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NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL 

COr.-ooSSION ON BEllAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES AND EDUCATION 


2101 Constitution Avenue Washinswn. DC 20418 


BOARD ON TESTING A.~ ASSESSMENT 202·334·3087 
Michael J. Feuer, Ph.D., DiRClor 202.]34')S84 FAX 

. July 16, 1998 

Secretary Richard W. Riley 
U.S. DepanrnentofEducation 
Room 6263 
600 Independence Avenue l SW 
Washington, DC 20202 

Dear Mr. Secretary:, 

As you know, the National Research Council (NRC) has been conducting an independent 
evaluation of cenain teclmica! aspects of the development of items for the proposed Voluntary 
National Tests offounh-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 teclmical review oilly, and we take no position on 
the overall merits of the Voluntary National Tests. . 

Under the NRC contract with the Department ofEducation, 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 rest deve]opment process. Our principal concern is with the timetable 
for item review and revision, which, ifrelaxed somewhat, would allow more time for the full 
benefit ofthose aCTivities 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 ofproviding 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 ofthe 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 ofVoluntaIy National Tests (VNT) in fourth-grade reading and eighth-grade 
mathematics as a means ofproviding information on the academic progress ofAmerican youth in 
relation to national and international benchm.arks. 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 thIee 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 ofpossible .test items. To date, we have observed laboratory-based talk­
aloud item try-out sessions with stUdents, reviewed design and deveiopment 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 Wlique and 
invaluable input. Thls letter pertains exclusively to our concerns 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 ofmaterials has not been rigidly set, approximate dates have been 
specified.) Revised test specifications were approved by NAGB at its March meeting and item 
development cont~ued 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 items. Each subcontractor appears to be following the 
development and quality control procedurJl1:1.sed in its proprietary testing programs. After initial 
drafting, items then undergo review and revi~ion. 

The item 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 ofa subset of items in one-an-one talk-aloud sessions with students 

(called cognitive laboratories); 
5. to the ex.tent 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 
ofthe 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 ofthe 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 Development 

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 ofexpertise. The test developers supplied a list of items that represented 
the VNT specifications Jar content coverage and item fonnats. We selected a total 0[60 
mathematics items from a pool of 120 items provided by the priine 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 a~ for conteni 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 
developmerit, 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 confidentiaIity of the materials. 
Consequently, specific illustrations ofour findings cannot be provided without breaching the 
security of these mat~rials. When analysis for~~ broader ev~uation iscqmplete, however, we 
and the NRC staff WIll be happy to share spec1i?F examples WIth NAGB members and staff who 
already have access to the secure test mat~ri41s.'l: 

. I ill " 
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At the workshop, the experts independently identified the knowledge and skills likely to 
be measured by each item and attempted to match these to the content and skill outlines for the 
VNT. They also appraised item quality arid. identified ambiguities that might lead students to 
invalid responses (correct or incorrect). After the item rating exercise, the principal investigators 
and staffmetjoiritly 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 staffalso met separately with the eXperts for further discussion ofthe 
item materials. ' 

Findings, CObt'!)usions, and Recommendations 

Our findings, conclusions, and recommendations are based on our civm 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. 

• The review plans for VNT items are appropriate and extend beyond procedures 
typically employed in lest development. 

The plans for content review, student try-outs ofitems, 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 prdgrams. These tryouts include extensive 
probes to determine the validity ofthe 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. 

" The draft items we examined were at an early stage ofdevelopment, and many of 
them need improvement. ' 

We and our experts found items with ambiguities an4 other problems ofconstruction. 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 infomlation for 
their response that was not in the text. Expert panelists flagged roughly half ofthe items 
available for our examination as requiring further review and possible revision. 

It is critic~ to keep this ftrid,ing in proper perspective. First, it is common to find 
problems with a significant numb~ofitems early in the item development process: why else 
conduct rigorous item reviews ifnot to weed out items that do not pass muster? The VNT 
developers, in fact, expect that 15 percent of the itemsv.ill 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 fOnDS 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 hot been sufficient time for the test development 
contractors to act on weaknesses in the test items. Tbis conclusion about the unrefined state of 
the items we reviewed is by no means?l final assessment of their quality. Rather, it signals that a 
significant amoUl,lt ofreview and revision will be required to achieve a final set of high quality 
items. • I 

• The items examined did not appear to represenr the full range ofknowledge and skills 
targeted by the VNT content and skill outlines. 

Although there were items that represented varied content areas and many ofthe less 
complex skill areas, few ofthe 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. 

• NAGB and its development contractor have also not yet had time to determine the 
extent to which the pool ofiiems being developed willenable reporting ofstudent performance in 
relation to NAEP's achievement levels, a central goal ofVNT 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 ofstudents classified at those levels. l 

Comparing candidate VNT test items 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. 

• The current schedule does not provide sufficient time for the provision ofitem review 
and trY-OUl results to item authors and for the revision ofitem materials to ensure zheir 
accuracy. clarity, and quality. 

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

I See: 

Leigh Burstein, Danic:1 Korctz, Robc:n Linn, Brenda Sugrue, John Novak, Eva L. Baker, and Elizabeth bwis Harris (1996). 


D(;scribing performance standardS: Validity of the 1992 National Assessment of Educational Progress achievement 
level descriptors as charactc:riz.ar:ions of mathematics perfOflD!!.IlC(;. Edll.catianal Asses:;rnent 3(1):9.51. 

Robert L. Linn (1998). Validating inferences from National Assessmenl ofEducational Progress achievement-level setting. 
Applied Measurement in Education 11(1):2347. 

National Academy of Education <1996). Quality al'ld Urilicy; The J994 Trial Stale Assessment in Reading, Roben Glaser, 
Raben Linn, and George Bohmstcdt. cds. Panel on the Evaluatiop, of the NAEP Trial State Assessment. Stanford, 
CA: National Academy afEducation. 

U.S. Gcnc:ral Accounting Office (1993). Educational Achielleme11t Standards: NA OS '.1 Approach Yields MMl:o.dil'lg 
Inte'P'ettllions. GAOIPEMD·93·12. Washihtton, DC: U.S. General Accounting Offic~. 
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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 offull use in further item development, reports on 
specific items must be summwed 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 
ofthe 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 ofitems to NAGB for its final review 
beginning July 15. 

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

These findings lead to our central conclusio~: While the procedures plannedfor item 
review and revision are commendable, the current schedule for conducting review and revision 
appears to allow insufficient time for thefull benefit ofthose procedures to be realized. This 

- conclusion leads to our central recommendation: We urge.NA!(jB to consider adjusting the 
development schedule to permit greater quality control, and we suggestlhat it may be possible to 
do so without compromising the planned date for the administration ofpilot tests (spring 1999). 
~pecificaIly: ' 

1. We recommend that NAGB consider whether the remaining time,for rermement 
of item materials by VNT developers and for item review and approval by NAGB should 
be reallocat(.!d to allow more time for the developers' careful analysis ofitem review 
information and for the application of this input:to the entire set of items. The period of 
time allocated for NAGB's review ofitem 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 contradors corsic:ier 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 leve1 descriptions that appear to be underrepresented in the current set of 
items. 



07/13/98 1: 28 FAX 202 33~, 37....,6=8___ DSES ~008)012 

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 
ifour recommendations are implemented, aqditional 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 infonnation on issues raised in this letter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Hauser 
Co-Principal Investigator 

tauress Wise 
Co-Principal Investigator 

c: Mr. Mark D. Musick 
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 . 

Outside Experts 

Peter Afflerbach, Curriculum and Instruction, University ofMaryland 
Lizanne DeStefano, Bureau of Educational Research, University of Illinois 
Roberta Flexer, Department of Education, University of Colorado 
John Guthrie, Deparbnent ofHwnan Development, University ofMaryland 
Patrida Kenney, Leaming Research and Development Center, University of PittsbUrgh 
Marjorie Lipson, Department ofEducation, University ofVermont 
William Tate, School of ;Education, University ofWisconsin-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 B.oard 
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 
Diane 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 ofEducation 
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Elizabeth Rowe, American lnstitutes 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 

~I 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

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) 
o 	 Detennining the main plUpose for reading a selection 
• Identifying character(s). setting(s), confiict(s), or plot(s) in a stoty 

., Supporting one's und~standing ofa story/informational text \Ilith 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 ofthe printed material 
• 	 Maintaining a focus over the entirety of a story/infonnational text 

Proficient perfonnance 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 teA'! 
• 	 Dra-wing 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 
• 	 Recogni~ng relationships in a story/informational text (time order, cause/effect, 

compaxe/contrast) 

Advanced performance in reading should include: 

• 	 Explaining an author's intent, usina supporting material from the story/informational text 
• 	 Describing the similarities and difference in cifracters, settings, and plots 
• 	 Demonstrating an awareness of the use of literary devices, such as figurative language 
• 	 Applying inferences drawn from a story/informationaJ text to personaJ experiences 
• 	 Ex'!ending the meaning ofa story/infonnational text by integrating experiences and 

infonnation outside ofthe text 
• 	 Making and explaining a critical judgment ofa story/informational tex't 
• 	 Demonstrating an ability to adapt reading plUpose to a variety ofprinted materials and/or 

writing styles ­

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 Basic 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 too Is-­
including calculatOrs, computers, and geometric shapes. Students at this level 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 mathematically. 

]~~~f~i~p~ :~~.4 :.:.;: ,,:~~~~lb~~~a,de,'~,~4~~s:p~q~r.~~~.{::~B~~:p.r#f.!~#.f'f~~~~:~h~u~d. ~p':p!t m:atbe~~~~ar.; ': ,"':,':' 
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I 
Eighth graders performing at the proficient level should be able to conjecture, defend their ideas, 

and give supporting examples. They should understand th,ecQnnections between fractions, percents, 
decimals. and other mathematical topics such as algebra and fiJpctions. Students at this level are 
expected to have a thorough understanding of: basic level alithrltetic 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 underlyin.g reasoning skills ,beyond the level of arithmetic. They 
should be abJe to compare and contrast math~matical ideasan8 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 leve~ should understand the process of gathering 
and organizing data and be able to calculate, evaluate, and fommunicate results within the domain of 
statistics and probability. 

,:;~~v~n~~::~~:~:::> :(~ig-~tb:7.gfa:d.~;,m;..Ii~~,~::~~~I~~;iP.1~~:~a:~;~~~.:~,~~,n~~~ne..Y~t~h;C!~).4.::be. ~~I~,t~::~~,*:P~Yo~~.: . " .: :' 
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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 pr~cesse5 underlying their conclusions. 
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NRC Letter, GoodUnll Spark 
NatiODal Test:iil.U Dispute" 

Tbe 1!aase·sltedTnged.ucatiaa.~ is ,
diItottillffiDMnp about the validity awlra· 
c:ial impact ot't'OluntaEyJia:t:innal tada in read.. 
in;" and ma.th, ~ cha:rged ,..tuaar· 
Bep. Bm Goadling, R-Pa .• isauC. sta:tAr.meIIt 
yesterday ~that vol1m.t.a:ry nat:i.c:mal 
tes1»-1ls pmpoMClb,Presideut CtirLtaa.1ast 
YQU'-'"have the ~_tial to be iDnlid" Wll't ­
liablo a4d. ~ biaMd" because b Ne.tioDal 
A.sseAlD.fID.t ~Hoard (NA,GB) Is daftl.. 

, oping i.Ddiv1dual test1tm:Ds too q~~ 

~ chai:rraaD. ofthe House Eduuation 
and the WOI'kttl.Re Comruittee, a.tt:r:ib'Q,tes this , 
find.f:Dc ~ the National ~ab. 00wI.dl 
(NRO)~ wh!cb. Us a~ the p:opoeed exams ' 
for c=srass lUl.Cl'tbe ad'minis.tntian. <ED~ 
Nov. lS~ 1997). 

Mi....TheMsrk , 
NRC ~w120 teported on the issue £u 
a July 16lett.ar t.o Edoeatiall Sec:IetaTy Bicb.ard. 
Riley. to1d~ DGily yest.eJ:daT that 
'Goodlin&" mlued biz'],'IOint. 	 " 

"There is absoluteq nothi.ng in aor repast upoD. 
whkh to hue the coaclusiou that the t.a 
have the poteDtial to bo invaHd, ""..Habla a:nd 
radallJ'blase4,III said.Mir:baelh'aer. Nee·s 
c1irectar CD. t:estm&' and.......,.. 

"I'he report ~·fimt ofall, t:bat the review 
plans tb.r the tasi an 8IJPl')PZiate, and ac:taany
Gtend beymld ~ that are~y 
employed in test drmtlopment: he added. 

Ia fact., Feuer said tb611p!iD.cipal mes9a1l1ll ill' 
~8lett:er to 1liIeJis that a mMest cbaD.~ , 
.	in the :revieW schedule between D09 fUld No­
'I1emJ)e).'-lW'hen NAGB "CIf'iIDts t,() apprOft 'Pilot 
exa:ms--w~d. alJc)W'~ tall beneftt ol the l'9* 

view and l1I9fsion activitie.t. to "be f~ed.." 
" 

-We thmk. that a Sit.Ull sh1t'.; in the ar:'bedW.e 
<:odl4 p a laog 'WticItctwards ~more out 

, (mtJre on p. 2) 

VoL 81., No.. ~. 't'hursdio',~ lB, 1998 

. G.a..l)achtr: Prep IDitla.th-e ' 
Raises Ba: For Bequfremeo.ts ...... :_•._.Pap S 

B.egiODal Eduoation Labs ' 

Miss The Ma:r~ ·Beport Say. 


IF, 

http:Bequfremeo.ts
http:nothi.ng
http:16lett.ar
http:WOI'kttl.Re
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• 'l...._". .... ••• ~.i· ..-­• w"'''' 

NEe DpClriad 1Mt mouih that ezisti:Df state 
and local tests coald.J1Ot.~ be ~ to 
each otll&r CEDr Jane 15): . . . . 
In. hJs'statemMt Goodling silIo said. itwould 
taka four to five".us to develop va.Ud, ~ 
f'air tests. . . . . 

Rouse Wo~dBlockViagra To Cover ~jd:i Mental Health 


" . 
'" 
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COMrtI.IITTEE ON EDtTCATION .. THE WOJlKFOItC1t 

U.s. HOUSE OF BEPllEs.ENTATIVJf.S 

STATEMENT OF CIIA.IRMAN BILL GOODLJN'G (R...PA) 

ON NATIONAL &ES&.UCH COtT.N'ca REPOR.T ON 


DEVELOPMENT OF THE VOL1JNTARY NATIONAL TESTS 


-"IbiA ~ CI:I1\IJ'f8S ~ dw the CtinIo. A4m:1nlaI:n.I:ill'S utional rar.rs.ar:e rechni.t!alJ.y 
~~U.B ID a Nar.iaIud ~ Cuwacil rDpQft t;g s~ ofBdUr:atioD Rieha::M 
~Y7 4eve1ceplD/ll\t aftlle ...UI.D.II2vJag CCJQ cpail:klyaid bec:aI.Ise of it. tbe tellS have the 
poteadal to .. mvelid.. unatliab& atilt ~DJaIa:d.. . 

"'The Nadoila1 R.esecch CoUllGil's 6JJ.1IiJJ,p IIl\mtt ~~01lt Iasr year". debNe on 
the ~.nt'Si fedenl..:stfag plAm we aidltle Admini&ib:ation was moving lOo'quickly in ayiD.g 
to dewlap cas m... year. Attar aD. me a.acm.'s kwliq teSt publislas aDd education ~ 
&IY tbat it tabs four 10 live yeas [t) develop satIDd tl!li6U_ Wbc ~ ttle Adminim:nriou aad 
the National Atsetil5.rDent GovCllina Board think tbat saQlld. tlllllf.S eal'1 be ~ped. in a yr:at? 

. ~'II: is time fbr me Oimall. MnriniliilrrauCdl to Bin ~ it.s :na.tioua1. teSt.- 1lIispropc!illll1 has D.othDlg 
gging for it. ODty IkJYerl scares hpecceptecl it. Oll two o~m. rhe U.s. 'Houle Qf 
8#~es bas a.eted ma l:riparriIan fasbio'l1 to SfOp it Jmd. the t;.S.; Scmate vated ODCe to 
prohibit it. Now. the NarlODal 'R~ Coundl says its rima to slow dQlJIl\. I Iiltya time to 
ItOp for good.. The AlDO.'dc:an ta:r.pa)"l:r sboUld not bave tg BPen:d. anottJer pemty 'fen- tbi.s: DODSeUA, 

CongI'lllS has 110 plans ~ QIIlbo:r:ize D&::W 'MEicdIalD1818 CR' GPPZUtmate moZlti:Y tor them. 'Mate. 
tesrit\l is tlD soh.u:iorL. IMtead, ld.'. fbcUs. all. ~ l:nIinm& qua1:iry in the C!~ODl. paJeh~ 
involve.xQf:D~ buic .aaderrrice ,v,na. dolJ,:;arrs ~:r to the c~m - not t:u:reauQiaCY.... 

t9££ tCt 00;: XVl1 to:tt 86/STll.O
lOOIll 
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COl\1MlT'1'EE ON EDUCATION " THE WORKFORCE 
u.s. HOUSE 0., REPREsENTA.TIVES 

STATEMENT OF CHA.IRJ.~AN BILL GOODLING (R..PA) 
. ON NATIONAL RESE~CB:COUNCIL llEPORT ON 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE VOLUNTARY NATIONAL TESTS 

GG~ -n.. , .... ~t,.(t~ tD 6_ .4IIi4, rQlreliQbte &: rt.rdt.Illy Ina." 
~"'l'bI8 ___ em-p;as ~ d1II the Clmo:a A4m:I.nJaa'I.titl', ~ resrs.Be [~y 
llMOl.\Dd.. ~mg IJl a NadJ:mal R.esa:rd1 Council reptm: to Secatary of Bduc:ario~ Richud 
Riley, d.evelopl:DCnt cftbe I.'CISt'I iR mavirc too qt.\idd;y.1lCl because of it. tbe tOSlS have the 
por.etIL'iU to .. iJ\vaHd.. u:tG1t1iab1e and rac.iatly bla&l:d. 

"The Natiol\a1 R.....c.h CcullCil'sfiudJngs ~ll~t sw:pdsiu:. "l"bwq,hout Jas[ year'. cI.ebaI:a= on 
[be PrrSde:nt'. federialle&l:mS plan ¥o'e airS £he AI.ta::I:i.niItA.dcm was movillg teo'qaickLy in tI)'iD.g 
Eo deftlop t._ ill.year. Aft.. .:n, the DIILiIm'. lewq cest publisb:m and eduar.tioll ~ 
ca.y that it takM tour 10 five 'YfII4ID [0 de\ralop SOtInd tests. Wbat mabs tbe AdminiS'l:hEioIl aDd 
tee NadoD8.l ~eSiSlDl!lM Geveminll Board mink that sound. tear.s O&ll be &M:1Dped. in .II year"! 

"II is time lOr the C..illlcu,A.dmf"ilKm.riab. ~ gNe IIp its M.tional rests. '!bis propcsaI has 1l00hiI1g 

,oJn,g M t/:. Ollly R~ st.1J!eIIi bPc ClClDPteG. iI:. o. twO C)CC:Idi.ons the U .s~ HOUIiC of 
~ bas ~ iD a 'bipa:rc:isan fUbioll to:&tOp it ftu4 r;he C.S. ScnatevtXedoDCe to 

pr;oh.ibit it. Now~ [he NaJ:kmal Resem:cb Co1.l12C.il says Its time to sbw dQWI\. I say its time to 
&tOp for good. '!be Ameri'Ql'ft ta!IqJaycr sbou.l.d.llOl: ~ D:1 spend another peuy fOt"tbisl DO.Me.fttIt:.. 
CoTlgRS has no plans k:II .102lbo:rize ~ 'MIic!lal rd1I ar a,ppEt1prlate r.¥311eJ far them. Mom 
r~ is DO sobl!:ioa.. lnstead. k!C.'s ~s all ~~IJ quality in lbe c:..laslr=om, parental 
in"llolvem.eDt, btsic ae:adamics a.nd. dDlIad tilitCal,. fQ d'J: c;l;assroQm -::- DDt burczucraa:::y." 

100 lID 

http:Co1.l12C.il
http:resrs.Be
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THE NATION'S National Assessment Governing Board CARD -rR~ORTlil 
National Assessment of Educ:ational Progtess 

nOLD FOR RELEASE, Contaot: Lawrence li"einberg 
July 16, 1998, 12 Noon EDT '{202} 357-6942 

STA'l'EMBNT BY MARl( D. KOSZCl(. CHA.XlUIAN 
NATIONAL ASSESSKKN'l' GOV'lmNl:.NG BOARD 

Comments on National Academy of, Soiences ~ter~ Report 
on Xtem Development for Proposed Voluntary Nationa1 Tests 

The National Academy of Sciences has issued a very helpful 
inter~ report on the work of ,the Governing Board and its 
contractors in developing questions for the proposed Volunta.ry 
National Tests in 4th grade reading and 8th grade matheJll.atics. We 
intend to act on the reoommendations, 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 ~ust 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 per£or.mance. 

The Board staff- is working now with American,Institutes for 
Research, our test contractor, to prov:ide 1'D.Ore time for i teIIi. 
development while still meeting the Board-approved schedule for 
proposed pilot testing in March 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 ~re needed in any particular 
category or level of difficulty, more will be wri1:ten. 

Altogether, about 2,600 test questions will be prepared for 
the pilot-testing. As the Academy notes, its inves~igators and 
outside experts reviewed just 105 items at the~r workshop, which 
was held six weeks ago. This was at an early point :in item 
deve10~ent. Since then, many more questions ha?e been written; 
xnany changes have been made in the ones that the Academy saw. 

, -MORE~ 

BDO North Capitol Sbut., N. W. 

Suitll 825. Mailstop 7583 


Wasbinglon. D.C. 1()(J02-423J 

Phone: ntm 351-6938 


FiR:: (202) Jj7-694S 


http:Volunta.ry
http:GOV'lmNl:.NG
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We are pleased that the Academy considers o~r plans for the 
~eview of VN'l' items. to be "rigorous and thorough.·1 By stretching 
out item development an additional two months, there will be more 
time for the cont~actor to make changes that are consistent with 
those reviews. 

As, part of this "rigorous and th9roughR process, members of 
the Boar,d will review and approve each reading and math item before 
it is included in the pilot tests. Based on the pilot test 
result.s, even more improvements will be made before the exams 
become availab~e for operational use in March 200~, if the program 
is authorized by ~aw., ' 

In carrying out the job of developing the proposed Voluntary 
National Tests, NAGS is committed to preparing exams that are of 
the highest technical quality. The contractor and 'subcontractors 
wbo 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. . 

'!1le independent eva~uation by the National Academy of Sciences 
is helpful, particu~arly since we have received the inter~ report 

. at a point when changes can be made. We welcome the recommendation 
of the National Academy report that the schedule for item 
development. be adjusted

v 
to give more t~e for the best possible 

work to be done. 

# :I 4# 



UNITED STATES' , 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ~~··NEWS 


DRAFT 
For Release: Contact: David Frank , 
June 12, 1998 , (202) 401-3026 ' 

Statement by U.S. Secretary of Education Richard W. Riley 
on Voluntary National Testing, 

The National Academy ~f Sciences study's concl~sions clearly show that work on developing 

voluntary national tests must continue. Last fall the President and Congress agreed to have this 
, , 

. study conducted, and agreed that the results should infolm Congressional action on national 
. .' , • 'r • ...• 

testing. Now we have the results,and they show conclusively that if we want to know how wei! 

students are performing compared to rigorous and widely ~ccept~d national standards, then we 

. . . ,~ 

simple cannot rely 00 existing tests. 'Work oothe voluntary national tests in 4th grade reading 

and 8th grade math is proceeding under the authority of the independent, bipartisan National 

.. '~ 
Asses~ment Governing Board (NAGB). .. 

We must do everWring wec~ to help our ~hildren master the basics all across America. The~~, 
. . . . 

tests ~iUhelp provid~the ~eededinformation to accomplish that., It is clear that NAGB'~ work 

must continue without delay. ' 
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mmittee Charge 


ublic 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..." 

Research Council 
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nclusions (1) 
',,~:.1:":'~~7it}; ':-" 'i""." -"'C':'<"'~;-~:'~".!;:';: ]-.;,:.." 

comparing the full array of currently 
administered commercial and state 
achievement tests to one another, 
through the development ofa single 

equivalency or linking scale, is not 
feasible; 

Research Council 
on Testing and Assessment 
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nclusions (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. 

Research Council 
on Testing and Assessment 
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ntext 


Voluntary National Testing 

State and local educational decision-making 

Prior investments in assessment 
development 

• 	Recurrent interest in "linkage": unity and 
diversity 

• 	 Science of linkage 

Research Council 
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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. 

• 	 We focus on. "the full array" of commercial 
and state tests 

• 	 We take no position on the VNTs 

Research Council 
on Testing and Assessment 
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" . 

dings 

diversity: 
• content emphasis, format, reliability, 

administration, uses 

dynamic testing landscape: 

• state and local goals 
• NAEP, 

• effects on behavior of teachers and kids 
• high stakes and low stakes 

• population differences 
• NAEP achievement levels 

Research Council 
on Testing and Assessment 
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to come ... 

issues involved in linking subsets of tests 

• technical requirements 

• policy implications 

• research agenda 

• further elaboration of 

• testing landscape in the US 

• statistics of linkage 

• prior studies 

Research Council 
on Testing and Assessment 
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