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NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL

COMMISSION ON BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES AND EDUCATION
2101 Constitution Avenue  Washington, DC 20418

BOARD ON TESTING AND ASSESSMENT T 202.334.3087
Michael J. Feuer, Ph.D., Director : ’ 202-334-3584 FAX

July 16, 1998

Secretary Richard W. Riley
U.S. Department of Education
Room 6263

600 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20202

Dear Mr. Secretary: a

As you know, the National Research Council (NRC) has been conducting an independent
evaluation of certain technical aspects of the development of items for the proposed Voluntary
National Tests of fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade mathematics. To carry out this mandate,
specified in P.L. 105-78 (November 1997), the NRC appointed us as co-principal investigators.
We are working with NRC staff under the auspices and oversight of the NRC’s Board on Testing
and Assessment (BOTA) and soliciting input from a wide range of outside experts. Please note
that we interpret our mandate as a request for technical review only, and we take no position on
the overall merits of the Voluntary National Tests.

Under the NRC contract with the Department of Educatmn, we are scheduled to issue a
report of our first-year findings in September 1998. However, we have identified an issue that
we believe can benefit from immediate attention, and we are sending this letter in the hopes of
ensuring the best possible test development process. Our principal concern is with the timerable
for item review and revision, which, if relaxed somewhat, would allow more time for the full
benefit of those actrivities to be realized. This letter is based on our evaluation of the materials
available to us as of early June 1998; we realize that because the development process is
ongoing, some of the issues identified in this letter may have already been addressed by the time
it is released. In the interest of providing constructive feedback, however, we choose to express
our concerns now even if this proves to have been unnecessary, rather than delay until September
and risk being too late to effect positive change.
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- Our letter is organized in three main sections: a brief discussion of the scope and purpose
of the evaluation; a description of the workshop that focused on item quality; and our findings,
conclusions, and recommendations. We trust this information will be helpful and interpreted in
the spirit we intend, as a suggestion that more time be allowed for item review and revision.

Scope and Purpose

In his January 1997 State of the Union address, President Clinton called for the
development of Voluntary National Tests (VNT) in fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade
mathematics as a means of providing information on the academic progress of American youth in
relation to national and international benchmarks. Congress gave the National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB) exclusive authority to develop the VNT and asked the NRC to
provide an independent evaluation of the development activities.

In this first phase of our evaluation (which is scheduled to culminate in a report in
September 1998), we have focused largely on three aspects of the test development process and
products: issues surrounding the test specifications and the NAEP frameworks; plans for the
development and implementation of the pilot study scheduled for spring 1999; and preliminary
evidence of the quality of possible test items. To date, we have observed laboratory-based talk-
aloud item try-out sessions with students, reviewed design and development plans and reports,
examined draft test items and scoring materials, and conducted three workshops in which
additional experts with a wide range of skills and experience have contributed unique and
invaluable input. This letter pertains exclusively to our concems about the item review and
revision schedule for the next few months; it is based on our most recent workshop (June 2-3,
1998).

VNT Item Development and Review Schedule

It is important to note that NAGB and its contractors for test development have not
completed the development of candidate items for the VNT. Because of a 6-month delay in
initiation of the project, NAGB, its prime contractor (the American Institutes for Research), and
the subcontractors for reading and mathematics test development have faced a daunting and
compressed schedule for test design and development. (Although the schedule for development,
review, revision, and approval of materials has not been rigidly set, approximate dates have been
specified.) Revised test specifications were approved by NAGB at its March meeting and item
development continued thereafter. The subcontractors for reading and mathematics development
relied on the NAEP frameworks, the VNT specifications, released NAEP items, and bias and
sensitivity review guidelines in writing 1te1§15 Each subcontractor appears to be following the
development and quality control procedureé used in its propnetz,ry testmg programs. After initial
drafting, items then undergo review and revigion.

The itern review and revision process includes a set of sequential and overlapping steps

1. initial review of items by the subcontractors for reading and mathematics
development
2. content review by the prime contractor and its consultants
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3. review by outside content experts;

4. trial evaluation of a subset of items in one-on-one¢ talk-aloud sessions with students
(called cognitive laboratories);

5. to the extent possible, provision of recommendations for item revision to item writers
based upon summaries of information obtained from steps 1-4;

' 6. review of items for bias and sensitivity by consultants to the contractors;

7. revision of items by the item writers;

8. review of test items by NAGB; and

9. NAGB sign-off on test items.

Steps 1-5 above were to be completed by June 30th, so that revisions to at least a subset
of the approximately 2,600 items were possible prior to bias review that was scheduled to take
place July 6-8. This bias review and the previously provided review information was to be the
basis for additional item revision prior to NAGB’s review and approval. NAGB is scheduled to
review items in three waves, one beginning July 15, the next beginning on July 22, and the final
set beginning on July 29. Approval of items by the Governing Board will be sought at the
November 1998 NAGB meeting. Approved items then will be assembled in draft test forms for
the proposed pilot administration of the VNT in spring 1999. It is unclear what activities NAGB
plans to undertake for its review between July 15 and the November meeting.

* Workshop on VNT Item Develépmeng '

Our concern with the scheduling of item review and revision activities results primarily
from data obtained in our third workshop. On June 2 and 3, a group of outside experts with
experience in the development and evaluation of conventional and performance-based test
materials (see the list of outside experts at Attachment 1) examined and rated a subset of secure
test items in their area of expertise. The test developers supplied a list of items that represented
the VNT specifications. for content coverage and item formats. We selected a total of 60
mathematics items from a pool of 120 items provided by the prime contractor. Similarly, we
selected 6 reading passages with a total of 45 items from a pool of 12 reading passages with
roughly 120 questions. The sample of items we selected matched the VNT specifications for the
length of a test form as well as for content coverage and item formats.

~ These materials and the workshop participants’ observations provided the data that led to
this report. Because the items we examined in June were products of the initial stages of item
development, we did not expect them to reflect the complete development process. Many items
had been through content review, and a number were being tried out with small numbers of
students to assess item clarity and accuracy. However, the items had not yet been reviewed for
bias or sensitivity, revised by test writers, or submitted for NAGB review and approval.

Before examining the test materials, the experts, co-principal investigators, and NRC staff
signed nondisclosure statements promising to protect the confidentiality of the materials.
Consequently, specific illustrations of our findings cannot be provided without breaching the
security of these materials. When analysis for the broader evaluation is cgmplete, however, we
and the NRC staff will be happy to share specific examples with NAGB members and staff who
already have access to the secure test matp;iz;(ls.g; ‘

o

Tt
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At the workshop, the experts independently identified the knowledge and skills likely to
be measured by each itern and attempted to match these to the content and skill outlines for the
VNT. They also appraised item quality any identified ambiguities that might lead students to
invalid responses (correct or incorrect). After the item rating exercise, the principal investigators
and staff met jointly with the experts, NAGB, and the developers of the VNT to discuss issues of
item quality and coverage and to discuss plans for item review.and quality assurance. The
principal investigators and staff also met separately with the experts for further discussion of the
itern materials.

Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Our findings, conclusions, and recommendations are based on our own evaluation of the
information provided at the workshop, subsequent discussions, and the process and products of
item development. Although we benefited greatly from the views of the experts with whom we
worked, we stress that this report is solely the responsibility of the authors and the NRC. We
also reiterate that these findings apply only to the materials available to us by early June.

e The review plans for VNT items are approprzate and extend beyond procedures
typically employed in test deveicpmenr.

The plans for content review, student try-outs of items, and bias and sensitivity review
appear rigorous and thorough. The plans for student try-outs, in particular, go well beyond item
review procedures found in most test development programs. These tryouts include extensive
probes to determine the validity of the students’ scored responses and to identify problems that
may lead to correct answers when students do not have the targeted knowledge or skill or lead to
incorrect answers when they do.

o The draft items we examined were at an early szage of development, and many of
them need improvement. -

We and our experts found items with ambiguities an4 other problems of construction. In
the case of reading items, for example, there were items for which there was not a clearly correct
response, some with two possibly correct responses, and some with distracter options that might
signal the correct answer. In addition, some items could possibly be answered without reading
the associated passages, and others appeared to ask students to use supporting information for
their response that was not in the text. Expert panelists flagged roughly half of the items
available for our examination as requiring further review and possible revision.

It is critical to keep this finding in proper perspective. First, it is common to find
problems with a significant numbes of items early in the item development process: why else
conduct rigorous item reviews if not to weed out items that do not pass muster? The VNT
developers, in fact, expect that 15 percent of the items will be eliminated from consideration
even before pilot testing and also expect that only one-third or one-fourth of the piloted items
will be used in the initial forms to be field tested for possible operational use, Moreover, as
specific items were discussed at the workshop, the test developers who were present largely
agreed with our assessment of item problems and in several cases reported that they had earlier
come to the same conclusions.
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Thus, we conclude that there has not been sufficient time for the test development
contractors to act on weaknesses in the test items. This conclusion about the unrefined state of
the items we reviewed is by no means a final assessment of their quality. Rather, it signals that a
significant amount of review and rewswn will be required to achieve a final set of high quality
items. : O

o The items examined did not appear to represent the full range of knowledge and skills
targeted by the VNT content and skill outlines.

Although there were items that represented varied content areas and many of the less
complex skill areas, few of the items in the sample were likely to assess higher order thinking
skills, as required by the approved test specifications. It will not be easy to revise items to cover
these important parts of the skill specifications or the subareas of knowledge that might be
underrepresented. :

e NAGB and its development contractor have also not yet had time 1o determine the
extent to which the pool of items being developed will enable reporting of student performance in
relation to NAEP's achievement levels, a central goal of VNT development,

NAGB has developed specific descriptions of the skills associated with NAEP’s “basic,”
“proficient,” and “advanced” achievement levels for fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade
mathematics (see the Achievement Level descriptions at Attachment 2). The validity of the
achievement levels, which has been a topic of considerable discussion, depends on whether the
description of each achievement level matches the skills of students classified at those levels.
Comparing candidate VNT test itemns to the achievement level descriptions is an important step
to ensure coverage of each achievement level. In the items we and our experts reviewed, there’
appeared to be a shortage of items tapping higher order skills. We urge NAGB and its
contractors to determine whether additional time and development are needed to produce enough
items that test skills at the advanced achievement level. :

s The current schedule does not provide sufficient time for the provision of item review
and try-out results to item authors and for the revision of item materials to ensure their
accuracy, clarity, and quality.

Because of the current schedule, a number of review activities that are more Iogwally
conducted in succession are being conducted simultaneously. These include content reviews by
the prime contractor and its consultants, reviews by contéent experts, and the item try-outs.

! See: ‘

Leigh Burstein, Danicl Koretz, Robert Linn, Brenda Sugrue, John Novak, Eva L. Baker, and Elizabeth Lewis Harris (1996).
Describing performance standards: Validity of the 1992 National Assessment of Educational Progress achievement
leve] descriptors as characterizations of mathematics performance. Educational Assessment 3(1):9.51.

Robert L. Linn (1958). Validating inferences from National Assessment of. Educauonal Progress achievement-level setting,
Applied Measuremenu in Education 11(13:23-47.

Nanonal Acadony of Education (1996). Quality and Utilicy: The 1994 Tna! State Assessmenyt in Reading, Robert Glaser,
Rober Linn, and George Bohrnstedt, ¢ds. Panel on the Evaluatiop of the NAEP Trial State Assessment. Stanford,
CA.: National Academy of Education.

U.S. General Accounting Office (1993). Educational Achievement Standards: NAGB's Approach }’aeia’s Misleading
Interpretations. GAO/PEMD-93-12. Washington, DC: U.S. General Accounting Office.
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Furthermore, very little time is available to act on the results from each step in the review
process. For the student try-out results to be of full use in further item development, reports on
specific items must be summarized and generalizations applied to the larger set of items not
examined in student try-outs. Yet the schedule allowed less than a week between the conclusion
of the cognitive laboratory sessions and the provision of feedback to the item writers. It also
provided less than a week for revision (if this, indeed, occurs) of a large number of items prior to
the bias and. sensitivity review planned for July 6, and only another week between the bias and
sensitivity review and submission of the first wave of items to NAGB for its final review
beginning July 15.

Given the large volume of items being developed, it appears unlikely that any of t.hese
steps—summarizing review and tryout results, responding to bias and sensitivity reviews, and
item revision—can be adequately completed, let alone checked, within the 1-week time frame
scheduled for each of them. In other testing programs with which we are familiar, such as the
Ammed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery, the Medical College Admission Test, the Kentucky
Instructional Results Information System, and the National Assessment of Educational Progress,
this review and revision process takes several months.-

These findings lead to our central conclusion: While the procedures planned for item
review and revision are commendable, the current schedule for conducting review and revision
appears to allow insufficient time for the full benefir of those procedures to be realized This
conclusion leads to our central recommendation: We urge NAGB to consider adjusting the
development schedule to permit greater quality control, and we suggest that it may be possible 1o
do so without compromising the planned date for the admzmstrarzan of pilot tests (spring 1999).
Specifically:

1. We recommend that NAGB consider whether the remaining time for refinement
of item materials by VNT developers and for item review and approval by NAGB should
be reallocated to allow more time for the developers’ careful analysis of item review
information and for the application of this input:to the entire set of items. The period of
time allocated for NAGB’s review of item materials might be reduced correspondingly, to allow
for full and complete attention to item revision and quality assurance by the test development
contractors.

2. We recommend that NAGB and its contractors cofmder efforts now to match
candidate VNT items to the NAEP achievement level descriptions to ensure adequate
accuracy in reporting VNT results on the NAEP achievement level scale.

3. We recommend that NAGB and its contractors consider conducting a second
wave of item development and review to fill in areas of the content and skill outlines and-
achievement level descriptions that appear to be underrepresented in the current set of
items.

et - PO
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We appreciate the opportunity to examine the development of the Voluntary National
Tests and hope this interim letter provides formative and constructive feedback. We believe that
if our recommendations are implemented, additional activity this summer and fall could improve
the item review and revision process without delaying the planned pilot test in spring 1999. We
would be happy to provide additional information on issues raised in this letter.

Sincerely,

/Zob&—}&*auw{

Robert Hauser
Co-Principal Investigator

k@w% UX JEe

Lauress Wise :
Co-Principal Investigator -

¢: Mr. Mark D. Musick i
The Honorable William F. Goodling ¥
The Honorable William L. Clay
The Honorable James M. Jeffords
The Honorable Edward M. Kennedy
The Honorable Arlen Specter
The Honorable Tom Harkin
The Honorable John Porter
The Honorable David Obey
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ATTACHMENT 1

Workshop on VNT Item Development

The Foundry Building
June 2-3, 1998

Qutside Experts

Peter Afflerbach, Curriculum and Instruction, University of Maryland

Lizanne DeStefano, Bureau of Educational Research, University of Illinois

Roberta Flexer, Department of Education, University of Colorado

John Guthrie, Department of Human Development, University of Maryland

Patricia Kenney, Learning Research and Development Center, University of Pittsburgh
Marjorie Lipson, Department of Education, University of Vermont

William Tate, School of Education, University of Wisconsin-Madison

Other Participants

Rebecca Adamson, Mathtech, Inc.

Stephen Baldwin, National Research Council

Carol Benjamin, National Assessment Governing Board
Meryl Bertenthal, National Research Council

Clayton Best, American Institutes for Research

Mary Lyn Bourque, National Assessment Governing Board
Mary Crovo, National Assessment Governing Board
Marilyn Dabady, National Research Council

Larry Feinberg, National Assessment Governing Board
Michael Feuer, National Research Council

Ray Fields, National Assessment Governing Board
Robert Hauser, Co-Principal Investigator, University of Wisconsin
Cadell Hemphill, National Research Council

Mark Kutner, American Institutes for Research

Archie LaPointe, American Institutes for Research
Dianc Leipzig, National Assessment Governing Board
Karen Mitchell, National Research Council

Patricia Morison, National Research Council

William Morrill, Mathtech, Inc.

John Olson, American Institutes for Research

Audrey Pendleton, U.S. Department of Education
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‘Elizabeth Rowe, American Institutes for Research

Terry Salinger, American Institutes for Research

Sharif Shakrani, National Assessment Governing Board

Gary Skaggs, National Assessment Governing Board

Roy Truby, National Assessment Governing Board

Don Wise, Mathtech, Inc.

Lauress Wise, Co-Principal Investigator, Human Resources Research Organization

'''''
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ATTACHMENT 2

Description of Reading Achievement Levels
for Basic, Proficient, and Advanced Fourth Graders

Basic performance in reading should include:

Determining what a story/informational text is about (i.e., topic, main idea)
Determining the main purpose for reading a selection '

Identifying character(s), setting(s), conflict(s), or plot(s) in a story

Supporting one's understanding of a story/informational text with appropriate details
Explaining why one likes or dislikes what they have read [a reading]

Connecting material from a story/informational text to personal experiences

Making predictions about situations beyond the confines of the printed material
Maintaining a focus over the entirety of a story/informational text

@ & 9% & 2 e o0 >

Proficient performance in reading should include:

Summarizing a story/informational text

Recognizing an author's intent or purpose

Making simple inferences based on information provided in a story/informational text
Drawing a valid conclusion from a story/informational text .

Determining the meaning of key concepts in the story/informational text and connecting
them to the main idea

o Recognizing relationships in a story/informational text (time order, cause/effect,
compare/contrast)

* & & & o

Advanced performance in reading should include:

Explaining an author’s intent, using supporting' material from the story/informational text
Describing the similarities and du’érence in cl}a:acters settings, and plots
‘Demonstrating an awareness of the use of literary devices, such as figurative language
Applying inferences drawn from a story/informational text to personal experiences
Extending the meaning of a story/informational text by integrating experiences and
information outside of the text

. Making and explaining a critical judgment of a story/informational text
Demonstrating an ability to adapt readmg purpose to a variety of printed materials and/or
writing styles

& & o o @

-

10
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Description of Mathematics Achievement Levels
for Basic, Proficient, and Advanced Eighth Graders

The five NAEP content areas are (1) numbers and operations, (2) measurement, (3) geometry,
(4) data analysis, statistics, and probability, and (5) algebra and functions. Skills are cumulative across
levels--from Basm to Proficient to Advanced

Eighth graders performing at the basic level should complete problems correctly with help of
structural prompts such as diagrams, charts, and graphs. They should be able to solve problems in all
NAEP content areas through the appropriate selection and use of strategies and technological tools--
including calculators, computers, and geometric shapes. Students at this Jevel also should be able to use
fundamental algebraic and informal geometric concepts in problem solving.

As they approach the proficient level, students at the basic level should be able to determine
which of the available data are necessary and sufficient for correct solutions and use them in problem
solving. However, these 8th graders show limited skill in communicating rhathernatically.

ficient Tevel should apply: mathemameai o
fplex problems in‘the five' NAEP content areas

Eighth graders performing at the proficient level should be able to conjecture, defend their ideas,
and give supporting examples. They should understand the connections between fractions, percents,
decimals, and other mathematical topics such as algebra and fﬁpctions Students at this level are
expected to have a thorough understanding of basic level aﬂﬂameuc operations—an understanding
sufficient for problem solving in practical situations.

Quantity and spatial relationships in problem solving and reasoning should be familiar to them,
and they should be able to convey underlying reasoning skills beyond the level of arithmetic. They
should be able to compare and contrast mathematical ideas anll generate their own examples. These
students should make inferences from data and graphs; apply properties of informal geometry; and
accurately use the tools of technology. Students at this level should understand the process of gathering
and organizing data and be able to calculate, evaluate, and ,:ommumcate results within the domain of
statistics and probability.

Eighth graders performing at the advanced level should be able to probe examples and
counterexamples in order to shape generalizations from which they can develop models. Eighth graders
performing at the advanced level should use number sense and geometric awareness to consider the
reasonableness of an answer. They are expected.to use abstract thinking to create unique problem-
solving techniques and explain the reasoning pracesses underlying their conclusions.

158
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NRC Letter, Goodling Spark
National Testing Dispute

The House’s leading education lawmsker is .
istorting findings about the validity and xa-
cial impact of voluntary natisnal tests in read-
ing and math, researchers charged yesterday.

Rep. Bill Goodling, R-Fa., issued a statement
yesterday jng that voluntary national
tests—as proposed by President Clinton last
- year—"have the potential to be tavalid, unre-

Liable and racially biaxed” bacause the National

Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) {8 devel-
" oping individual test itexas toa quickdy.

Goodling, chairman of the Houss Education
finding vo the National Research Council

(NROC), which is studying the proposed exams -

for Congress end the administration (ED,
Nov. 13, 1997). ’

Migsing The Murk
researchers, who teported on the issue in
2 July 16 Jetter to Education Secretary Richard

“Thers is ghsolutely nothing in ¢ur repert upon
which to base the conclnsion that the tegsbs
havae the potential to be invalid, unreliable and
racislly biased,” said Michael Fauer, NRC’s
director on testing and nssessments.

%emﬁ'ﬁmtofmw%mﬁw
plans 1 ave appropriate, and actnally
extend beyond procedures that dre typically

In fact, Feuex said ths “principal message” in
'NRC’s lottar to Riley is that a madest change -
‘in the review echedule between now and No-
vamber—when NAGE wants to approve
exams—would allow “the full banefit of the re-
view and revision activities to be realized”

*We think that a amall shift in the achedule
could po a long way towards petting more out
V (more on p, 2)

The education eommunity? indepen;iant daily news service

| Children’s Welfaxe Inmproves, |

VoL 81, No. 135 = Thursday, Jaly 18, 1998
Flowse Would Elock Viagra .
To Cover Kidy' Mental Health ._.........Page
Ioteragency Bepart Says_.'_......,..._;_.Page 4

" Ga. Teacher Pmplniﬁatiw‘a :
Raises Bar For Requireents. .cau—.x. Page §

Regional Education Labs
Miss The Mark, Report Says

IF lawmalkery ave serious about eutting bloat in

-the federal gavernment, should lock no
ﬁnﬂmrthantheE&uaﬁmBepamnenfle

regional eduration Iaboratories, a scathing new
report from g conservative think tank says.

Tha reglensl labs—tasived to research effective
teaching techniques and disseminate success-
fol reseazch and practices—have fafled to per-
form their mission and should be overbauled
by Congress, said Nina Shokraii, education

licy analyst for the Washington, D.C.-based
gsrﬂ:a.ge‘ Foundation,

The Iabs “do little if anything to promote prov-

. enmodels of teaching that lead to higher aca-
Shokeaii

demic outcomes,” charged. Instead
thay iasue shoddy resesnch, lack objectivity,
promote fads and are rife with weste and
buresorracy, she said. ’

But Bob Stonebill, who directs

the 1ab progrem for ED’s Office of

Edncational Res¢arch and '

Tmprovement, countered that the

make g diifarence o Ectellerce

effisctive research and outreach. %
(more on p. 3) DALY
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NRC Letter, Goodling Spark Natjona} Testing Dispute (Cant)

of this process, wnhcutmmmilingthan-
ember demdline,” he sa!i

NRCmemchmsmsedthatthey’mmtwkn
ing a position an whether Congress showld ap-
mmﬁmalwmmmd,thay

" mmpruved ﬁ:xtastdsrvelopmnt

Bobﬁmnmeu&.mﬁasmofsouolmat
the University of Wisconsin, one of two co
cipal NRC investigators, said “NAGH
mﬂdermﬁngmtmetodigwtanmhn-
formation)] .- inordatommthatitgah;'
used effectively.”

NRC last imonth thet existing state
mdhﬁamm could not validly ba mmparedtu
each other (B, June 15).

Inhisstatemmt,GoodkngaImsmdxthﬂd
t&?ﬁg‘:mﬁwymtﬂdmhpvalw,mm;y

Whﬂethaﬂs aﬂ:reahmata. Feuer noted that
alongﬂma!mnhldudes quality -
roviews and Seold tostnjy, 30 NA not de- -

parﬁngwﬂﬂ.b' from a regular schedule because

tfsmtstamngfrmmatch. Instead, it is
using test Srameworks and items from the
Nsational Asgessment of Educational
M) whmh‘ﬁmmedamlomoftha
VNT & tremendous head start ... I's not as it
they‘ntrymgtodumommrwhaﬂsmrm-
aﬂydommﬁvamra,’?msm& *That’s &
fairly strong exaggération of the facts.”

Jay Disksy, aspohmmmfortheﬁomm
tion panel, defended Goodling’s statement us a
fdrmbapremmdmc‘smmagahmw

‘F!omauquintof

mmmmmﬁﬂ“ bhmsw:th

thie.”Dinhywd. “We have told gver
and aver ... that it takes four to five years [to

develop] what is valid and free of racial kiss.”

Ba added that Goodling opposes national tasts
even {fthey are valid and unbiased. -

NAGB yesterda cauedtho:epon"hn! »
a:ndsmd'ltwouliutonmcammﬂdn
tions, L twos?gnmmtht:ﬁrtu;aﬁm
development while aiming to ready
tastuforMmohJ.QQQ—WﬂhamJ

House Would Block Viagra To Cover Kids’ Mental Health

The House spending comunittes voted along
. party lines Toesday for its fiscal 1999 educa-
oo pmvigin' tﬂbealt;.w t:dstu
to men -
plan e m coverage

Beforapmgitsmssﬁlmnfﬂcalm
fonding bl for the Education
32-28, the House Appro Committse
;ap%pvedanamdmmtbyneg . David Obey,
R :s.,tabmﬁdemlpnsmmmartheanh-
: unpotennedmg?iagrm

Thewmmlddne&nnymmxw
$100 milliop—to school-based

smhd:ﬁdxanmr.mkofvhlem

Obey that be wantg to t school
vlolence, Butit’s\mdwﬁ’o sapproanh
would direct any fands to schools.

The Health Care Financing

Administration,
which runs Medicaid jointly with states, leta
sutaplansm‘r‘mwhenthedmgu

“m Dacessary.” Obey's plan may re-
direct Lttle or no fumding to sd:.ools.

House rs also approved an amend-
rwent to W?mﬂhm&cmﬂ:ew

in fimnding for Pell Grants, cutting the boost in
student fmanial aid to $693.7 miltien (ED
July 15). President Clinton has to
wtnthahﬂL-—Wﬂlist.Cahn'

g‘,

Aspen Publishers, Inc. ‘

cortoner@cappubioom. For sdltorial quistions ov suggartions, exaxil

wOpgright 16w
Pacaiaion. Ww“wmgg
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COMIMI’ITEE ON EDUCATION & . THE WORKFORCE
US. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FOR INVMEDIATE BXLEASE CD!«TACL‘- Jay Disloty or
July 15, 1998 A Bill McCarthy

STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN BILL GOODLING (R-PA)
ON NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL REPORT ON .
DEVELOPMENT OF THE VOLUNTARY NATIONAL TESTS

Goodling: “The s have the potential to be invalid, unreliable & racially biased ™

“This week Congrmas learned rhar the Clinon Adminiszadon’s national tesrs are technically
unetund.  Accordiag o a National Resesych Counei] rsport o Secretary of Edueation Richand
R:hy,devehpmtnfdnmummgmqnmklyandbemseot':a,tl-xctmhavetha
pommlm&mmh&m«lnbhmdmﬂbrm S

“The Narional Reseqreh Council’s findings am:'t sucpTising, Thmushum lasr year's dchate on
the President’s fadezal testing plan we sxfd the Administretion was moving toa'quickly in treing
to develop tests in @ year. After gll, the naton's leading test publishers and educsrion regaarchers
say thet it takes four o five vears to develop sound tegts. Whal makes the Adminisrasion apd

" the National Assessment Governing Board think that sotind tests ean be developed in a year?

““Tt is time for the Clinton Adminésrarion ro give up i2s national rests. This proposal has nothing
golng foric. Only soven sures have sccepred it. On two oocasions the U.S. House of
Represeniarives has arted in a bigartisan faghioe to stop it and the U.S. Senete vored opce o
prohibit it. Now, the Natonal Research Council says its rime to glow down, 1 say i time to
stop for good. The American raxpayer should not hava to spend anather peany for this nonsenss,
Congxmlmno plans to authorize hew narional tests or appro;miate money for them.  Mare
testing is o solunion. Instead, Jet's Tocus on teacher tragning, qualty in the classroom, parenal
involvement, bagic acadepyrios and dollary directly to the classroom - not Buresucracy.”

e
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COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION & THE W WORKFORCE
US. HOUSE OF Rm’RESENTATIVES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEANE . CONTACT: Jay Diskey or
July 15, 1998 | Bill MeCarthy

'STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN BILL GOODLING (R-PA)
 ON NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL REPORT'ON
DEVELOPMENT OF THE VOLUNTARY NATIONAL TESTS

Goodling: “The tests have tho potential 1o be tvalid, unreliable & racially biased."

“Thia week Congrass lemmed the the Climon Adminiscration’s nagional tesrs are technically
neeonnd. According o a Nariomal Resesrch Counci] report v Secretary of Bduearion Richard
Riley, development of the tests is moving too guickly and becanuse of it, the (esrs have the
potenrial o h invalid, ungeliable and raciaily bizsed

“The Narional Resesgrh Courcil’s findings wen’t swrprising, Throughout last year’s dehate on
the President’s federal cesting plan we said the Administration was moving toa quickly in trying
ta develap [este in 3 yaar. Afier sil the netion's lzading test publishers and educstion researehers
say cthet it takes four 1o five years to devalop sound tests. What makes the Administwrion and
the Nationa]l Asseasmenr Govarniny Board think that sovnd tests cen be daveloped in a year?

“Ir is dms for the Clinton Adominiscrarion o give up its patioual rests. This proposal has nothing
going for ir. Onlysmnstm have aceepted ir, On two occasions the U.S. House of

tas acted in 3 bipartisan faghion to stop it and the U.S. Senste voted opce o
pmhibi:m Now, rhe National Reseszeh Council says its dme to slow dewn. [sey irstmeto
soop for goud. The American raxpayer shotld not bave oo spend anather peany for this nonsenss.
Congress has no plans w gnhorize pew narional re#ts or approgriate money for there,. Mot
testing is po solurion, Instead, lef's focus on teacher trxining, quality in the classroom, parenyzl
involvement, bagic academics and dollara direcily ro the chssroom — not resucracy.™

R
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3 National Assessment of Educational Progress

HOLD FOR RELEASE . - ‘ Contact: Lawrence Feinberg
July 16, 1998, 12 Noon EDT . ’ {202} 357-6942

-~

STATEMENT BY MARK D. MUSICK, CHATRMAN
NATIONAL ASSESSMENT GOVERNING BOARD

Comments on National Academy of Sciences Interim Report
on Item Development for Proposed Voluntary National Tegts

The National Academy cf Sciences has issued a wvery helpful
interim report omn the work of the Governing Board and its
contractors in developing questions for the proposed Voluntary
National Teste in 4th grade reading and 8th grade mathematics, We
intend to act on the recommendations, as the Board continues to
carry out the responsibilities, assigned to it by law, to develop
the proposed exams.

We agree with the Academy that the highest priority must be
placed on developing good questions that measure the full, rich
content of the National Assessment of Educational Progress. As the
report says, the pool of items must also insure that the tests can
reliably report whether individual students meet the NAEP standards
for basic, proficient, or advanced performance.

The Board staff is working now with American Institutes for
- Regearch, our test contractor, to provide more time for item
development while still meeting the Board-approved schedule fox
proposed pilot testing in Maxrch 1999, - The Board has already
increased the planning and development time for the proposed exams
by one year since it was given responsibility for this project.

- The NAGB staff and contractor are also making arrangements to
convene review panels to make sure that both the NAEP content
frameworks and achievement levels are well covered by the available
test questions. If more questions are needed in any particular
category or level of difficulty, more will be written.

_ Altogether, about 2,600 test questions will be prepared for
the pilot-~testing. As the Academy notes, its investigators and
cutside experts reviewed just 105 items at their workshop, which
was held six weeks ageo. This was at an early point in item
development. Since then, many more questiong have been written:
rany changes have been made in the ones that the Academy saw.

~MORE-

- 800 Nerth Capitol Straet, N.W.
Suita 825, Mailstop 7583
- Washingion, D.C. 20002-4233
Phone: (202) 357-6938
Fax: {202) 357-6945
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We are pleased that the Academy considers our plans for the
review of VNT items. to be "rigorous amd thorough." By stretching
out item development an additional two months, there will be more
time for the comtractor to make changes that are consistent with
those reviews.

As part of this "rigorous and thorough" process, members of
the Board will review and approve aach reading and math item before
it is 4included in the pilot tests. Based on the pilot test
resultsg, even more improvements will be made before the exams
become avallable for operational use in March 2001, if the program
is authorized by law.. '

In carrying out the job of developxng the proposed Voluntary
National Tests, NAGB is committed to preparing exame that are of
the higheat technical quality. The contractor and ‘subcontractors
who are writing the questions and assembling the exams have an
enormous amount of talent and experience. The procedures for item
review and quality control are extensive.

The independent evaluation by the National Academy of Sciences
ls helpful, particularly since we have received the interim report
“at a point when changes can be made. We welcome the recommendation
of the National Academy report that the schedule £or item
development be adjusted to give more time for the bast possible
work to be done. :

###



UNTEDSTATES e
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION '

DRAFT | | - .
For Release: . : ' P o ~ Contact: David Frank
- June 12, 1998 o | : o - (202) 401-3026

Statement by U.S. Secretary of Education Richard W erey
on Voluntary Natlonal Test1ng ‘
The National Academy of Sciences study’s conclnsions clearly_show that yvork on de_ve_ldplng
volnntary ‘national tests mnst continue. Last fall'the _President land Congress agreed to have this
. study conducted, and agreed that.:the _results shonld inforrn Congressio_nal action on'national
: testing. Now we have the results; and they show conclnsiyely that if we want to k_now how well
| students are performing compared to rigorous and widely accepted nationalstandards, then we
simple Cannot rely on. exist.i-ng tests.” Work on the voluntary national tests 1n 4th grade reading
' _ and 8th grade math is proceedmg under the authonty of the mdependent blpamsan National

. Assessment Govermng Board (NAGB)

We must do everythmg we. can to help our ch11dren master the basws all across Amenca These
tests will help prov1de the needed mformatlon to accomphsh that It is clear that NAGB s work

~ must cont1nue:,w1thout delay. :
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Paul W. Holland (chair): UC, Berkeley. Statistics, psychometrics, testing
Robert C. Calfee: Stanford. Educational psychology, assessment
John T. Guthrie: U. Maryland. Education (reading)

Richard M. Jaeger: UNC/Greensboro. Educational measurement
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mmittee Charge

2ublic Law 105-78:
ational Academy of Sciences to

onduct a feasibility study to determine if an
equivalency scale can be developed that
would allow test scores from commercially
available standardized tests and state
assessments to be compared to each other
and the National Assessment of Educational
Progress...”

nal Research Council : ‘ 4
d on Testing and Assessment

W
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comparing the full array of currently
administered commercial and state
achievement tests to one another,
through the development of a single
equivalency or linking scale, is not

feasible;

atibnal Research Council
Board on Testing and Assessment :



onclusions (2) _

reporting individual student scores from
the full array of state and commercial
achievement tests on the NAEP scale,
and transforming individual scores on
these various tests and assessments
into the NAEP achievement levels, is
not feasible.

f bnal Research Council , 6
Board on Testing and Assessment



State and local educational decision-making

) Prior investments in assessment
development

m Recurrent interest in “linkage”: unity and
diversity

m Science of linkage

nal Research Council A 7
Id on Testing and Assessment



Feasibility
 practicality
* validity

m Linking and equating



y Assumptions and Caveat

The development of a method to link and
compare existing tests is seen as a possible
substitute for the development of new
national tests.

m We focus on “the full array” of commercial
and state tests |

m We take no position on the VNTs

nal Research Council | : 9
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diversity:
« content emphasis, format, reliability,
administration, uses

dynamic testing landscape:
- state and local goals
« NAEP
m effects on behavior of teachers and kids
* high stakes and low stakes
n population differences
m NAEP achievement levels

bnal Research Council
d on Testing and Assessment
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[l to come...

issues involved in linking subsets of tests
 technical requirements

« policy implications

* research agenda

further elaboration of

» testing landscape in the US
« slatistics of linkage
 prior studies

{ibnal Research Council | »
drd on Testing and Assessment
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