethical attorney. I filled in all my bubbles
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and scored in the nineties. I called my mother and I told her, "I'm
an ethical attorney."

My mother told me two things. First, "Norma, it doesn't count as
if you had gone to Mass on Sunday." Secondly, she said, "Norma,
look who you're comparing yourself to."

[Laughter.]
Ms. CANTU. My mother who has always set high expectations of

me, I think would require high expectations of this committee as
well. If you have any questions either at the close of all of our pres-
entations or at this time, I would be happy to answer them.

[The prepared statement of Norma V. Cantu follows:]
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Testimony of MALDEF before the Subcommittee on
Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education

U.S. House of Representatives

March 18, 1992
Washington, D.C.

On behalf of MALDEF, I appreciate the opportunity to testify
on the consequences on limited English proficient children of the
report of the National Council on Education Standards and Testing
(NCEST).

Background

The limited English proficient student population in this
country is a rapidly growing group. In California, for example,
close to one in four public school students is language minority.
1 In California, the number of limited English proficient students
has tripled in one decade. In 1989, there were more than 740,000
limited English proficient students in California. Roughly two-
thirds of those students speak Spanish as their dominant language,
while the others speak Vietnamese, Cantonese, Cambodian,Filipino/Tagalog, Hmong, Korean, Lao, Mandarin, Japanese, andothers. 2

MALDEF has litigated on behalf of the educational rights of
the limited English proficient students in Texas, California,
Idaho, Colorado and Illinois. In each instance, the courts have
affirmed the U.S. Supreme Court in Lau v. Nichols that identical
educational treatment of non-identical children could prove a
violation of the children's rights. 3 In plain words, because LEP
children are different from language majority children, they have
a legal right to a different form of education, one that is
relevant and compatible to their educational needs.

The scope of that legal right to compatible educational
approaches was given more detail in the Fifth Circuit decision in
Castaneda v. Pickard. 4 The holding of the Castaneda case
involved a four-prong test: a school district must (a) develop a
pedagogically sound approach to address the English language and
access needs of its LEP children, (b) implement that approach by
allocating necessary resources to assure its effectiveness, (c)
develop an evaluation system to assure that it is working, and (d)
respond affirmatively to the evaluation when it shows that the
students are not meeting with success.

MALDEF and other advocacy groups are still litigating to
require districts to comply with prongs (a) and (b) of the
Castaneda standard. We are aware of many districts with problems
in (c) not developing assessment systems and (d) not responding to
their failures with regards to LEP students.
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The Go,...d News

Given that background, how does the NCEST report affect
language minority students? There are several foreseeable
consequences of the report, some negative and some positive.

The good news is that the report affirms what educators have
been preaching for a number of years, i.e. that students respond
well to high expectations. Thus, the raising of standards, when
done in a positive manner that bolsters students' self-esteem, can
be productive for reducing the numbers of students who drop out of
school. 5

Secondly, the other good news is that the report refrains from
adding another layer of testing to the already-overburdened school
populations who suffer from too many tests. 6

Thirdly, the NCFST report repudiates having a single national
achievement test. This is consistent with the outcome of study
performed by the National Commission on Testing and Public Policy,
strongly recommending that test scores are imperfect measures and
should not be used alone to make important decisions about the
allocation of educational opportunities. 7

Finally, the NCEST report suggests that the role of the
assessment information should be a supportive one, not to label or
brand students, but to provide continuous feedback on the status of
our educational system.

The Bad News

The bad news is that despite the assurances from the makers of
the NCEST report that no national test in intended, the local
educators will, in fact, administer tests reflecting the national
standard. In this country, limited English proficient students
have historically encountered racism and neglect in the area of
assessments, so there is much room for skepticism of any national
proposal that focuses on national standards and assessments.
Historically, there has been an uncritical acceptance of tests for
the purposes of prediction, tracking, grouping and other forms of
differentiation that arbitrarily selected children for a lower slot
in a hierarch of educational opportunities and privileges. 8

Because the limited English proficient population is
concentrated in certain geographic areas of the United States and
because the population has certain needs, the population is easy to
ignore by majority policymakers. Thus, limited English proficient
students will very likely be negatively affected by the national
standards.

MALDEF is not convinced that any national standard, set in
Washington, is going to change the attitudes of the people who
actually write the curriculum and evaluate the local schools.
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Please let me share with you one example from my personal
experience as an advocate for LEP students. In 1985, in the San
Rafael public schools in California, one of the third-grade
students was being pulled out of his class every day to report to
the first grade classroom to assist the first grade teacher.
Because the third-grade student understood both English and
Spanish, he was being used as a translator for the first grade
teacher who was monolingual English speaking. The principal was
aware of the fact that the third grader was missing his classes.
He knew that the third grader was doing the actual teaching in the
first grade class. In fact, the principal thought so highly of
the third grader that he would call him into the office to ask for
his help in translating so that he could "card," ask for
immigration papers, of new students enrolling in his school. The
third grader finally objected to the role that he was being
required to play. He complained to his mother and through
community pressure and the threat of a lawsuit, San Rafael changed
its policies and hired its first bilingual teacher. The third
grader was returned to his regular class, where he could resume
working as a third grader, not an unpaid teacher's aide.

The weakness of the NCEST report as it relates to the LEP
population is that it assumes that each of the states is committed
to accurate assessments of LEP students. They are not.

The NCEST report acknowledges that there is a need for
equitable treatment of students, but makes no solid recommendations
for addressing the lack of Hispanic role models in the schools, the
lack of appropriate language program, the high pupil-teacher ratios
and the limited resources available to the schools in which
Hispanic students enroll.

The NCEST report assumes that there will be changes in
educational curriculum and instruction as a result of the
heightened standards. This is not the case. In Texas, for
example, the cut-off scores for the high school graduation exams
have been raised every year for the past four years. The
heightened standards have not raised student performance. To the
contrary, the heightened standards have produced more student
failures in the form of students who will be denied ' -he regular
high school diploma. Instead, students will be receiving a
certificate of attendance, a stigma that will follow them for their
entire lifetime.

Conclusion

Researchers have noted numerous differences in how limited
English proficient students learn, as compared to language majority
children. For example, limited English proficient students learn
verbally, not through reading. 9 The limited English proficient
students exhibit cooperation values, not competitive values. 10
Thus, it be would unwise to assume that limited English proficient
students would be spurred to compete on an international basis,
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when they have not have experiences in competing at local levels.
Finally, limited English proficient students share many of the
characteristics of at-risk students.

In conclusion, the producers of the report wrongly conclude
that the American public is satisfied with the current performance
of students. We are clearly not. But the dissatisfaction with
student performance cannot be cured unless there is a commitment of
resources. With specific regard to LEP students, the frustration
that many educators have voiced is that there is a compulsive
focusing on refining language assessment instruments. 11 MALDEF
recommends that the focus should be on increasing the numbers of
students served by language programs and the amount of time that
students spend in those programs.

You have no doubt heard the figures on the dependency ratios,
but it is useful to hear them again. The dependency ratio for
children under 18 now stands at 42 children per 100 workers. The
dependency rates for persons over the age of 65 is now 19 per 100
workers. 12 By 2030, there will be an equal number of children
and retirees. By 2030, the dependency ratio will be 74 per 100
workers. The burden in the next century will fall on Hispanic
workers and other minority groups. 13

For this reason, we urge the Subcommittee to continue to study
the report in view of the factors mentioned in this testimony.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much for your testimony. I
think we will go to Dr. Rezmierski first and then Mr. Hoover, and
then we will ask questions. Thank you.

Ms. CANTU. Thank you.
Mr. REZMIERSKI. [Speaking Polish]
Chairman KILDEE. [Speaking Polish]
Mr. REZMIERSKI. [Speaking Polish]
Mr. Chairman, I am Leonard Rezmierski, and I am currently su-

perintendent for the Northville Public Schools in Northville, Michi-
gan. I also currently hold the position of Governor at Large, U.S. in
the leadership of The Council for Exceptional Children. I will para-
phrase from our testimony aspects of this document.

We thank the Chairman and the distinguished members of this
House subcommittee for the opportunity to testify regarding the
past and future work of the National Council on Education Stand-
ards and Testing. The Council for Exceptional Children, represent-
ing over 52,000 professionals and others concerned with education
of infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities as well as
children and youth who are gifted, strongly supports improving
educational outcomes for all of America's students.

Our membership is comprised of professionals from many disci-
plines who provide a unique knowledge base from which to offer
comment and recommendations. For the past several years, begin-
ning with the 1983 report, "A Nation At Risk," there has been a
nationwide focus on restructuring and improving our Nation's
schools. More recently, the call for world-class standards has gath-
ered momentum. When President Bush announced his reform'
plans in America 2000, discussion about national standards and na-
tional tests intensified.

We commend the Congress for passing the legislation which
brought together the members of the National Council on Educa-
tional Standards and Testing. The deliberations and report of
NCEST bring forth many of the sensitive issues involved in estab-
lishing national standards in testing.

CEC has followed with interest in deliberations of NCEST. We
believe that they thoughtfully address the questions asked of them
in the authorizing legislation as well as in the September 23, 1991,
letter from you, Mr. Chairman, in conjunction with your col-
leagues, Representative Good ling and Senator Hatch.

We were especially pleased with your September 23 letter, since
it addressed many specific concerns which we also share, such as
how national standards and tests would impact on educationally
disadvantaged children, children with disabilities, and children
with limited English proficiency.

We agree with the Congress that if we are to have national
standards and national tests, they must be inclusive of all Ameri-
ca's students. There should be no misunderstanding that all stu-
dents include students with disabilities and other students who
may experience learning difficulties.

We will focus, or I will, the rest of my testimony how the three
key areas of the NCEST report would impact students with excep-
tionalities: first, world-class standards; second, national assess-
ments; and, third, a coordinating structure.
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World-class standards: Setting the world-class standards causes
us more than a little anxiety since we believe that if national
standards are to be set, they must be fair to all students. We
strongly believe that educational outcomes for all students need to
be improved. Our very strong concern, however, is that the setting
of standards is arbitrary. There is no empirical evidence that can
tell us what world-class standards are and what students should
know and when.

Furthermore, given that various professional organizations are
involved in setting standards, there is no policy which requires
these groups to set standards which will challenge our most able
students as well as those with special learning needs. The stand-
ards must be rigorous enough for our students who are gifted, chal-
lenging enough for 1.e majority of our students, and flexible yet
challenging for 3tude ts with disabilities.

The exam le I :could cite from our own district would involve
gifted stud er ,s, who will go beyond the proficiency in the foreign
languages such as Spanish to learning Mandarin Chinese, to our
most handicapped children who learn up to 100 basal words in
their language board the r WOLF System. We must include all
the students.

The iszae of includi.g ali F adents in performance standards yet
ensuring that performance F ..andards are realistic for all students
mus÷ be further studied. The Standards Task Force of NCEST pro-
pose one possible .-oproach by having a scale of student perform-
ance standards.

Another alternative may be to view standards in the core sub-
jects as din-en:_:-)nal, and with the knowledge that development
and learning incrementally over time; hence, students will
achieve the standards at varying rates. Examples of this would be
the concept of mastering learning-outcomes-based education.

As an alternative, we strongly encourage the acknowledgment
that achievement of world-class standards in the core subjects by
all students may not be appropriate nor relevant to their post-
school activities.

As a result, we strongly encourage you to support the establish-
ment of measurable standards which are relevant to everyone's
post-school activities; namely, standards that focus on ensuring
that all students learn to use their minds well so they will be pre-
pared for responsible citizenship, further learning, and productive
employment as stated in the National Education Goal 3.

CEC was pleased that NCEST recommended that standards be
set in areas other than the five core subjects. We strongly agree
with this recommendation. We are concerned that if standards are
set only in English, math, history, science, and geography, such a
baseline may lead to a narrowing of the curriculum which would
have quite a negative impact on students with disabilities as well
as those who are gifted.

When working with students with severe disabilities, it may be
more important to teach the student independent living or a voca-
tional skill rather than algebra. Or other students, including stu-
dents who are gifted, may also need a challenge of subjects outside
the core subjects, such as foreign language, performing arts, com-
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munication arts, and higher order thinking skills and problem-solv-
ing.

We encourage the subcommittee to stress the benefits of a di-
verse curriculum. If the members of the subcommittee support the
development of national standards, we strongly agree with the
NCEST recommendation that the standards be developed through
a broad-based process that involves educators including teachers,
parents, studentsthe ultimate clientbusiness people, and the
public.

If such a process is followed, those with expertise in working
with students who are gifted as well as those with students who
have disabilities can provide appropriate input. Our concern, how-
ever, is that such broad-based input will not be sought.

CEC strongly supports the recommendation of the NCEST that
the school delivery standards and system performance standards be
established. We cannot support the setting of standards for stu-
dents without also requiring schools and school systems to be re-
sponsible for ensuring that all students have an opportunity to
le lrn.

If students must meet world-class standards, school delivery
standards must also be world-class. We must prefer the definition
and accountability required of the school delivery standards as out-
lined in the Standards Task Force Report than the language adopt-
ed by NCEST in its final report.

Given the widely acknowledged inequality across America's
public school systems, we contend that it would be unfair and im-
possible to hold students to the same set of performance and con-
tent standards without seeking to ensure that equity is present
through uniform delivery standards. All students must have an
equal opportunity to learn and to improve performance.

The second area of assessment: CEC has grave misgivings about
the development of national assessments. However, if national as-
sessments are to be developed, the system must include, again, all
students. Much of our concern stems from the fact that many
States currently exclude many students with disabilities from test-
ing.

Part of the reason for excluding students with disabilities is that
States have technical problems assessing this population, but an-
other part of the reason for excluding such students is the desire to
raise the State's overall test scores. Given that an estimated 4.5
million students receive special education services in our country,
the practice of exclusion cannot be allowed in any type of assess-
ment system.

The National Center on Educational Outcomes at the University
of Minnesota, funded by the U.S. Department of Education, is
working to define domains of learning and develop a model of de-
sired educational outcomes and a system of outcome indicators that
apply not only to students with disabilities but to all American stu-
dents.

This model will provide a progressive approach for looking at
students' performance in a truly inclusive way of assessing the
process of all students. One of the ongoing activities of the Nation-
al Center is to identify technical issues that need to be addressed
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as policymakers move toward greater assessment of educational
outcomes for students with disabilities.

Let me quote. Some of their findings are discussed in the "Report
on the Inclusion of Students with Disabilities in National and StateData Collection Systems," and are quite disturbing. Let me cite just
a couple.

As currently designed, most of the existing State and national
data collection programs exclude large portions of student popula-
tion with disabilities. At the national level it is estimated that ap-
proximately 40 to 50 percent of all school-age students with disabil-
ities are excluded from the most prominent and national data col-
lection programs. Another finding is that reasons typically given
for exclusion of students with disabilities range from concerns
about providing proper accommodations to concerns about the po-
tential aversiveness of the assessment situation for the student.

Finally from the report, the exclusion of students with disabil-
ities results in significant problems in obtaining representative
samples. This, in turn, creates difficulties in estimating national
and State level statistics and in completing accurate policy studies.
The findings of the National Center are important to consider if we
are to develop a national assessment system.

Perhaps the most valuable long-term contribution that this na-
tional center can offer us is the work which it is doing in the area
of identifying educational outcomes for all students. The center is
working with approximately 200 stakeholder groups in an effort to
develop consensus on a model of outcomes and a comprehensive
system of indicators for students.

If we are to have a national assessment system, we strongly sup-
port the recommendation of NCEST that it be a system of multiple
assessments linked to the national standards that will measure the
progress of individuals, schools, school districts, States, and theNation.

CEC agrees with the points expressed by the NCEST when ad-
dressing individual student assessments. However, we think it is
important to add to this list that the individual assessments mayneed to be administered in more than one way and/or modified to
meet the needs of those being assessed.

They must also address the broad range of skills required to suc-
ceed in work in community settings. Likewise, the assessments
need to be open-ended enough to provide all students with opportu-nities to express the range of their knowledge and skills rather
than being limited to what is being asked. The greatest problem we
see right now is the fact that far too many of our students consider
school time as prison time. The third and last area deals with the
coordinating structure.

I would like to move for a second, having read all this informa-
tion sent to me as a school superintendent and in sharing this in-
formation with others in my community, especially emphasis in
this report on from page 35 on through 39, I find an interesting
comment given to me by one community person after also reading
it, saying we should market a bumper sticker stating, "Thank God
we don't get all the government we pay for!" A bit of humor.

[Laughter.]
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Mr. REZMIERSKI. CEC strongly urges the subcommittee to support
the NCEST recommendation that a new entity, the National Edu-
cation Standards and Assessments Council, be established to work
with a reconfigured national educational goals panel to certify
standards and criteria for assessment.

CEC was pleased with the membership and functions that
NCEST recommended for such a new entity. Our concern with
such an entity, however, is that at least one member of the Council
have expertise in working with individuals with disabilities and
those who are gifted.

We also wish to express a sense of urgency regarding the forma-
tion of the National Education Standards and Assessments Council,
given that the Office of Education Research and Improvement has
already awarded funding to some groups to develop world-class
standards. Unless the new council is in place soon, it won't be able
to begin advising and guiding the development of standards.

In closing, we wish to strongly emphasize that we believe the de-
velopment of the standards and national assessments will not, in
and of themselves, improve education in America. We urge the sub-
committee to look closely at the pieces of systemic change which
must be in place for the schools to meet the challenge of drastically
improving the performance of all of our students especially those
who have special learning needs.

In particular, teachers must be involved in the reform efforts
both as contributors to what is needed in systemic change, i.e., cur-
riculum development, but also as well as recipients of appropriate
training both at the preservice and in-service levels.

We realize that these issues are very complex and will require
continued study. We appreciate the time and attention you are
taking to understand the implications of national standards and as-
sessments and know that you will continue to provide strong con-
gressional leadership as we work to improve educational outcomes
for all students.

Thank you for this opportunity to share our concerns, and please
know that we are available at all times to assist you in fulfillment
of your legislative responsibilities.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Leonard Rezmierski follows:]

STATEMENT OF DR. LEONARD REZMIERSKI, NORTHVILLE, MICHIGAN

Mr. Chairman, I am Leonard Rezmierski and I am currently superintendent for
the Northville Public Schools in Northville, Michigan. I also currently hold the posi-
tion of Governor at Large, U.S., in the leadership of The Council for Exceptional
Children.

We thank the Chairman and the distinguished members of the House Subcommit-
tee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education for the opportunity to tes-
tify regarding the past and future work of the National Council on Education Stand-
ards and Testing. The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC), representing over
52,000 professionals and others concerned with the education of infants, toddlers,
children and youth with disabilities as well as children and youth who are gifted,
strongly supports improving educational outcomes for all of America's students. Our
membership is comprised of professionals from many disciplines who provide a
unique knowledge base from which to offer comment and recommendations.
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For the past several years, beginning with the 1983 report, A Nation at Risk,
there has been a nationwide focus on restructuring and improving our Nation's
schools. More recently, the call for "world class standards" has gathered momen-
tum. When President Bush announced his reform plans in America 2000, the discus-
sion about national standards and national tests intensified. We commend the Con-
gress for passing the legislation which brought together the members of the Nation-
al Council on Education Standards and Testing (NCEST). The deliberations and
report of NCEST bring forth many of the sensitive issues involved in cmstablishing
national standards and testing.

CEC has followed with interest the deliberations of NCFST. We believe that they
thoughtfully addressed the questions asked of them, both in the authorizing legisla-
tion as well as in the September 23, 1992, letter from you, Mr. Chairman, in con-
junction with your colleagues, Representative Good ling and Senator Hatch. We were
especially pleased with your September 23 letter since it addressed many specific
concerns which we also share, such as how national standards and tests would
impact on educationally disadvantaged children, children with disabilities, and chil-
dren with limited English proficiency. We agree with the Congress that if we are to
have national standards and national tests that they must be inclusive of all Ameri-
ca's students. There should be no misunderstanding that "all students" includes stu-
dents with disabilities and other students who may experience learning difficulties.
Of particular concern to us are the special needs of students with disabilities, stu-
dents who are gifted and students who are culturally diverse or whose primary lan-
guage is not English.

We will focus the rest of our testimony on how three key areas of the NCEST
report would impact on students with exceptionalities: world class standards, na-
tional assessments and a coordinating structure. We are pleased that there is an
individual on the panel who will address the impact of these issues on students who
are culturally and linguistically diverse.
World Class Standards

The setting of "world class standards" causes us more than a little anxiety since
we believe that if national standards are to be set, they must be fair to all students.
We strongly believe that educational outcomes for all students need to be improved.
And, we strongly believe that if world class standards are to be set, they must be
inclusive of all learners; therefore, challenging all students to improve their per-
formance. As a result, we support the Council's intent in recommending the estab-
lishment of national standards as a means to "raise the ceiling for students who are
currently above average and to lift the floor for those who now experience the least
success in school, including those with special needs." Our very strong concern, how-
ever, is that the setting of standards is arbitraryand there is no empirical evi-
dence that can tell us what world class standards are and what students should
know, and when. Furthermore, given that various professional organizations and
groups are involved in the setting of standards, there is no policy which requires
these groups to set standards which will challenge our most able students as well as
those with special learning needs. There is much diversity among learning needs,
styles and capabilities of students in our schools. As a result, we believe that the
standards must be flexible in order to be realistic, in order for students to be appro-
priately challenged, and in order to ensure that improved learning is recognized.
For instance, the standards must be rigorous enough for our students who are
gifted, challenging enough for the majority of our students, and flexible yet chal-
lenging for students with disabilities. However, this does not mean that we support
the differential treatment of students based on a student's ability to learn. The
groups setting standards must address the issue of how world class standards will
accommodate all students.

The issue of including all students in performance standards, yet ensuring that
the performance standards are realistic for all students, must be further studied.
The Standards Task Force of NCEST proposed one possible approach by having a
"scale of student performance standards." Another alternative may be to view
standards in the core subjects as dimensional and acknowledge that development
and learning occur incrementally over time; hence, students will achieve the stand-
ards at varying rates. Further, if curriculum frameworks tied to the standards are
in place, then teachers and students will have guidance in working towards the
standards. We do not know if either of these proposals are the answer, but we do
know. for example, that a gifted student can achieve a much higher content stand-
ard in mathematics than a student with a mental disability. However, we believe
that both should be held to their individual "highest standard" to ensure that both
students are challenged to learn. They both should be expected to achieve.

"
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Permit us to offer another example: Will students with severe disabilities be ex-
pected to meet world class standards in the five core subjects? If yes, will they be
expected to reach the same standards as the majority of the school-age population?
If not, what performance standards will they be expected to meet? We cannot accept
an answer that students with severe disabilities are "exempt" from meeting world
class standards.

As an alternative, we strongly encourage the acknowledgement that achievement
of world class standards in the core subjects by all students may not be appropriate,
nor relevant to their post-school activities. As a result, we strongly urge you to sup-
port the establishment of measurable standards that focus on ensuring "that all stu-
dents learn to use their minds well so they will be prepared for responsible citizen-
ship, further learning, and productive employment," as stated in National Educa-
tion Goal Three.

We believe that one of the goals of the education system is to provide students
with the "tools" needed to live productive, independent lives. The setting of measur-
able standards in these areas would support Goal Three, would be relevant to all
students, and would help to make U.S. students competitive in our changing world.
Examples of such standards are: standards for achievement of independent living,
standards for vocational skills that lead to productive and secure employment, and
standards for lifelong learning.

CEC was very pleased that NCEST recommended that standards be set in areas
other than the five core subjects. We strongly agree with this recommendation. We
are concerned that if standards are set only in English, mathematics, history, sci-
ence, and geography, such a baseline may lead to a narrowing of the curriculum,
which would have quite a negative impact on students with disabilities as well as
those who are gifted. When working with students with Ezvere disabilities, it may be
more important to teach the student independent living skills or a vocational skill
rather than algebra. Or, other students, including students who are gifted, may also
need the challenge of subjects outside of the core subjects, such as foreign lan-
guages, performing arts, communication arts, and higher order thinking skills and
problem-solving. We encourage the subcommittee to stress the benefits of a diverse
curriculum.

If the members of the subcommittee support the development of national stand-
ards, we strongly agree with the NCEST recommendation that the standards be de-
veloped through a broad-based process that involves educators (including teachers),
parents, students, business people and the public. If such a process is followed, those
with expertise in working with students who are gifted as well as those who work
with students with disabilities can provide input. Our concern, however, is that such
broad-based input will not be sought. For example, it seems that everyone concerned
with the setting of standards cites the work of the National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics and the process that they followed. We have observed much deserved
praise for the association and the work it has done, but we have not observed discus-
sion respecting whether or not there should be a broad base of input if these are to
become "national standards." Were individuals who teach students who are gifted
or students with disabilities involved in the setting of these standards? If not, will
there be an opportunity for "broad-based" input before the standards are declared
"national"?

CEC strongly supports the recommendation of the NCEST that school delivery
standards and system performance standards be established. We cannot support the
setting of standards for students without also requiring schools and school systems
to be responsible for ensuring that all students have an opportunity to learn.

CEC is disappointed that the NCEST allows for each State to select the criteria it
will use for assessing a school's capacity and performance when determining the
school delivery standards. We understand and support the NCEST desire to affirm
the individual State responsibility for education, but we are concerned that such
flexibility will allow States to have "weak" school delivery standards. If students
must meet world class standards, school delivery standards must also be world class.
We much prefer the definition and accountability required of the school delivery
standards as outlined in the Standards Task Force report than the language adopt-
ed by the NCEST in its final report. Given the widely acknowledged inequality
across America's public school systems, we contend that it would be unfair and im-
possible to hold students to the same set of performance and content standards
without seeking to ensure that equity is present through uniform delivery stand-
ards. All students must have an equal opportunity to learn and to improve perform-
ance.
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Assessment
CEC has grave misgivings about the development of national assessments. Howev-

er, if national assessments are to be developed, the system must include all stu-
dents. Much of our concern stems from the fact that many States currently exclude
many students with disabilities from testing. Part of the reason for excluding stu-
dents with disabilities is that States have technical problems assessing this popula-
tion (i.e., providing alternative forms of assessment); but another part of the reason
for excluding such students is the desire to raise the States' overall test scores.
Given that an estimated 4.5 million students receive special education services, the
practice of exclusion cannot be allowed in any type of assessment system.

The National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) at the University of Min-
nesota, funded by the U.S. Department of Education, is working to define domains
of learning and develop a model of desired educational outcomes and a system of
outcome indicators that apply not only to students with disabilities, but to all of
America's students. This model will provide a progressive approach for looking at
student performance and a truly inclusive way of assessing the progress of all stu-
dents.

One of the ongoing activities of the National Center is to identify technical issues
that need to be addressed as policymakers move toward greater assessment of edu-
cational outcomes for students with disabilities. While a variety of issues have been
cited, the two most critical issues identified are inclusion/exclusion decisions and
modification of tests. These two issues were also identified as critical facts when the
Center looked at national and State data bases for existing information on students
with disabilities. Some of the findings, discussed in the Report on the Inclusion of
Students with Disabilities in National and State Data Collection Systems, are quite
disturbing. Among the findings:

As currently designed, most of the existing State and national data collection pro-
grams exclude large portions of the student population with disabilities. At the na-
tional level, it is estimated that approximately 40 percent to 50 percent of all school-
age students with disabilities are excluded from the most prominent national data
collection programs (e.g., National Assessment of Educational Progress [NAEP], Na-
tional Education Longitudinal Study [NELS]) that are playing a critical role in the
evaluation of the current reform initiatives.

Reasons typically given for exclusion of students with disabilities range from con-
cerns about providing proper accommodations to concerns about the potential aver-
siveness of the assessment situation for the student.

A sizeable portion of excluded students should not have been excluded from data
collection programs and could readily participate (some with testing accommoda-
tions, others without), in such data collection programs.

The exclusion of students with disabilities from State and national data collection
programs occurs at a number of different stages: (a) during the development of as-
sessment instruments; (b) when the data are collected; and (c) during the analysis,
interpretation, and reporting of the results.

The ability to extract useful national and State policy-relevant information on the
outcomes of students with disabilities from national and State data collection pro-
grams is seriously hampered by the extensive exclusion of portions of this popula-
tion. The exclusion of students with disabilities results in significant problems in
obtaining representative samples. This, in turn, creates difficulties in estimating na-
tional- and State-level statistics (e.g., dropout rates) and in completing accurate
policy studies.

The findings of the National Center are important to consider if we are to develop
a national assessment system. First, if the purpose of the system is to help the
Nation track our progress towards meeting the performance standards, all students
must be included if we are to acquire an accurate and complete national portrait.
Secondly, students with disabilities must be included in efforts to develop national
assessments. Only if such students are included in test development will we learn
what items or test administration procedures may need to be dropped or modified in
order to accommodate any special needs.

Given the status and emphasis that is placed on the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress (NEAP), it is troubling that so many of our Nation's students are
excluded from this test. If the NAEP can exclude 40 percent to 50 percent of stu-
dents receiving special education support and yet be heralded as an effective indica-
tor for measuring the Nation's educational progress, what guarantee do we have
that a new national assessment system won't also be allowed to exclude large num-
bers of the student population?
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Perhaps the most valuable long-term contribution that the National Center can
offer us is the work which it is doing in the area of identifying educational outcomes
for all students. The Center is working with approximately 200 stakeholder groups
in an effort to develop consensus on a model of outcomes and a comprehensive
system of indicators for students.

If we are to have a national assessment system, we strongly support the recom-
mendation of the NCEST that it be a system of "multiple assessments linked to the
national standards that will measure the progress of individuals, schools, districts,
States, and the Nation." Furthermore, we support having two components: individ-
ual student assessments as well as large-scale inclusive sample assessments.

In addition, we believe that there must be formative as well as summative assess-
ments. For example, the summative assessments proposed will tell us how many of
our students are achieving the world class standards; formative assessments will tell
us the extent to which students are making progress in relation to meeting the
standards. Such formative assessments would provide us with data to be used in doc-
umenting improvement and in developing a strategy for working with students who
have not yet achieved, or who have exceeded, the standards. Such assessments
would have policy implications and would provide us with baseline information
about how our students are currently performing in relation to the standards.

CEC agrees with the points expressed by the NCEST when addressing individual
student assessments. However, we think it is important to add to this list that the
individual assessments may need to be administered in more than one way and/or
modified to meet the needs of those being assessed. They must also address the
broad range of skills required to succeed in work and community settings.

There is a great need for, and we encourage the subcommittee to support, much
more research in the area of alternative forms of assessment as well as in identify-
ing strategies for modifying assessments to ensure that assessments can fairly and
accurately determine what an individual knows. Likewise, the assessments need to
be open-ended nnough to provide all students with opportunities to express the
range of their knowledge and skills rather than being limited by "what is asked."

Coordinating Structure
CEC strongly urges the subcommittee to support the NCEST recommendation

that a new entity, the National Education Standards and Assessments Council, be
established to work with a reconfigured National Education Goals Panel, to certify
standards and criteria for assessments. CEC was pleased with the membership and
functions that NCEST recommended for such a new entity. Our concern with such
an entity, however, is that at least one member of the Council have expertise in
working with individuals with disabilities and those who are gifted. We believe that
this is an essential requirement if our schools are to achieve the accommodations
mandated by the Congress through the Americans with Disabilities Act. Unless
such expertise is represented on the Council, it would be possible for a set of stand-
ards or an assessment to be certified without anyone ever asking, "Is this inclusive
of all students"?

We also wish to express a sense of urgency regarding the formation of the Nation-
al Education Standards and Assessments Council. Given that the Office of Educa-
tional Research and Improvement has already awarded funding to some groups to
develop world class standards, unless the new Council is in place soon, it won't be
able to begin advising and guiding the development of the standards.

Closing Thoughts
In closing, we wish to strongly emphasize that we believe the development of

standards and national assessments will not in and of themselves improve education
in America. We urge the subcommittee to look closely at all of the pieces of system-
ic change which must be in place for the schools to meet the challenge of drastically
improving the performance of all of our students, especially those who have special
learning needs. In particular, teachers must be involved in the reform efforts, both
as contributors to what is needed in systemic change (i.e., curriculum development,
as decision-makers within the schools) as well as recipients of appropriate training,
both at the preservice and inservice levels.

We strongly support the work of the Implementation Task Force as it tried to
summarize what change needs to occur in the schools in order for all of America's
students to have an equal opportunity to learn. We urge the subcommittee to review
the work of the Implementation Task Force as you work to complete your education
reform legislation. And, we would again emphasize the importance of achieving
equity across the public schools to ensure that all students, especially those with
special learning problems and needs (e.g., students who are economically disadvan-
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taged, students with disabilities, and students who do not speak English as a first
language), have an equal opportunity to improve their performance.

We realize that these issues are very complex and will require continued study.
We appreciate the time and attention you are taking to understand the implications
of national standards and assessments and know that you will continue to provide
strong congressional leadership as we work to improve educational outcomes for all
students. Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns, and please know
that we are available at all times to assist you in the fulfillment of your legislative
responsibilities.

Chairman KILDEE. [Speaking Polish]
Mr. REZMIERSKI. [Speaking Polish]
Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Hoover?
Mr. HOOVER. [Speaking Polish]
As the director of a voluntary K-8 testing program, operated as

a service to the schools of Iowa by the University of Iowa, I wel-
come the opportunity to address this committee regarding the ap-
propriateness and feasibility of a national test. The University of
Iowa has furnished tests and services to all schools in Iowa in
grades 3 through 12 for over 50 years.

Currently, over 99 percent of the public and private schools in
the State annually participate in the voluntary program I direct
using the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills in grades K to 8, and a com-
panion program for the high schools using the Iowa Tests of Educa-
tional Development.

Outside of the State of Iowa, the Iowa Tests are distributed by
Riverside Publishing Company, a wholly-owned subsidiary of
Houghton Mifflin. However, the University of Iowa holds the copy-
rights to these tests and the university-based authors not only oper-
ate the State programs in Iowa, but exercise editorial control over
the content of the tests and associated materials and services. Nei-
ther the State department of education nor the State legislature
has anything to do with either program.

We are convinced that the voluntary nature of these programs is
why Iowa is the only State having extensive longitudinal informa-
tion on the performance of students, as evidenced by the two CBO
reports on achievement trends completed in the late 1980's, follow-
ing the release of the report, "A Nation At Risk," in 1983.

The most recent update of these trends is appended to my testi-
mony as Exhibit A. I have also appended as Exhibit B a table
showing how the State of Iowa compares to the rest of the Nation
in achievement based on data from Iowa Testing Programs, and in-
dependently, the National Assessment of Educational Progress,
NAEP.

The purpose of these exhibits is to show that by using currently
available tests we are capable of not only monitoring trends in
achievement, but also of making the kinds of comparisons that led
to the reporting of NAEP test results State by State.

One of the reasons I wanted to mention the Iowa Testing Pro-
grams was because of the amazing similarity of the original high
school program started in 1929 to a number of the current propos-
als for a national test, including that of the National Council on
Educational Standards and Testing, NCEST, in its recently re-
leased publication "Raising Standards for American Education."

The original Iowa high school program was an end-of-year, sub-
ject matter based, statewide academic contest employing a number
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of types of tests; that is, they weren't all multiple choice. While
this program is extremely popular with school administrators,
policy-makers, and the press, it had many of the negative effects
alluded to in the NCEST report regarding high stakes tests and
was finally replaced in 1942 by a new program using the Iowa
Tests of Educational Development, ITED, with the entire focus of
the program on improving instruction for individual students.

The ITED emphasizes critical thinking skills and serves as a
model for what a high school graduate is expected to know and be
able to do. The ITED has also served as a model for a number of
other well-known tests. In fact, the first forms of the Tests of Gen-
eral Educational Development, the GED, the National Merit Quali-
fying Test, and the American College Tests, the ACT, simply bor-
rowed intact tests from the ITED battery to get started.

I would add here a side note. Anybody who believes you can't
measure critical thinking skills with tests like this, I've got a copy
of the ITED, and I would love to have the members of this commit-
tee take the tests. I would be more than willing to give them
answer sheets, send them to Iowa City, and we will score those
them.

Mr. SAWYER. Both of us?
Mr. HOOVER. It's a big crowd.
Now, those of us who are familiar with the history of the Iowa

Testing Programs believe there are many reasons Iowa has excep-
tionally good public and private schools. However, we would like to
think one is the feedback received in the last 50-plus years from
Iowa tests. I'm also sure many people in Iowa would be somewhat
insulted by the following statement from the NCEST report:

"In the absence of well-defined and demanding standards, educa-
tion in the United States has gravitated toward de facto national
minimum expectations. Except for students who are planning to
attend selective," I'm going to assume that means one of the coasts,
"4-year colleges, current education standards focus on low-level
reading and arithmetic skills and on small amounts of factual ma-
terial in other content areas."

And "New forms of assessmentstests worth teaching toare
envisioned."

At this point I would like to specifically address my remarks
about testing to the NCEST report, "Raising Standards for Ameri-
can Education." I will also be contrasting the NCEST report to a
report of the Office of Technology Assessment, "Testing in Ameri-
can Schools, Asking the Right Questions."

In the authorization for NCEST it explicitly states that "A dis-
cussion of the validity, reliability, fairness, and costs of implement-
ing a system of voluntary national tests or examination shall also
be included in such a report."

The NCEST report essentially ignores this charge by focusing at-
tention on the innovative nature of the new break-the-mold assess-
ments would make up the national tests. Incidentally, these break-
the-mold assessments will probably be very similar to those used in
the 1929 Iowa high school program. One gets the feeling from read-
ing the report that these new assessments are so authentic and
worth teaching to that issues of reliability, validity, fairness, and
adverse impact take care of themselves.
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The following rather cavalier statement from the NCEST report
exemplifies this attitude:

"Important technical difficulties confront those developing such
a new system of assessments. The Council deliberated on these
complexities and recommends that special precautions be taken in
the development process. First, any system must honor the 'tradi-
tions of local and State responsibility for education and, conse-
quently, must provide flexibility and room for local adaptation.

Second, there are difficulties in producing assessments of high
technical quality and fairness. Third, acknowledging that an assess-
ment system of the scope imagined is a new enterprise for the
Nation, care must be taken to avoid the unintended and undesired
effects of some testing practices, such as narrowing instruction and
excluding certain students from assessments. "It will be technically
difficult but essential to ensure that new assessments are valid, re-
liable, and fair."

Now, contrast that statement to the following one taken from
the same NCEST report, but buried in the appendix where few will
see it:

"Some arguments for a national system focus on principles of
good management, incentives, and communication. A set of these
arguments implies that our failures with assessment and testing in
the past can be overcome with new forms of assessments, assess-
ments more closely linked to teaching and focused on valued ac-
complishments of students. These arguments are essentially opti-
mistic and have relatively little evidence in their support."

I was astounded when I read the "Report of the Assessment Task
Force of NCEST" in the appendix and then contrasted its contents
to the body of the report.

Now, consider the following from the OTA report:
"The use of tests as a tool of education policy is fraught with un-

certainties. The first responsibility of Congress is to clarify exactly
what objectives are attached to the various proposals for national
testing, and how instruments will be designed, piloted, and imple-
mented to meet these objectives. The following questions warrant
careful attention:"

Then they have a list of 18 questions. I'll mention a couple. "If
tests are to be associated with national standards of achievement
who will participate in setting these standards?" One Norma would
be interested in, "What legal challenges might be raised?"

"If a test or examination system is placed into service at the na-
tional level before these important questions are answered, it could
easily become a barrier to many of the educational reforms that
have been set into motion, and could become the next object of con-
cern and frustration within the American school system." That is
the close of that quote from OTA.

I would strongly urge the members of this committee to consider
both the NCEST and OTA reports in evaluating the feasibility of a
national test. Note especially the reliance on the empirical evi-
dence in the OTA report, as evidenced by extensive footnotes and,
correspondingly, the nearly complete lack of documentation in the
NCEST report.

I was asked to address NCEST while they were preparing their
report to your committee and specifically deal with issues associat-
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ed with fairness. Now, I know it may seem strange that a man
from Iowa would be asked to address the issue of fairness in a na-
tional test, but as one of the authors of a test with Iowa in the title
administered to all pupils in such diverse States as Alaska, Arizo-
na, Georgia, Idaho, Texas and Iowa and citywide in places such as
Atlanta, Chicago, Dallas, El Paso, and Phoenix, fairness is of con-
stant concern. We long since have removed all references in the
tests to corn and hogs.

I can honestly say that I have spent more time in my 25 years
with the Iowa program dealing with fairness than any other issue.
This includes a number of referred journal publications on this and
associated topics in my role as a college professor.

It seemed to me, in my reading of the NCEST report, that issues
associated with fairness were addressed in two ways. the first was
simply to say that whoever builds these new tests must take steps
to be sure that they are fair to everyone. This was the tenor of the
earlier quote from the report. As someone who has struggled with
such issues for my entire professional life, "It ain't that simple."

The second was to assert that these tests will be based on new
methodology, and because of its inherent curricular and instruc-
tional validity, such issues are taken care of in advance. It was also
frequently stated that little is known about the fairness of these
new performance-based methods. I disagree. For this testimony I
will only give one citation, but I can add many more if requested.

Feinberg recently reported that majority/minority differences on
the California State Bar Exam were not ameliorated with the addi-
tion of a performance section. In fact, when results were adjusted
for reliability in ratings, mean differences were larger than those
that were observed for the multiple choice portion of the tests.

There is a large amount of available data on group performance
differences on more traditional multiple choice tests versus per-
formance measures. Anyone with any experience in testing is not
surprised by the fact that differences in minority and majority
group performance are, more often than not, larger on perform-
ance measures. I was surprised at the omission of this literature
from the NCEST report.

There are many other issues I could have raised had I had time
regarding the NCEST's report. I was especially appalled by the way
in which a new council, the National Education Standards and As-
sessment Council, NESAC, would be appointed. It truly seems that
every effort is being made to ensure that anyone who knows any-
thing about testing, and to some extent education in general, will
not be a member of NESAC.

I would like to note in closing that creating a new national as-
sessment system will not solve the problems of American educa-
tion. In fact, it is more likely that such a system would divert at-
tention away from the real problems. I have become convinced over
the last few years that from a policy perspective, tests are seen by
many as a tool for giving the appearance of solving education's
problems without spending any moneythat is, without actually
doing anything.

The building of a new national test has been likened to the U.S.
effort to put a man on the moon. First of all, billions of dollars
were spent on space exploration over a long period of time before
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any manned efforts were attempted. I would also note that when
the effort was launched no one went to the makers of cars and
household appliances to find out how to do it. They went to people
who knew something about rockets.

I'm not saying that test development is as complex as building
the space shuttle. However, like everything else, experience is ben-
eficial and possibly critical.

In summary, a national test is not a new idea. Historical exam-
ples show why we have never had one in the U.S. Two, the report
on which this discussion is based omits important facts and data
about the impact of testing and is inconsistent with other national
reports on testing in American schools. Three, the potential for ad-
verse impact has been severely underestimated. Four, the proposal
for implementation makes adverse impact even more likely be-
cause of expertise.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of H. D. Hoover follows:]
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As the director of a voluntary K-8 testing program, operated as a service to the schools of
Iowa by The University of Iowa, I welcome the opportunity to address this committee
regarding the appropriateness and feasibility of a national test. The University of Iowa
has furnished tests and services to all schools in Iowa in Grades 3-12 for over 50 years.
Currently over 99% of the public and private schools in the state annually participate in the
voluntary program I direct using the Iowa Tests of Basic Shills in K-8, and a companion
program for the high schools using the Iowa Tests of Educational Development. Outside of
the state of Iowa the 'Iowa Tests' are distributed by Riverside Publishing Company, a
wholly owned subsidiary of Houghton Mifflin. However, The University of Iowa holds the
copyrights to these tests and the university based authors not only operate the state programs
in Iowa, but exercise editorial control over the content of the tests and associated materials
and services. In the Iowa statewide program schools are contacted once a year regarding
participation and they pay their own way. Neither the state department of education nor the
state legislature has anything to do with either program. In individual schools results are
shared only with that school. All of the high school testing occurs in the fall and the
majority of the K-8 testing also takes place in either the fall or midyear. We are convinced
that the voluntary nature of these programs is why Iowa is the only state having extensive
longitudinal information on the performance of its students, as evidenced by the two CEO
reports on achievement trends completed in the late 1980's, following the release of the
report "A Nation at Risk" in 1983. The most recent update of these trends is appended to my
testimony as exhibit A. I have also appended as exhibit 13 a table showing how the state of
Iowa compares to the rest of the nation in achievement based on data from the Iowa Testing
Programs, and independently, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
The purpose of these exhibits is to show that, by using currently available tests we are
capable of not only monitoring trends in achievement, but also of making the kinds of
comparisons that led to the reporting of NAEP test results state-by-state.

One of the reasons I wanted to mention the Iowa Testing Programs was because of the
amazing similarity of the original high school program started in 1929 to a number of the
current proposals for a national test, including that of the National Council on Education
Standards and Testing (NCEST) in its recently released publication Raising Standards
for American Education. The original Iowa high school program was an end-of-year
subject matter based statewide academic contest employing a number of types of tests, i.e.,
not all multiple choice. While this program was extremely popular with school
administrators, policy makers, and the press, it had many of the negative side effects
alluded to in the NCEST report regarding high stakes tests and was finally replaced in
1942 by a new program using the Iowa Tests of Educational Development (ITED) with the
entire focus of the program on improving instruction for individual students. The ITED
emphasizes critical thinking skills and serves as a model for what a high school graduate
is expected to know and be able to do. The ITED has also served as a model for a number of
other well known tests. In fact, the first forms of the Tests of General Educational
Development (GED), the National Merit Qualifying Test, and the American College Tests
(ACT) simply borrowed intact tests from the ITED battery to get started.

Those of us who are familiar with the history of the Iowa Testing Programs believe there
are many reasons Iowa has exceptionally good public and private schools. However, we
would like to think one is the feedback received in the last 50 plus years from the "Iowa"
tests.

I'm also sure many people in Iowa would be somewhat insulted by the following
statement from the NCEST report:

"In the absence of well-defined and demanding standards, education in the United
States has gravitated toward de facto national minimum expectations. Except for
students who are planning to attend selective four-year colleges, current education
standards focus on low-level reading and arithmetic skills and on small amounts of
factual material in other content areas." (NCEST, p.2)
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and

"New forms of assessmentstests worth teaching toare envisioned." (NCEST,p.6)

At this point I would like to specifically address my remarks about testing to the NCEST
report, Raising Standards for American Education. I will also be contrasting the NCEST
report to a report of the Office of Technology Assessment, Testing in American Schools,Asking the Right Questions.

I found the contrast between these two reports very informative. In the authorization for
NCEST it explicitly states that "A discussion of the validity, reliability, fairness, and costsof implementing a system of voluntary national tests or examinations shall also beincluded in such a report."

The NCEST report essentially ignores this charge by focusing attention on the
innovative nature of the new "break-the-mold" assessments that would make up thenational tests. Incidentally, these 'break-the-mold" assessments will probably be verysimilar to those used in the 1929 Iowa high school program. One gets the feeling from
reading the report that these new assessments are so authentic and worth teaching to that
issues of reliability, validity, fairness, and adverse impact take care of themselves.

The following rather cavalier statement, from the NCEST report exemplifies thisattitude:

"Important technical difficulties confront those developing such a new system of
assessments. The Council deliberated on these complexities and recommends that
special precautions be taken in the developmentprocess. First, any system must
honor the traditions of local and state responsibility for education and, consequently,
must provide flexibility and room for local adaptal Second, there are difficulties
in producing assessments of high technical quality and fairness. Third,
acknowledging that an assessment system of the scope imagined is a new enterprise
for the Nation, care must be taken to avoid the unintended and undesired effects of
some testing practices, such as narrowing instruction and excluding certain students
from assessments. Sufficient safeguards must be built into the system to protect
students from negative consequences while the system of assessments is being
refined, especially for students who have not been well served by testing in the past.

It will be technically difficult but essential to ensure that new assessments are
valid, reliable, and title (NCEST, p. 28)

Contrast this statement to the following one taken from the same NCEST report, but
buried in the appendix where few will see it.

"Some arguments for a national system focus on principles of good management,
incentives, and communication. A set of these arguments implies that our failures
with assessment and testing in the past can be overcome with new forms of
assessments, assessments more closely linked to teaching and focused on valued
accomplishments of students. These arguments are essentially optimistic and have
relatively little evidence in their support" (NCEST, p. F-12)

In fact, I was astounded when I read the Report of the Assessment Task Force of NCESTin the appendix and then contrasted its contents to the body of the report
In contrast to the above statements from NCEST consider the following from the OTAreport.
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The use of tests as a tool of education policy is fraught with uncertainties. The first
responsibility of Congress is to clarify exactly what objectives are attached to the

various proposals for national testing, and how instruments will be designed, piloted,

and implemented to meet these objectives. The following questions warrant careful

attention:
If tests are to be somehow associated with national standards of achievement,
who will participate in setting these standards? Will the content and grading
standards be visible or invisible? Will the examination questions be kept secret

or will they be disclosed after the test?
If the objective of the test is motivational, i.e., to induce students and teachers to
work harder, then the test is likely to be high stakes. What will happen to
students who score low? What resources will be provided for students who do not

test well? What inferences will be made about students, teachers, and schools on

the basis of test results? What additional factors will be considered in
explaining test score differences? Finally, will the tests focus the attention of
students and teachers on broad domains of knowledge, as desired, or on

narrower subsets of knowledge covered by the tests, as often happens?
If the Nation is interested in using tests to improve the qualifications of the
American work force, how will valuable nonacademic skills be assessed?
What should be the balance of emphasis between basic skill mastery and higher

order thinking skills?
If there is impatience to produce a test quickly, it is likely to result in a paper-
and-pencil machine-scorable tests. What signal will this give to schools
concerning the need to teach all students broader communication and problem-

solving skills?
What effects will national tests have on current State and local efforts to develop
alternative assessment methods and to align their tests more closely with local

educational goals?
Would the national examinations be administered at a single setting or
whenever students feel they are ready?
Would students have a chance to retake an examination to do better?

Would the tests be administered to samples of students or all students?

At what ages would students be tested?
What legal challenges might be raised?

If a test or examination system is pla_ed into service at the national level before

these important questions are answered, it could easily become a barrier to many of

the educational reforms that have been set into motion, and could become the next

object of concern and frustration within the American school system." (OTA, p. 27)

I would strongly urge that the members of this committee consider both the NCEST and

OTA reports in evaluating the feasibility of a national test. Note especially the reliance on

empirical evidence in the OTA report, as evidenced by extensive footnotes, and
correspondingly the nearly complete lack of documentation in the NCEST report.

was asked to address NCEST while they were preparing their report to your committee

and specifically deal with issues associated with fairness. I know it may seem strange

that a man from Iowa would be asked to address the issue of fairness in a national test. But

as one of the authors of a test with Iowa in the title administered to all pupils in such diverse

states as Alaska, Arizona, Georgia, Idaho, Texas and Iowa, and citywide in places such as

Atlanta, Chicago, Dallas, El Paso, and Phoenix, fairness is of constant concern. We long

since have removed all references in the tests to corn and hogs.
I can honestly say that I have spent more time in my 25 years with the Iowa program

dealing with fairness than any other issue. This includes a number of refereed journal

publications on this and associated topics in my role as a college professor.
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The research program of Iowa Testing, related to fairness issues, has been long lasting
and very broadly based as Dean Edward Meyen a member of NCEST can attest. His 1968
doctoral dissertation on the feasibility of testing mentally handicapped students, was
supervised by my predecessor, AN. Hieronymus and titled "An Investigation of Age-
Placement, Difficulty, and Importance of Basic Skills in the Curriculum for Educating
Mentally Retarded Students". Professor Hieronymus also directed the 1967 dissertation by
Beatrize Santos on "Special Achievement Testing Needs of the Educationally
Disadvantaged".

It seemed to me, in my reading of the NCEST report, that issues associated with fairness
were addressed in two ways. The first was simply to say that whoever builds these new
tests must take steps to be sure that they are fair to everyone. This was the tenor of the
earlier quote from the report. As someone who has struggled with such issues for my entire
professional life, "it ain't that simple". The second was to assert that these tests will be
based on new methodology, and that because of its inherent curricular and instructional
validity, such issues are taken care of in advance. It was also frequently stated that little
is known about the fairness of these new performance based methods. I disagree. For the
purpose of this testimony I will only give one citation, but I can add many more if
requested.

Feinberg (1990) reported that "Majority/minority differences on the California State Bar
Exam were not ameliorated with the addition of a performance section In fact, when
results were adjusted for unreliability in ratings, mean differences were larger than those
that were observed for the multiple choice portion of the tests?

There is a large amount of available data on group performance differences on more
traditional multiple choice tests versus performance measures. Anyone with any
experience in testing is not surprised by the fact that differences in minority and majority
group performance are, more often than not, larger on performance measures. I was
surprised at the omission of this literature from the NCEST report.

There are many other issues I could have raised had I had time regarding the NCEST
report. I was especially appalled by the way in which a new council, the National
Education Standards and Assessment Council (NESAC) would be appointed. It truly
seems that every effort is being made to insure that anyone who knows anything about
testing, and to some extent education in general, will not be a member of NESAC.

I would like to note in closing that creating a "new" national assessment system will
not solve the problems of American education. In fact, it is more likely that such a system
would divert attention away from the real problems. I have become convinced over the last
few years that from a policy perspective, tests are seen by many as a tool for giving th
appearance of solving educations problems without spending any money, i.e., without
actually doing anything.

The building of a new national test has been likened to the U.S. effort to put a man on the
moon. First of all, billions of dollars were spent on space exploration over a long period of
time before any manned efforts were attempted. I would also note that when the effort was
launched no one went to the makers of cars and household appliances to find out how to do
it. They went to the people who knew something about rockets

I'm not saying that test development is as complex as building the space shuttle.
However, like everything else, experience is beneficial, and possibly critical.

In summary:
A national test is not a new idea. Historical examples show why we've never had
one in the U.S.
The report INCEST) on which this discussion is based omits important facts and
data about the impact of testing and is inconsistent with other national reports on
testing in American schools
The potential for adverse impact has been severely underestimated
The proposal for implementation makes adverse impact even more likely,
because of lack of expertise.

(4 )
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Exhibit A
Summary of Achievement Trends in IOWA, Grades 3-8
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Exhibit B

A Comparison of the performance of Iowa students to the rest of the nation based on data from
the Iowa Testing Programs [Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and Iowa Tests of Educational
Development (ITED)] and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

Percent of Iowa Students Above National Median

ITBS
Concepts
Problem Solving
Computation
Math Total

ITED Test Q

69
63
63
69
62

NAEP

72

Percent of Studetns Nationally Below Iowa Median

ITBS NAEP
Concepts 67
Problem Solving 70
Computation 62
Math Total 67 67

Sources: ITBS and ITED results based on unpublished reports from the Iowa Testing Programs,
H.D. Hoover and Robert Forsyth and NAEP data from "The State of Mathematics
Achievement, NAEP's 1990 Assessment of the Nation and the Trial Assessment of the
States." National Center for Education Statistics
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much. I want to thank the
panel.

To Dr. Rezmierski, I attended school at St. John's Seminary near
your place there and also had a number of friends at St. Mary's
Orchard Lake, from which I picked up some of my Polish so I was
happy to be able to respond to you some in that great language.

Let me ask you this question. The Council recommends that con-
tent standards be developed on a national level but that school de-
livery standards be developed on a State level. School delivery
standards are a way to determine if the child failed the system or
whether the system failed the child. Do you believe that schools
should be held accountable just as the council recommends that
students be held accountable? Do you want to go down the line and
respond to that?

Ms. Cantu?
Ms. CANTU. Actually, yes, I do have a strong opinion about that,

that school delivery standards should reach down to the school
level. A good analogy is the Federal Equal Education Opportunity
Act that protects the rights of limited-English-proficient students.
That Act applies both to the State education agency and the local
education agency. We have used it to protect the rights of students
against individual districts. The most recent example is the Denver
Public Schools. In that situation, we didn't sue the entire State of
Colorado, and we were able to work out a settlement with the
Denver Public Schools.

The model of accountability on the district level is essential be-
cause there are a number of States that are decentralized in the
delivery of education services, and there is diversity within States.
Either through lack of resources or lack of will some districts do
much worse in serving their students than others. Actually, what I
would recommend would be both accountability at the State level
and the district level.

Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Hoover, would you like to respond to that?
Mr. HOOVER. Yes, I agree. I think, though, this brings up what is

really the serious issue here and what originally gets to the reason
that I focused on tests, is because the national content standards
mean that ultimately we must be talking about national perform-
ance standards. Again, it's noted that ultimately all of these assess-
ments have to present, produce what we call comparable results in
attainment of standards.

Now, given that, the opportunity of students to learn, which is
the fundamental issue I think I tried to point out at the end, is
that the major problems in American education deal with those de-
livery standards. I don't see how this report addresses any of that.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you.
Dr. Rezmierski?
Dr. REZMIERSKI. Mr. Kildee, I would support both at both levels,

as I can make some interesting comparisons. In our State, in Michi-
gan, we have PA 25, which I'm sure you're aware of, that forces us
who look at ourselves as a system before we simply assume the
child is wrong, the student is wrong. To quote Dr. Spader, "The
parents don't send us their second best; we shouldn't be giving our
second best."
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That means we have to look internally to ourselves, whether it's
staff or process delivery. It oftentimes is not the child. Setting
these standards has to be a whole package where again we focus,
like Walt Disney World does, around the client: What is that client
as an ultimate outcome going to be doing? Can they demonstrate
that, and, if they can't, where has out system failed that learner ?
not assuming the child didn't learn it in a lock-step time when we
were ready to teach it.

Chairman KILDEE. One thing I discussed informally with Mr.
Kearns this morning, pardon me, was at the 4th grade level we
probably have lower risks. At the 12th grade level we might have
more high risk, according to some recommendations anyway. But
suppose, let me just give this scenario to you. Say, at the 4th grade
level we were to have standards and then testing or assessment to
see whether the students have achieved those standards.

Would it not be appropriate, then, that if we found outI can
predict, as I mentioned before, in certain schools that students are
going to do better than in other schools. I can go out to Fairfax
County here, where my children went to school, and predict that
they generally will do better because of good family support, a vari-
ety of reasons, than maybe some other school system.

Suppose we had standards in the 4th grade and assessment in
the 4th grade. Would it be appropriate then where we found that
the students were not reaching the standards that we have a com-
bination of local, State, and Federal programs, dollars really, to
help intervene at that point for remediation? I'm always afraid of
just gathering statistics with tests and not having that used as a
tool to improve education. Would any of you care to comment on
that?

Ms. Cantu?
Ms. CANTu. I'm unclear in terms of how the intervention

wouldconsist of, I mean. For example, if the intervention is a
negative one where funds would be withheld because people
weren't satisfied, I think that's counterproductive. But if it's a posi-
tive intervention in terms of being an advocate for that particular
school or that system, I couli: see it having a very good effect in
terms of turning that school around. Unfortunately, though, you
really just can't take a snapshot of the educational process and just
pick the one grade. But it's a start. It absolutely is a start.

Chairman KILDEE. What I was thinking of is possibly some type
of remedial programs maybe using the Chapter 1 and, say, those
schools where assessment indicate that those in the 4th grade are
not meeting the standards, that we give some flexibility to the
Chapter 1 and maybe some more dollars. Where there needs to be
some greater effort to help these students achieve and measure up
to the standards. Would that make any sense? Does anyone wantto

Dr. Rezmierski? You're a superintendent.
Dr. REZMIERSKI. Mr. Kildee, yes. I would assume and r- -ee that

that would be a step in the right direction, but I think again part
of the problem that I'm having with the discussion in the whole
area, not your question in particular, but it is that we are constant-
ly reinventing the schools that we went to.
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We have to really look at what kids need to know in the 21st
century and focus on that. If we continue to lock-step everything in
and let the calendar drive our approach to education, we will for-
ever repeat the historical mistakes we have envisioned and seen
over the last 100 years in education, not all wrong. We have obvi-
ously moved a great Nation forward and have accomplished many
positive things.

As we look at what our students need, that future learner, I
think we need to reexamine that whole structure. We know, for ex-
ample, in relationship to your question, that Head Start has proven
successful.

We have even in our regional area many examples of many suc-
cessful young people because they got an earlier start, because we
were able to excite them, redirect them and, in effect, galvanize the
teachers to reapproach learning for those students because they
had failed; not as, "You failed, too bad, let's go to the next chap-
ter," but, "Now, what is it that you didn't learn that we consider
essential learning, and let's go back and reteach it."

Again, maybe the fault was ours. We taught it in a modality that
wasn't acceptable to that student or possible for them to learn. I
think it's a good start, but I think there is a bigger question out
there about the restructuring of our Nation's schools that's at the
heart of much consternation.

Chairman KILDEE. Let me direct this question to Dr. Hoover. It's
related to some things you said. Are U.S. students as poorly educat-
ed as many reports appearing in the press would indicate? Many
news accounts suggest that American students are performing far
worse than their international counterparts. Could you enlighten
us on that?

Mr. HOOVER. Well, first of all, I think that much of what we read
in the popular press about this is just flat wrong. You should read
the papers by R. S. Rockberg and Jerry Bracey that have been in
the press in the last year or two. There are things about those re-
ports that I disagree with that indicate that there are all kinds of
major problems in making those kinds of comparisons.

The latest stuff, and as a great example of what standard setting
can do in coming out of NAEP, in which they say that, gee, only 5
percent of the kids in collegeor 5 percent of the 12th graders are
capable of doing college work. It's a classic example of someone
taking statistical data, creating a standard-setting process that is
dramatically misleading.

When you look at the NAEP data, take that very same data that
says only 5 percent of the kids reach the standard of advanced. But
then, for example, in the State of Iowa you take the items that ex-
emplify advanced standing, on the average 65 percent of the kids in
Iowa gets all of those items right.

Well now, which is right? As far as I'm concerned it would indi-
cate to me that 65 percent of the kids in Iowaand nationally it's
very similar figures--are capable of doing college work. The inter-
national comparisons, again, become very cloudy because, for ex-
ample, in a country like Switzerland, that I'm fairly familiar with
for a couple of reasons, they track kids off at age 11. They have a
wonderful school system, but they use tests in ways that I think all
of us here would find somewhat abhorrent.
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Also, related to this in terms of the points that Norma was
making about is resources and trained personnel. It happens that
my son has a, I guess I would say, fiancee who is a school teacher
in Switzerland, who is a second year teacher, has the equivalent of
what we would call a normal degree in the United States, teaches
at the vocational level after these kids have been tracked, so this is
a junior high level teacher. Her salary is more in U.S. dollars than
a friend of mine in Iowa City who has taught 25 years and has a
Ph.D. in the public schools. Those are incredible differences in both
resources and your ability to get trained personnel.

Now, I'm not making the indicationmath and science perform-
ance in the U.S. is pretty abysmal. I'm not going to disagree with
that. But none of these proposals that I see will have any impact
on what the real problems are with math and science performance
in terms of better training of teachers and the more demanding, in
a sense, standards in math and science. I don't see how these will
lead to this.

Chairman KILDEE. I'll probably come back for another round of
questions.

Mr. Reed?
Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Hoover, I was intrigued by your testimony in which you indi-

cated thatand I want to be accurate so correct me if I'm inaccu-
ratethat minority students do better on multiple choice tests
than on performance tests. First, is that an accurate recitation of
your testimony?

Mr. HOOVER. Well now, the differences in majority and minority
performance, the differences between those two groups and how
well they perform, those differences in general, now not always,
but in general, tend to be larger on performance assessments than
they are on more traditional multiple choice tests.

Mr. REED. Again, so I fully understand you. If you compared ma-
jority students, minority students multiple choice scores, there is a
certain gap?

Mr. HOOVER. Yes.
Mr. REED. If you looked at performance testing, there is a larger

gap?
Mr. HOOVER. In most cases.
Mr. REED. In most cases.
Again, I am asking these to try to understand what is going on. I

don't have any sort of conclusion, maybe you do. But there is a
sense I had previously that one of the reasons that we don't want
to use multiple choice testing is because it is an inaccurate assess-
ment of minority performance. In fact, I always sense a subtle sort
of push for more performance-oriented tested because that's a
better predictor of actualwell, whatever you're actually trying to
test. That's one comment.

A second comment is that the other sort of premise behind some
of these performance testing is that it replicates much more closely
what actually people are responsible for either educationally or
professionally, et cetera. I am just concerned, intrigued, et cetera,
about what this all means.

52-840 0 - 92 - 9
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Having opened up this large can of worms, would you like to pro-
vide some further backgroundand your colleagues might want to
comment also?

Mr. HOOVER. Well, first of all, I'm a very strong proponent of
performance testing. That may not have come through here be-
cause of the position I've been sort of put in here. Because one of
the problems when you build tests like I do, they have been over-
used, used for things they shouldn't be used. We really do need a
much broader base of tests. I strongly believe that.

But when it comes to issues associated with bias, first of all,
since multiple choice tests like the ITBS or the SAT or the ACT
are what people have been shooting at for a long time, that's
mostly what you hear about when you say tests are biased. Those
are the ones that are being used, so they are the ones that are
going to be criticized; and they should be. But because of all of this
intense scrutiny that these tests have had over the years, we do
our damnedest to make these tests as fair as possible.

Now, with multiple choice tests, with tests where you can ask
lots of questions, you can at least start to balance out things like
regional differences. In fact, I'm criticized much more frequently
for test items that will favor a student, let's say, in Arizona versus
one in Minnesota than test items that will favor a black student
over a white student.

But if you ask lots of questions, you can broaden your sample
and deal with the kinds of issuesthe context, the items inthat
will be unfair to individual students. When you have a more limit-
ed number of tasks, which is invariably going to be the case with
performance assessments unless you get a lot more time, you in-
crease the chance that you're going to ask things that are going to
be unfamiliar and create situations that will be unfamiliar to more
students. It just sort of has to happen that way.

Mr. REED. Let me ask, again another question which is abstract
perhaps. There always seems to be dilemma at the heart of any of
these situations of testing. It's the pull between a fair test, what-
ever that meansand it's a very difficult thing to define and a
valid test, one that actually serves the end that you want.

I mean, an example is that the simpler you make the test, the
more people will pass the test. You eliminate the fairness question
because everyone does great and no one complains. The harder you
make the testand again we're talking about relative things and
I'm using rather imprecise languagethe more there is pressure to
make that test fair.

I'm just wonderingagain this is a large philosophical question
as well as a policy questionwhat type of comment you might
have in terms of that dilemma. Because essentially that's what
we're struggling with here on this one aspect of this issue, and we
have to have, I think, a perspective and a basis to make a good at-
tempt at that. You are an expert and your colleagues are experts,
so your comments would be useful.

Mr. HOOVER. Well, I think you can have very demanding tests
that are fair. I really do. This is one of the problems, though, with I
think the current trying towell, I mean, when I'm in Washington
I'm always amazed. I hear the word "consensus" about 80 times.
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If we try to build tests that are going to make, that are going to
be under this sort of "top down," these have to be fair in all these
ways, where everybody gets their shots in at themand primarily
the shots will be done by people who probably don't know much
about testingwe're going to eventually end up with the lowest
common denominator.

This is what has happened in virtually every State-mandated
minimum competency test. I mean, this is the primary reason I am
opposed to the national test. I think ultimately, regardless of how
wonderful it sounds that we're going to have these high standards,
that when we get to the end, the test, which is the linchpin of all
this, is bound to be not very good.

The test I mentioned here, the Iowa Test of Educational Develop-
ment, that we use in our State programwe use it in our State
program because it's not adopted in any wayis very seldom used
outside of Iowa anymore. The reason it isn't? It scares the hell out
of people!

Mr. REED. Why, Doctor?
Mr. HOOVER. It's too hard. They look at it and they say, "God!

My kids will do poorly on that test." That is fundamentally the
reason. It measures critical thinking and all of these wonderful
things. And as I said, I'll stand up to that, I'll let you go through
that test and you will be convinced. But it gets very difficult then
to get a test like that through this system.

Mr. REED. Essentially, some of your criticism is the fact that be-
cause of the forces, the political forces, and I say this with a small
"p" not the things we're witnessing today or yesterday but the
small "p" politics is that you're not going to get that kind of rigor-
ous, valid and, hopefully, fair test adopted; you will get the least
common denominator?

Mr. HOOVER. That's pretty much my view, yeah.
Mr. REED. Let me
Ms. CANTU. Well, let me add something to that.
Mr. REED. Yes, ma'am?
Ms. CANTU. The fear of the test is more the fear of the conse-

quences of how the test is going to be used, okay, so it is not a fear
of the test. In the Hispanic community, we have high expectations
of the students, but we have a fear of how the test is going to be
used. That's wh:, I gave the example of the bilingual teachers in
California. They are afraid that if they don't learn enough Spanish
so they can communicate to the children in their classroom, they
are afraid they are going to lose their job. That's why the waivers
are put into place.

They are not afraid of the test. They are going to take that test
that demonstrates their ability to speak English and Spanish as
many times as you want them to take it. They are afraid of the
consequences of what happens after they fail it a certain number of
times.

The response, the political response, is they get a waiver for 7

years. Now, the students are tested, but they don't get waivers. If
they fail, they get held back in grade; and all the studies show that
a child held 2 years in a grade is a dropout. That's a child at risk,
and that's a dropout. They have a consequence that they can't
escape.
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It is the fear of the consequences that's troubling us in the testi-
mony today. It's not higher expectations, it's not having higherstandards, it's not having a system o1 assessment. It is, once you
create this, what consequences are we back in all the parts of the
United States going to face because we created this?

Mr. REED. But isn't there a real concern, or I think there is, of
the system in which there are no consequences? I mean, you've just
recited an example of people who take tests repeatedly to demon-
strate their fluency in Spanish or another language, in English, fail
those tests and still teach.

Ms. CANTU. That's right, and the consequences are borne by thechildren
Mr. REED. Well
Ms. CANTu. [continuing] not by the teachers, not by the State of

California. You don't have the State of California superintendentin front of you today and you're not talking to that person. The
consequences fell on the children in California.

Mr. REED. But don't the children of California bear the conse-
quences of repeatedly spending 8 years in school and not being ableto read and then getting either a diploma or a certificate of comple-
tion and going into the world?

I mean, that's why I'm not suggesting that we have any sort of
definitive answer at this point, but one of the problems is, you
don't want a world in which the consequences are unjust, inequita-
ble, and irrational, but I don't think you want a world, too, in
which there are no consequences after 8 or 12 years of education.

Ms. CANTU. Unfortunately because of politics, the consequences
fall on the more insular populations. The limited-English-proficient
children who can't be hear and speak up for themselves bear conse-
quences. They don't havethey are not empowered, and they can'tbe here representing themselves so they bear the consequences.

The teachers who graduate from the universities and who do re-ceive the diplomas but aren't prepared to teach the language-mi-
nority children out there, those teachers don't have a consequence
on them. It ultimately falls on the least powerful group.

Mr. REED. Well, I see. I agree with you. But what I see is that
these least powerful groups are bearing the consequences now
without an assessment regime. I don't think anyone is standing up
and saying they're doing terrific and they're really involved andthey are on their way to success.

we are grappling with is trying to, first, see if we can de-
velop a system in which you assess and evaluate. I think all of ushere on this panel have severe questions about how you do that,
should you do that. Maybe it's better to refocus, as I suggested with
the Secretary, into helping teachers be better teachers rather than
assessing children.

Have we created a system in which there are no consequences,
where everyone sort of goes through the system, gets out having
spent 12 years without 12 years worth of education?

Ms. CANTU. We have consequences. In Texasand this goes to
the point Mr. Sawyer made about incremental consequences. InTexas, 4 years ago, we put in an exit test requirement that every
high school senior has to pass this examination.
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Okay. The first year, everybody passed it. The second year, ev-
erybody passed it. The third year, a few people failed it. We're in
the fourth year now, and the failure rate is almost 60 percent fail-
ure rate. We took a huge jump between the third year and the
fourth year. People are screaming foul.

What happened here? It was an incremental. They had 4 years
to get ready for it. People were 8th graders when this idea was ap-
proved, and now they are screaming foul, "I'm paying conse-
quences, I didn't know these were going to happen." People are
afraid of situations like that.

Mr. REED. Well, but it goes back, I think, to what Dr. Hoover
said, is that he is not afraid of having a tough, hard test like the
Iowa Test go out there with high expectations and validity, et
cetera. That might be or might not be what is taking place in
Texas. What you're saying, then, is that that's not what you want?

Ms. CANTU. What Fm saying, it was a hard test to begin with.
Politicians changed the cut score every year, every year, every
year, every year

Mr. REED. Okay.
Ms. CANTU. [continuing] but didn't change the curriculum, didn't

change the level of resources going into the schools, didn't change
how teachers are being prepared, didn't change the respect given to
teachers, didn't change parental involvement, didn't change the
classroom sizes. All of those variables of quality remained the
same.

Mr. REED. Are you using now these results as a rallying point to
do those things? You know, is it even a sort of unintended effect of
the test that now you can point with a great deal of clarity and
precision to the lack of resources, the lack of teachers? Is that an
effect, or am I being too optimistic?

Ms. CANTU. You're being optimistic. People are blaming the chil-
dren.

Mr. REED. Okay, all right.
Ms. CANTU. You're being optimistic.
Mr. REED. Okay.
Ms. CANTU. I mean, they are not blaming the system at all. They

are saying, "Those children failed."
Mr. HOOVER. That's right.
Ms. REED. I thank you because they are very insightful com-

ments, and I appreciate them.
But just one fmal general luestion. It goes back now to kind of

this notion of international competition. Because a lot of the dis-
cussion about why we should test is economic competition"every-
one else does it." I think, Dr. Hoover, you have had a lot of experi-
ence looking at other international testing schemes. I asked the
Secretary about this too. What is your sense of our position vis-a-
vis the other nations in terms of standards and testing?

Let me go back and add one final point is that you're sort of
saying, well, you don't want a national test, et cetera. But it seems
because of the nature, the structural nature, of other countries,
they have national systems and national tests. Having wandered
into this question, would you infuse it with some insights?

Mr. HOOVER. Well, a little bit, a lot of this business issue, the fact
that we supposedly can't compete businesswise, and it's interesting
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to hear Secretary Kearns who was a CEO of a big company or to
hear someone from someplace like Ford or General Motors talk
about this. Because, frankly, now this is an opinion of somebody
who is not an economist or anything, but me

Mr. REED. It adds more credibility.
Mr. HOOVER. [continuing] just a boy from Iowa, it sort of looks to

me like the real problems we face are not because the people work-
ing on those assembly lines aren't capable of doing what they can
do and that they are poorly educated. All of the bad mistakes that
we have made, the reason we can't compete now internationally is
because of graduates of Harvard and Yale LawBusiness School
and I might add the University of Iowa, not the law schools

Mr. REED. Thank you. I graduated from the Law School, so the
business school, I blame the business school.

[Laughter.]
Mr. HOOVER. [continuing] that, in fact, have made some incred-

ibly bad decisions and find the schools fairly simple scapegoats for
all this. Now, we supposedly have the best university system in the
world. Now, you know I'm a product of a one-room country school
in the Ozarks and two good public universities, I think, the Univer-
sity of Missouri and the University of Iowa. I really get sort of
steamed about people from Exeter and Yale talking about the
public schools. They wouldn't know a public school student if they
came up and bit them on the leg.

[Laughter.]
Mr. REED. We don't have any problems with that.
Mr. HOOVER.. Also, since I'm rolling here, my son is a graduate of

one of these schools, one of those dumb high schools in Iowa, and a
student at Iowa State University and will graduate this spring. He
spent a whole year in Switzerland at EPFL, sort of their MIT. He
didn't have any problem competing with those people, none at all,
and he even had to do it in French.

I mean, we are finding the schools convenient scapegoats. We
have wonderful schools in the United States. We have some incred-
ibly big social problems we're not dealing with very well. None of
this stuff is going to solve any of those problems. I am very serious,
it's going to end up diverting attention from what the real prob-
lems are. We blame the kids. As Norma says, that's the easy way,
to blame the kids. Again, internationally, I can't believe we win all
these Nobel Prizes with all these stupid people.

Mr. REED. Well, thank you for your diplomatic response to my
question. I guess I have to apologize because I spent a couple of
years at Harvard, as I think Norma did, too, so maybe we're the
exceptions to the rule. But I always credit West Pointa good
public schoolwhere I stood at attention for 4 years and learned
the value of good posture.

Thank you very much.
[Laughter.]
Chairman KILDER. Thank you very much.
Before we go on to Mr. Sawyer, Dr. Hoover, you offered to give

the committee the Iowa Test of Educational Development. Would
that be a high-risk test, do you think, if we took that?

Mr. HOOVER. Well, it would if we published in USA Today, the
results.
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[Laughter.]
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Sawyer?
Ms. CANTU. It's that fear of consequences again.
Mr. SAWYER. I particularly appreciate Ms. Cantu's last set of re-

marks. The fear of the test is really the fear of ti consequences.
When I asked Mr. Kearns about those things that would enable us
to achieve simultaneity instead of some measure of sequential de-
velopment in getting from here to there, he spoke about the impor-
tance of beginning with low stakes.

It seems to me that that is a very clear and perhaps unintended
but nonetheless candid expression of the fear of consequences, the
whole inability to get around the Lake Woebegone approach to
testing, and the reason Iowa is such an unpopular test these days.

I just have a couple of observations. I really don't have questions
for you, except to say thank you to all of you.

You spoke about the analogy of taking a temperature. Taking a
temperature is no problem, but if it's not really functioning as a
diagnostic tool, if it doesn't lead to other arenas of diagnosis and
remediation, then it does no good at all. There is no treatment. It is
simply diagnosis for it's own sake.

Dr. Rezmierski, I appreciated what you had to say about the im-
portance of full disclosure. It's important to know what's humor
and what's grim truth, I think in some cases. I could not help but
think when Dr. Hoover was talking about eliminating references to
hay and corn in the Iowa test. A few years ago in Ohio, which is
often mistaken for Iowa anyway

Mr. HOOVER. And Idaho.
Mr. SAWYER [continuing] we pointed to the problem in Ohio of

the use of the word toboggan, which in the northern part of our
State refers to a bentwood sled, and in the southern part of our
State, to the kind of knit cap that you wear when you go bentwood
sledding.

It reminds me of a true story about the difference in urban areas
and rural areas between what is meant by service. I mean it goes
back to the punch line of a myriad of very old jokes. In my case, it
was the difference between if you're on a farm and you have a sow
and you want to go into the pork business, you have that sow serv-
iced. I mean it's a very useful term if you're going to deal in
forums like this one and be able to get away with a printed record,
such as we're asking our secretary to take down today. In an urban
area, it meant something very different.

When I was first in the State legislature, Mr. Chairman, I used
to recognize that there were real differences in language between
the northern, urban part of Ohio and the southern, rural and agri-
cultural part of Ohio. I never discovered that as completely as one
day when coming back to the general assembly in Columbus, I con-
fronted one of my rural colleagues who asked me what I had done
over the weekend. I said, well, I had been at home doing constitu-
ent service. He looked at me and he said, "Son, given your voting
record, I do believe you may be right."

[Laughter.]
Mr. SAWYER. The real problem that we have here is that we may

be seeking to provide a kind of service across this country that will
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have exactly the same consequences as that rural colleague per-
ceived in what I was doing over that weekend.

It is not too much to ask questions about how we get from here
to there. It is not too much to ask questions about the importance
of knowing what we're seeking to measure so that we can test
those questions, however difficult they may be, of validity and fair-
ness and reliability. It is critically important if we believe in funda-
mental things, like the notion that what you measure may, in fact,
be what you get. It goes back to the point of Dr. Rezmierski's
bumper sticker.

It is not simply a matter of being able to go out and develop a
measure that in the marketplace will provide a test of children and
schools and systems. It becomes a question that I think is the only
point in what I've heard you say this morning that I would really
disagree with strongly.

I believe that there are some people who would use this system
of testing as an instrument of market measurement and who would
suggest as a consequence of what we measure that not only are
children at fault, but an entire approach to education is at fault
and would use the results, the consequences of these tests, to dis-
member something that needs more fixing than restructuring.

I really worry about that as much as anything I can possibly say
today, except to say that a set of goals, if they are allowed to cor-
rupt what we'l e doing in terms of our educational system, may
well become the self-fulfilling prophecy that is the undoing of our
educational system.

I worry more that when we set a goal that we ought to be able to
achieve supremacy in math and science education by the end of
this century; that if we do not, it be used as the excuse for whole-
sale change in a system of education that has been the model for
the rest of the world for a century.

I am more worried about that, than anything we can possibly say
here today. That's why it is so critical that we not compromise the
way in which we measure our performance. There is so much that
depends on it. I'm babbling now, and I'm going to stop. But I thank
you all very much for being here. It is an important panel to us,
for us today.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Mr. Sawyer.
Two additional questions, and the committee may wish to submit

further questions in writing to the three panelists.
To Ms. Cantu: How have standardized exams been used, or per-

haps misused, with limited-English-proficiency students? Is there a
problem with the standardized testing of those students?

Ms. CANTU. The standardized tests have been used both in a posi-
tive and a negative way. The positive way is what we would all op-
timistically hope tests would be used, in the form of assessment,
children who need additional services are identified through the
use of testing instruments. The negative way is that they are used
to label children, to track children, to put them in low-ability
groupings. Until someone is satisfied with an arbitrarily cut score,
a child will be labeled as low-ability for years and years.
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So there is a little bit of both going on, Chairman. There is some
real proactive use of testing as a way of delivering service to every
child that can possibly be identified.

By the way, there are already out there many well-respected as-
sessment instruments for identifying the limited-English-proficient
children. What is lacking is what happens after you have identified
the child? What is the follow-up? Do you have a trained teacher
that can communicate with that child? Do you have a small
enough classroom setting? Do you have the materials? I mean, all
of these are questions where most of the problems arise cross the
country. But finding the children, we can clearly do that.

Chairman KILDEE. Now, along that line, I think when we began
hearings over a year ago, I gave an example. I taught Latin for 10
years, and in LatinI got that in the seminary. In teaching Latin,
I always understood the sequence of tenses very readily because we
had to speak Latin for 4 years in all of our classes, not just our
Latin classes. When you went from the indicative mood to the sub-
junctive mood, you just knew what tense to use.

My students, through testing I found out that even some of my
better students just could not understand the sequence of tenses,
and I would keep giving the test. Finally, I decided I had to redo
the method of presenting that, and I did. Then I reached a point
really where my poorer students could really understand the se-
quence of tenses. At least mechanically they could know which one
to transfer to.

There is where testing really made me go back and examine my
teaching methods, and that's where I think testing can be very,
very effective. But if testing is just gathering statistics of things we
probably already know, it isn't really very productive for educa-
tion. I think that testing which will help bring about some changes
in education whether it be the individual teacher like me, as me
the Latin teacher, or the system, can be very, very helpful to edu-
cation.

Dr. Rezmierski, a question of you. You're not only a superintend-
ent of a great school system in Michigan, but you're also with the
Council for Exceptional Children. How are exceptional children
treated in the current assessment program? Are there any positive
experiences from current practices that we should consider?

Mr. REZMIERSKI. Well, first and foremost, Mr. Kildee, clearly, it
would be safe to say that most districts try to find ways to avoid
having the exceptional child tested so that their scores aren't re-
flected negatively or downward, as other panel members have indi-
cated in other ways, in other methods. That's one problem we have
because we're all caught up in this "Where are we going so fast"
notion that it wouldn t surprise me if we soon would be competing
with people on Pluto, to be comparative.

We have to be sure we know where we're going, because as we're
using these tests not only in the State of Michigan but nationally,
we have to know why we're comparing them, because we're placing
this pressure point on the teachers and school districts, administra-
tors, boards of education who maybe look at selectively not testing
certain kids.

We also must limit our base of delivery, as you've mentioned, in
mastering learning, come back and reteaching it as a simple paper-
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and-pencil test. A lot of kids can perform, but they can't do it on
the paper-and-pencil test in 20 questions on Friday for 30 minutes.
We have to expand our capacity to evaluate and validate what all
kids can do.

We have found successful entities, the other part of your ques-
tion, by having the test read by fellow high school students and
having it on tape-recorded messages so that parents could be in-
volved. We have found no one of an exceptional student category
who has cheated. They tried to do the best they could. With all
those other supportsand it didn't dilute the value of the test for
all the rest of the kids, nor did it score our district to be considered
less. In fact, we're still in the top 10 in the State, even in the re-
vised test in Michigan.

We don't feel we have been sullied by the fact that we're trying
to include all kids. The difference is that I think too often they are
put to the side and it aids and abets the tracking notion.

Chairman KumEE. Thank you very much.
I want to thank the panel. I think you have really given us some

insight into something we're really wrestling with. We want to do
what is good for the education of our students in this country.
That's really what it is, to help those students get a better educa-
tion. If standards and testing can be devised in such a way as to
help improve education for the students, then we will have
achieved something.

I don't want to be racing down a road where we're merely gath-
ering statistics to know what we already might suspect. That's
really not our desire at all. If we can help improve education for
our children through standards and testing, then we might achieve
something that we will be proud of.

You have been very, very helpful to us this morning. We will
leave the record open for 2 additional weeks, and we may submit
some additional questions to you in writing. Thank you very much.

At that we will stand adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub-

ject to the call of the Chair.]
[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]
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STATEMENT OF DR. ANN LIEBERMAN, PRESIDENT, AERA, TEACHERS COLLEGE,
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

Mr. Chairmen and members of the subcommittee, we are pleased to provide this
written testimony for the record of the oversight hearings about the proposed Na-
tional Education Standards and Assessment Council. AERA has been vitally inter-
ested in the issue of national standards and assessment for several years, and held
an Invitational Conference on the topic last June. The papers from that Conference
were printed in a special edition of Phi Delta Kappan, and Linda Darling-Hammond
and I have summarized the position represented through this research in the Chron-
icle of Higher Education.

The governing body of AERA, after a review of the research of the past 20 years,
concluded that the preponderance of evidence argued against the use of high-stakes
tests to achieve educational accountability. Indeed, we feel that irrevocable harm
will be done to children if we proceed to establish the high-stakes national tests
being proposed by some policymakers. It is from the perspective of reviewing this
research and holding these deliberations that we now approach the proposal to es-
tablish a National Education Standards and Assessment Council (NESAC).

We have been attending the oversight hearings on the report of the National
Council on Educational Standards and Testing held recently in the U.S. House of
Representatives. Much of this testimony echoes our own views. Certainly the testi-
mony garnered by the House Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Voca-
tional Education buttresses our specific recommendations regarding the provisions
for NESAC, which are as follows:

1. NESAC should be given broad responsibility for stimulating the development
of national content standards.

Current Senate legislation (S. 2) provides for NESAC to "be a coordinating body to
ensure the establishment of national standards." More than a "coordinating body"
is required to establish national standards and curriculum frameworks. We need a
group that will motivate and stimulate citizens and professionals at the State and
local levels to become involved in this important task. NESAC should conduct hear-
ings and disseminate information about procedures and approaches to development
of content standards; it should undertake research and evaluation programs related
to standards and curricular frameworks.

2. NESAC should be given major responsibility for stimulating establishment of
an R&D program related to national assessment questions and for monitoring its
performance in meeting the information needs of the Council. Almost all of the
witnesses appearing before the subcommittee testified to the need for a research
program to investigate the many unknowns related to assessment: new performance
assessments, costs, and the effects of assessment on instructional systems and stu-
dents. In our view, simply calling for "break the mold assessments" independent of
a substantial research and development program is irresponsible. Subjecting teach-
ers and students to new assessments or new uses of assessments on faith alone is
similarly irresponsible.

The accompanying testimony was prepared for the House Subcommittee on Select
Education oversight hearing (March 17, 1992) by the co-directors of the National
Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST). Their
testimony outlines an agenda of essential research questions to be explored about
national assessment. Informed policy requires that these questions be addressed as
an essential component of the move toward national standards and assessment.

3. The membership or procedures of NESAC should be configured to assurethat
it has direct access to the expertise required to perform its functions. Certainly,
there is an important role for practitioners, policymakers, and lay citizens in this
work. However, the membership design proposed in the Report likely will result in
a body devoid of experts in school reform, curriculum design, cognition, and assess-
ment.

4. NESAC should not be assigned responsibility for certifying standards or as-
sessments. The States and local districts should be the first and final voices heard
on the topic of adoption of standards. The NCEST Report expresses the belief that a
relatively small group of appointees can represent adequately the diversity of the
education public, and that such a group will be "accountable." These do not seem to
us to be reasonable assumptions. Moreover, the idea of certification of assessment
instruments flies in face of a basic understanding in the testing field: Validity of
instruments cannot be separated from their actual use. Tests can not be judged to
be valid in general, or in the abstract, or in advance.

We believe that you will find evidence supporting these positions in the recent
OTA publication, Testing in American Schools: Asking the Right Questions, and in
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recent expert testimony provided in oversight hearings of the Subcommittee on Ele-
mentary, Secondary, and Vocational Education. Drs. Resnick, Smith, Haney, and
Darling-Hammond all indicated that standards and curricula should be developed
before assessments (2/3/92). At a subsequent hearing (2/19/92) Drs. Koretz, Feuer,
and Kean made similar recommendations. Also, each of these individuals called for
a strong R&D program on assessments prior to embarking on a national examina-
tion system.

It is significant that Governor Romer, the driving force of the National Goals
Panel and the National Council on Educational Standards and Testing, concluded
his remarks about the Council before the subcommittee (2/19/92) in the following
fashion (we are forced to paraphrase as this was an extemporaneous comment): "It
is important that we get a structure in place, but if assessments are a problem we
should begin with standards. A strong R&D program working with the State and
local governments is a good way to proceed in setting up national assessments. And
if the certification role of the Council is a problem for the Congress, I could live
without it."

In our view, these expert witnesses and Governor Romer are correct. The Con-
gress should create a national entity which has responsibility for stimulating devel-
opment of national standards and curriculum frameworks by encouraging broad
State and local participation of all the publics concerned with education. The Coun-
cil membership should be modified to include persons with expertise in areas of cur-
riculum development and assessment. The Council not be charged with creating na-
tional assessments for individual students, or with certification of standards or as-
sessments. The Council mandate should be expanded to include stimulation of a re-
search program sufficient to answer policy-related questions such as those posed in
the CRESST testimony.

We appreciate this opportunity to address these important questions. If you wish,
we will be pleased to provide you with a set of the research papers providing the
foundation for our thinking on this topic. Please call on us if we can be of additional
assistance.

27u



265

STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD BY
WILLIAM IL KOLBERG

OH BEHALF OF THE
NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS

BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ON "ADOPTING RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON EDUCATION
STANDARDS AND TESTING"

March 18, 1992

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to submit a statement for the record

today to provide a business perspective on the recommendations for establishing a

voluntary, national system of educational standards and assessments.

The National Alliance of Business reiterates its support for including in H.R. 4323

the recommendations contained in the National Council on Education Standards and

Testing's final report entitled "Raising Standards for American Education." Our support

for the recommendations recognizes that there will be many practical issues to work out

during a process of development and implementation. But, business support for action to

begin the process is broad and strongly held.

As you know, the Business Coalition for Education Reform, composed of 11 key

national business organizations, urged the House committee in a January 27 letter to

incorporate the recommendations of the Council in their education reform bill, H.R.

4323. In addition, last week, both the National Alliance of Business Board of Directors

and the advisory council to the Alliance's Center for Excellence in Education were

unanimous in their support for the Council's recommendations and in their call for

including such provisions In the House and Senate bills. (The advisory board of the
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Alliance's Center for Excellence in Education includes many of the nation's educational

leaders, including the presidents of the two largest teacher unions -- list attached.)

We fully recognize the complexity of the issues and the unresolved questions that

raise concern for some Committee Members, but we are convinced an effective national

entity can be constructed by the Congress, and a process started, in which these

problems can be discussed and resolved. Se,: should not lose this opportunity to take our

best shot at developing educational standards and assessments in a basic education

reform bill that may last a decade. It will take time and experimentation, but we must

begin the process. The recommendations provide a formal, long-term process to assist in

reviewing systemic education improvements. By including the Council's

recommendations in H.R. 4323, the Congress can add its authority and intent to this vital

activity.

I encourage the Committee to add whatever appropriate safeguards it feels is

necessary to ensure that the development of standards and assessments is equitable and

practical. No one can anticipate and resolve all of the problems before we proceed to

act. Solving the problems that can be identified along the way is part of what the

process of developing standards and assessments should address. The critical point I wish

to emphasize is that we should not lose this opportunity to proceed on the

recommendations while we focus on the details of potential problems that cannot be

quickly resolved. It is far better, in my view, to get started with the full knowledge that

we will have to fix problems along the way than not to start at all.

The endorsement of the Council's recommendations Is based on our belief that they

provide an tidispensable starting point, and a foundation, for developing a voluntary

system of standards and assessments necessary to improve the quality of American
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education. The business community believes that a voluntary system of educational

standards and assessments is a critical component not only of education reform but also

of our competitive and economic vitality as a nation. All of our key competitor nations

have found ways of establishing such systems and of applying them so that virtually all

citizens benefit. The point our business colleagues make is that we must act now, and at

least begin the long process of developing fair and effective standards and assessments.

One of the commonly misunderstood areas of policy and practice that would

benefit from national leadership is the area of assessments. The recommendations of the

Council are compatible with the National Alliance of Business position statement on

assessment -- developed last July with the help of the Alliance's Center for Excellence in

Education advisory Board members -- which states in part:

Th3 National Alliance of Business supports the establishment of a national

assessment system for America's elementary and secondary students. This

system would consist of 1) definitions of what students should know and be

able to do, 2) standards of desired performance set at internationally

competitive levels, and 3) varied and multi-year assessments such as

portfolios, exhibitions, performance exams, and multiple choice tests

focused on mastery of broad concepts and bodies of knowledge, higher order

thinking skills, and interdisciplinary problem solving.

and further,

The Alliance recognizes that developing a national assessment system is a

complex endeavor. Consideration must be given to issues of equity, cost

requirements, the relationship of these assessments to existing standardized
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tests, the reporting and actual use of the results, and the intervention

strategies needed to assist those schools and students who at first will not do

well on the assessments. Three major developments must take place before a

national assessment system can be put in place: 1) greater clarity regarding

what we want to assess, 2) investments in curricula, pedagogy, and staff

development designed to enable students to learn sich things, and 3) the

development of wholly new kinds of assessment instruments sensitive to these

new topics and competencies."

(The complete text of the National Alliance of Business statement on assessment is

attached.)

The Alliance believes that a unified set of voluntary educational standards can

assist state and local educators in their efforts to restructure educational systems and to

provide better learning opportunities for all youth. We think it is important for the

Congress to be involved in monitoring progress toward the national education goals, in

setting and certifying voluntary education standards, and in building credible assessment

systems for education. We recommend that H.R. 4323 should:

Make permanent the National Education Goals Panel and expand its membership

to include members of Congress.

Establish a permanent national entity to:

coordinate the development of voluntary national education standards for

both students and school delivery;

coordinate the development of a system of national assessments for student

performance;
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ensure that assessment systems are valid and that they measure the

established and agreed upon standards; s.nd

provide a forum for expressing diverse opinions and knowledge about

standards and assessments so that critical issues can be examined and

consensus built to resolve them.

From our perspective, the act of Implementing the Council's recommendations will

provide some of the tools necessary to make systemic educational change. And these

recommendations cannot be implemented effectively without the support and

involvement of Congress.

The National Alliance of Business is committed to working with the Congress to

Incorporate these recommendations in final legislation.
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POLICY STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS

ON A NATIONAL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

July 1991

Preamble
Attachment
The National Alliance of Business is convinced of the importance of a national
assessment system. By that we mean more than a single test at the national level that
tells all of us how well our students are progr ssing against well-defined national
standards. National benchmarks are important, but what is really needed is an
entire system that provides coherent g:tidance, information, and accountability at all
levels on how well our students, schools, cltstrtcts, and states are doing in bringing
students to the levels of achievement critical for successful citizenship and employment.

Some argue that a national system would undermine the benefits derived from our
federated system of education. We agree that this is a diverse country. However, we
feel certain that there are certain skills and abilities that all students need if they are
to be successful in society. A system that captures how well all our children are
gaining those skills and abilities is not only appropriate, but important. At the same
time, states, districts, and schools can continue to capture additional information
they hold important.

Ideally, the assessments developed for teachers and schools to measure individual
student achievement -- in all its complexities -- should be rolled up to determine
national progress, compare progress among the states, and compare our nation to
others. To be sure, there are many concerns about whether this is feasible. But it is
important enough that our nation, with the active investment of the federal
government, should try to make such a system a reality. Faulty assessments can do
more damage than good to the quality of education.

Position Statement

The National Alliance of Business supports the establishment of a national
assessment system for America's elementary and secondary students. This system
would consist of 1) definitions of what students should know and be able to do, 2)
standards of desired performance set at internationally-competitive levels, and 3)
varied and multi-year assessments -- such as portfolios, exhibitions, performance
exams, and multiple choice tests -- focused on mastery of broad concepts and bodies of
knowledge, higher order thinking skills, and interdisciplinary problem solving.
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The Alliance only supports such an assessment system if it is used to bring all
students to a high level of achievement, rather than relegating some students to
lesser quality educational programs or permanently excluding them from higher
education or economic opportunities. More resources, not less, should be devoted to
those students who initially have difficulty meeting the international standards.
Care should be taken to ensure that the assessment is not biased in ways that
discriminate on the basis of race or ethnicity.

The development of the national assessment system should be coordinated by an
independent, national entity, or commission, established in federal statute and
supported by federal funds. This entity would be responsible for convening
representatives of interested and affected groups -- including academicians,
politicians, educators and teachers, business people, community organizations, and
parents -- in a collaborative process to develop the definitions and achievement
standards. It would also oversee the development and implementation of the
assessments, and the eventual reporting of assessment results.

The national definitions and standards should inform parents and the public of the
knowledge and skills students would be expected to master and the standards to
which they would be held. They must not, however, constitute a national curriculum
with specified textbooks and instructional strategies. States, districts, schools, and
teachers must have the flexibility to choose their own textbooks and design their own
instructional strategies for achieving the national standards and accommodating
racial, ethnic, and geographic diversity.

States and districts (or state and district consortia) could develop their own
assessment instruments for measuring student proficiency. The national commission
would oversee and support these development efforts, and provide for their
calibration to common standards for comparative purposes nationally. The national
commission would also coordinate the development efforts, facilitating the sharing of
information and preventing unnecessary duplication of effort (and waste of money).

National assessment should serve two purposes: 1) as a benchmark for measuring
national progress against defined standards over a period of years, and 2) as a means
for guiding curriculum and instruction so that all students obtain the skills and
knowledge they need to participate fully as citizens, workers, and consumers.
Because of this dual purpose, the Alliance recommends that a two-pronged approach
be used to develop the assessment system, with both "prongs" being based on the
same definitions and standards.

First, existing assessments that rely heavily (though not exclusively) on multiple
choice tests (such as NAEP, the National Assessment of Educational Progress)
should be used to assess students' skills against as many of the standards defined
through the collaborative process as possible. These assessments should be adapted
and expanded to measure as many of these standards as possible, although they
cannot be expected to measure all of the skills students will have to obtain, such as

2
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the ability to speak clearly and effectively, to work productively in groups, or to solve
"ill-structured" real world problems. However, they could serve as benchmarks of
national, state, and possibly district progress against many of the defined standards.
Additionally, they could be developed within a relatively short period of time, be
delivered on a sample basis and at a relatively low cost, and be used in international
comparisons.

Second, a more comprehensive assessment system that accurately assesses all of the
skills and knowledge we want students to possess also should be developed. This
assessment could not be a single paper-and-pencil test. It would have to employ more
complex techniques such as portfolios, exhibitions, and performance exams, along
with some multiple choice tests. Initially, its primary use would be to inform and
guide teachers in the preparation of their students. Over time, the national
commission should develop a method of "rolling up" students' scores on these
assessments so they could replace the less comprehensive assessment described above
as a means for measuring national progress.

Because it would assess all of the skills and knowledge we want students to possess,
this comprehensive assessment should be used to guide curriculum and instructional
practices in the country. This can be done by making the assessment "high stakes" --
making performance on it affect important outcomes. Colleges and employers should
use students' performance results on this assessment as one of the criteria in the
selection of entrants to their institutions, thus making it serve as an incentive to both
students and schools.

Furthermore, this more comprehensive assessment system should be used as an
accountability mechanism for the education system. States, districts, schools, and
even school professionals could be held accountable for improvements (not absolute
levels) in their students' performance on the assessments. The assessments could be
used to identify schools and school professionals who help students to succeed against
the standards, and inform district administrators and the public about schools
needing help to improve. It should provide a fair means for taking district- or state-
level action where failure to move toward the standards continues.

The Alliance recognizes that a national assessment system alone cannot bring about
the high educational achievement of students. For the assessment system to be
effective, it must be part of a comprehensive and systemic approach to restructuring
education. Teachers and their subject matter associations (e.g. math and science
associations) should take the lead with researchers, business people, other educators,
and community leaders in national efforts to develop new curricula, prepare
materials, and redesign teaching strategies. Colleges and universities must revamp
teacher preparation programs, and they, state and local education administrators,
and teachers must develop new and extensive staff development and training
programs for existing teachers that prepare them to work within the new system.
Teacher preparation and training are often neglected when education change
initiatives are launched; the Alliance wants to make clear that such programs must

3
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receive priority attention if the new assessment system is to be successful in
improving student achievement. Furthermore, if schools and school professionals are
to be held accountable for educating students to the standards, a system of site-based
decision making must be part of the process.

The Alliance recognizes that developing a national assessment system is a complex
endeavor. Consideration must be given to issues of equity, cost requirements, the
relationship of these assessments to existing standardized tests, the reporting and
actual use of the results, and the intervention strategies needed to assist those
schools and students who at first will not do well on the assessments. Three major
developments must take place before a national assessment system can be put in
place: 1) greater clarity regarding what we want to assess, 2) investments in
curricula, pedagogy, and staff development designed to enable students to learn such
things, and 3) the development of wholly new kinds of assessment instruments
sensitive to these new topics and competencies.

Appropriate and adequate assessment procedures do not exist at this time, and it will
require a multi-year effort to develop them for the various subjects, skill areas, and
grade levels. However, for a few of these areas a great deal of preliminary work has
been accomplished already, and we should proceed immediately and aggressively to
develop the desired assessments in those subjects within the next two to three years.

Development of a national assessment system must be seen as a national priority by
the Congress and the Administration. It should be carried out with all deliberate
speed, but in such a manner as to insure that it works effectively the first time
around. The American business community should actively support and encourage
this process.
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Statement of

Eva L. Baker
Professor, University of California, Los Angeles

Robert L. Linn
Professor, University of Colorado

Co-Directors
National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing

(CRESST)

before the Subcommittee on Select Education
Committee on Education and Labor

U.S. House of Representatives

March 17, 1992

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify on the topic of

needed research in educational assessment. My name is Robert Linn. I am a

professor at the University of Colorado and co-director with Eva Baker of the

National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing

(CRESST). Although she was scheduled to speak today, I was abldto save

resources by substituting for her. This testimony is provided on behalf of us both.

We wish to address our remarks to the need dI-Or expanded research in the

area of assessment. It is not surprising to hear of the importance of research

from a researcher. But we draw our position from a larger contextfrom the

public discussion surrounding educational reform. In the deliberation of the

National Council for Standards and Testing, in the debate among participants on

the Council's Task Force on Assessment, and in the summary of the report

released by the Office of Technology Assessment on Testing, it is clear that the

public, educators, and policymakers have multiple expectations for tests and
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make many assumptions about the validity of the information tests and

assessments provide.

These interested parties want assessment for accountability, for

instructional improvement, for certifying student accomplishments, and they

want them now.

A case in point is the national attention to assessments of student

performance, using projects, experiments, essays, and portfolios instead of more

familiar types of testing. CRESST researchers will provide information on the

validity of some of these tests for different uses, and guidelines to develop and

validate these measures. We already have results in CRESST's research on

history and science assessments that we believe will make performance

assessment significantly more cost effective and valid. But in order to begin to

approximate the appetite of the public for test informationand to assure for

ourselves and others that testing supports rather than impedes student learning,

additional questions require sustained attention.

Let us list a few.

How fair are performance assessments to children of different
backgrounds? How does gender impact performance when new types of
assessments are used? How do we assure that economically disadvantaged
or limited English-Proficient, or special populations, such as the learning
disabled, are fairly treated?

How is fairness influenced by different administrative procedures and
scoring procedures? How should comparability of design or administration
be judged? Bow should comparability of test results be determined?

What is the impact of various programs of instruction on these new tests?
Do the assessments measure the things we wish to teach? What kinds of
important 'earnings can be measured? Flow general or transferable is
performance from project to project or test to test or to other important

2
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accomplishments? How do these assessments predict readiness for the
workforce or for postsecondary education?

Are performance tests less or more corruptible than traditional tests? How
trustworthy are our findings and what steps can increase our confidence in
test performance?

Can multiple purposes of assessment be simultaneously served with
validity? Can an assessment contribute to teaching and learning and
accountability? What is the impact of new assessments on students and on
the quality of life in school?

What are the best ways for teachers to be involved in the design and use of
new assessments? What ways are cost effective? What ways contribute
directly to student learning? How can the design of new assessments build
upon our knowledge of thinking and learning?

How should we measure students' ability to integrate across subject matter
areas? How should we measure their effort, thinking processes, and habits
of mind?

How should we integrate the range of assessment options before us to
provide the best information, with the most positive consequences and
within reasonable costs?

Beyond the solutions to these problems, we must develop improved ways to

communicate the results of student assessments. Many believe that testing has

developed in the manner it has in part because of the public's desires for easy,

understandable answersanswers that depend on numbers. Changing the basis

of assessment to more concrete analyses of children's performance may very well

change the kind of information policymakers and the public receive. Research on

how to communicate complex information is essential if real improvements in

assessment are to be possible. We must show details and realities, of what

children can do rather than exclusively rely on abstractions, like scores and

averages. We will also find ways to reach out to all parents who need to have good

information about their schoolsand who need that information in a form that

they can use to support children's growth and accomplishments.
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Most of these questions are under study now. Some of them will take

considerable time to answer. The questions listed share a focus on student

outcomes. However, we believe we must make a substantial effort to address

another class of questions about educational reform. Especially if educational

reform is to be systemic, we must focus the attention of scholars and talented

practitioners on how to assess the quality of schooling itself. Clearly, under

certain conditions, we can infer something about instruction from student

performance. But many of us worry that we have not paid enough attention to the

description of student experiences and school environments. Why should we

expect children to do well in schooland have high test scoresif their schools

may not be safe? Why should we expect children to excel when they may not have

challenging textbooks, or enough of any books to go around? How can they have

homework without paper? In order to understand the results from any tests,

whether multiple-choice, or performance-based, we need to be able to make

accurate statements about what school experiences are like and how they relate to

student outcomes. If we cannot, we will never solve the equity problem.

During the deliberations of the National Council on Education Standards

and Testing, issues of school experiences and environments were discussed in at

least three different ways. First, they were discussed in the light of "delivery

standards" for the schools and for systems. Secondly, they were discussed as part

of needed evidence before assessmcnts were to be certified for use for a "high

stakes" purpose, such as to promote or graduate a student. Third, delivery

standards were discussed as necessary to assure the implementation of

educational reform. Delivery standards were an extremely controversial topic.

To some, they implied a prescriptive or controlling function, a way to homogenize
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schools and classrooms from inside the beltway. To others, they conjured up

horrors of more checklists, paperwork, and mandated but unread reports.

We must be able to conduct research on the assessment of delivery

standards---on school experiencesto determine if we can develop good, cost-

effective information that helps schools reach their potential and serve the

interests of their students. If we do not undertake this research, we will perhaps

always have nagging questions about the quality of our judgments and the

fairness of decisions made on student outcomes alone.

The National Council on Education Standards and Testing also focused on

the importance of assessing the impact of the spate of assessment activity. The

idea, a long-term, independent study of new testing policies should be

strengthened and preserved in the OERI.

As the Office of Technology Assessment Summary of the Report, Testing in

American Schools: Asking the Right Questions observes, "Congress has an

important role to play in supporting R&D in educational testing, because adequate

funding cannot be expected from other sources" (1992, p.36). Because the testing

and assessment agenda is essential for understanding educational quality, we

must be sure that long-term, Federally-supported programs of research on

assessment are continued.

National R&D Centers

All research must be conducted by a mix of research providers: individual

researchers, commercial companies, and state agencies. But we wish to speak
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about the importance of preserving the programmatic research orientation of

National R&D CentersCenters which have made and can continue to make

important contributions to knowledge and practice in assessment, as well as in

areas such as school organizations, learning, policy, and teaching. What a

Center on assessment does is to serve as a trusted source for impartial analysis

on important issues, and as a focal point for creative research to help solve and

understand our problems. CRESST regularly fields requests from Congressional

staff, members of the Administration, State legislators, the press, educational

institutions, and individual parents, teachers and representatives of the business

community. They want to know the state of knowledge in assessment. On last

Friday, one of us had calls from the press, the Arts community on alternative

assessment, a technology company on portfolios, two non-profits, asking about

workforce readiness, a school psychologist, a teacher, and a graduate student

about what we knew and where they could go for additional help. The other of us

was meeting with the Math Science Education Board's Study Group on

Guidelines for Mathematic Assessment. During the week, we talked to school

district and state administrators, university researchers at many sites, planned a

principal's workshop, an international meeting at UCLA on assessment, a

seminar for state legislators, met with the Chicago educational reform

community, and finished four progress reports due to OERI. Saturday, we

presented our results on what we have learned about performance assessment to

more than 200 teachers. Today, one of us will meet with colleagues from the State

Alternative Assessment Exchange and the National Assessment Governing

Board to work on problems of linking and comparing results from different

assessment systems. And that was just one week. CRESST is called not because

its single purpose is dissemination, it is called upon because the quality of its

research productivity is valued.
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Individual researchers alone, working on small projects, simply cannot

meet needs of this sort. The bombardment of questions from the field keeps us

close to real problems and issues on assessment, though housed in universities

we may be, and allows us to adjust research programs in the light of our data as

well as in terms of the practical problems we confront daily. Furthermore,

because we are researchers, we are careful to give information within the

boundaries of our knowledge.

The idea of a Center program is important and it works; it should be

retained within the newly proposed OERI structure for assessment, as well.

CRESST's strength resides in the ability of teams of researchers to propose their

own theories, strategies, and methods within the guidelines of expectations from

the OERI, informed by what they learn from research and by their interaction

with the field. The capacity and sustained attention to complex assessment

research problems requires long-term programs and significant resources.

In summary, we believe that educational assessment should be a

significant part of the research plans of OERI. We believe that we all must

address issues of the assessment of individuals and schoolsmeasuring

standards for students and institutionsto be sure that our expectations for

assessment work for the good of children and for the future of our country. We

also believe that for all the range of issues identified by the proposed OERI

institutes, and particularly for assessment, long-term, programmatic research by

university-based R&D Centers should be an essential element in the American

R&D network.
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National Association of State Boards of Education
1012 Cameron Street
Alexandria. VA 22314

(703) 684-4000
FAX 17031 836.2313

1.11.1 Amo

April 7, 1992

Representative Dale E. Kildee
United States House of Representatives
2239 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20515-2207

Dear Representative Kildee,

On behalf of state boards of education, I would like to take this opportunity to respond to the
move by Congress to adopt the recommendations made by the National Council on Education
Standards and Testing, (NCEST). NASBE believes that provisions for the development of
voluntary, national standards and testing should be included in H.R. 4323. While we offer our
support, we do so with concern for we realize we are making decisions that will affect the lives of
our most precious resources, our youth. We feel that there are a number of critical issues that
must be addressed in this discussion.

We offer the following position, formulated and adopted by NASBE's Governmental Affairs
Committee, an 18 member politically and geographically diverse body. The position was also
approved by the NASBE Board of Directors, also made up of state board of education members.

It is clear that standard setting and testing in American education is going to be reshaped by the
Congress. However, there are a number of questions and issues that need to be resolved or
responded to around the NCEST report and the role of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress in the legislation.

NASBE POSITION ON STANDARD SETTING AND ASSESSMENT

Student Performance Standards

1. We support a national effort to create performance standards in all kev subiect areas
including both standards for content and student capability.

2. Planning and decision.making for the system should be characterized by

o Substantial involvement of leading experts and organizations in each area of
almculum;

o Substantial involvement of teachers and school administrators (teachers should be
involved in designing and using the assessment system);

o Substantial opportunity for input from patents, the general public, and state
policyrnakers.

Gene V, ilhoet
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o Careful attention to drawing cn the best eriting development efforts by states, local school
districts and discipline-based ottani:cations on student outcomes; and

Sufficient timelines to allow several cycles of broad feedback on draft standards before final
decisions are reached.

3. Based on the student performance standards a parallel system of indicators will be developed
on 'opportunity to learn' or school delivery standards to assure that eventual assessments of schools
takes into account the students opportunity to receive instruction by well trained teachers, with quality
materials and technology. We support the development of school delivery standards by the states
because we feel that ==setent results should be reported in the context of other relevant
information. A number of primary factors such as context (type of community, socioeconomic status
of students, and school climate), and resource (expenditures per students, staffing) have been discussed
by some as key indicators. However, we feel it is equally appropriate to focus on program and process
factors that include areas such as quality of curriculum, instructional methods and outcomes (student
performance, dropout rates).

The issue of who develops school delivery standards is by far one of the most politically charged issues
eminating from this discussion and there is no simple resolution. We feel that such standards should be
included in this process. We feel that Congress must reach some compromise on the issue that recognizes
state autonomy but that also guarantees comparability.

4. The governance and implementation of performance standards must include state policymakers.

National Assessment of Students

Our overriding foundation for the support of any assessment system is that the primary purpose of the
assessment system should be to help educators and policymakers through improved instruction and by
ad% ancing student learning. To this end the following steps must be taken:

1 Substantial long-term investment in research and development is needed on the costs, technical
validityand reliability, of cultural, racial and sexual bias and quality administrative requirements
for systems of tests designed to measure student performance on national content standards.

2. Resources should be provided from the federal government to states and consortia of states to develop
systems of tests around content standards, including extensive consultation with experts, educators and
the publiq careful field-testing and revision of tests; and widespread training of teachers in test
administration.

3 No federal funding should be tied to the outcomes of these tests and there should be no public
reporting of results or use of tests for high stakes decision-making until the accuracy and credibility
of the assessments is established to expert and public satistactko.

4 There should be no public reporting of results without simultaneous data on the extent to which
students have enjoyed equal opportunity to learn content measured by the assessments.

5. There must be federal support for costs of local tests administration and analysis and reporting.
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Page 3

Ouestloos and Issues for Discussion

1. The foremost critical issue raised in the development of a national test is that of costs. Will the

development of national assessments and measures be worth the effort and expense? In comparison

to other obvious needs to reform education (equitable distribution of money, health care, Head Start,

or teacher development) should we be expending scarce funds for national assessment? Can we afford

these new sorts of tests and who will pay for them? Since these newly designedschemes will cost

approximately 10 times our current norm reference standardized test. are theydoable? We urge that

these efforts not come at the expense of other crucial federal programs.

2. A number of issues must be addressed about the use of the test. Is the intent to monitor school-
performance or will it be used for high stakes purposes such as graduation, college entrance and

employment? How will Congress assure the appropnate use of these materials in this highly political

environment?

3. The current assumption is that the focus should be on subject matter competency in english. moth

science, history, and geography. Is this satisfactory? We have some concerns that the focus on these

national standards might narrow the work of State Boards of Education that reflect a broader base

of subjects, higher order thinking, integrated learning, work force skill development, virtues, character

and citizenship.

There are concerns about asv.ssment as the appropriate lever for reform. Will this assessment system

boost academic achievement? How effective are aso-csments in improving teaching and learning?

Will this national assessment lead to a national curriculum? Will this suppress intellectual freedom?

Can top-down assessment affect true reform at the school level?

It would be irresponsible for Congress to commit itself too hastily to these concepts without setting into place

a means for questioning and resolving them.

4. Finally, a number of concerns have been raised about fairness. Will this national assessment and

testing program negatively impact the richness of diversity in this country? How will this national
assessment program affect people of color and the disadvantaged?

(in the related issue of NAEP. the Office of Technology Assessment, (OTA) concluded that Congress should

weigh very carefully, any proposals to change NAEP and focus on ways to retainand strengthen it as a national

indicator of educational progress. We share OTA's concerns and urge that NAEP not be administered to

every child or be used as a basis for educational decisions about children and schools.

Congress may decide to take advantage of this opportunity to focus on a long-term education reform effort,

to establish a national entity which can provide a torum and a process for developing such standards and

assessments. But, we urge that Congress ensure that the system developed be fair and effective.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

9

Sincerely,

Gene Wilhoit
Associate Director
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