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Foreword

Nutional assessment of educational perform-
ance is currently one of the most potentially significant and
actively debated issues in American education. Unfortunately
some of the recent debate has shed more heat than light on
the subject. This publication is an attempt to provide cnough
information on and analyses of assessment and related issuecs
to serve as a basis for objective consideration of the possibilities,
implications, and problems posed by national educational assess-
ment. It is designed to serve both educators and interested lay-
men. The views presented include those of proponents, oppo-
nents, and some in between.

Readers are urged to usec this publication as a basis for
applying reason rather than rhetoric to this important issue.
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National Educational

says Assessment:
FRANCIS

kepree. We Badly Need It

Amcrican education today is wocfully short of
the basic information needed to carry forward our many edu
cational purposcs, to set sound goals, and to work together to
reach them.

The U.S. Office of Education, for example. can report on all
sorts of things about education: how many teachers we have,
how many school children, how many school buildings. and
possibly whether the buildings are painted or not. But as yet
we do not know how much our children really know, the sub-
jects in which they are strong or weak. the relation between
income levels and learning, or a host of other matters.

One of the topics for discussion last summer at the White
House Conference on Education was a proposal to assess our
nationwide educational performance in order to acquire the
information we nced. One might have predicted a calm dis-
course by educators on how, where, and by what means to
proceed with this assessment. Instead, the discussion turned
into controversy, and it is not over yet.

Thus far, educators have become embroiled not in the need
for assessment but in the evils of testing. Some have said, and
still say, that we have more tests right now than we know what
to do witli, Others have declared that national testing would
ultimately force conformity, or worse, upon all our schools.

The mischievous word here is “testing,” and it is this that
has generated so much heat. A few comments may help lower
the temperature a bit.

Personally 1 am vigorously opposed to any mammoth na-
tional testing of ali children. I'do not think it is either justified

Dr. Keppel, Assistant Secretary for Education, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, served as U.S. Commissioner of Education from
1962 until January 1966; he was formerly dean of the Harvard University
School of Education, 1948-62. This article is reprinted from the NEA
Journal, February 1966.
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or necessary, At the same time, we do need a far better reporting
system than we have ever had on the quality and the progress of
American schools.

“Assessment” does not necessarily imply national testing.
Today, the science of statistical sampling is well advanced. It
¢an produce answers accurate within 5 percent, even from ven
small samples, Although we are accustomed to statistical sam-
pling in public-opinion polls, we have hardly begun to employ
it in education.

Because | believe that the theory and technology of statisti-
cal sampling have developed to a point where they can facilitate
cducational assessment, as U.S. Commissioner of Education 1
¢ncouraged the Carncgic Corporation of New York, with private
funds, to explore the matter. The Corporation has set out to
determine whether a good cducational reporting system can be
developed by taking samplings of the knowledge of school
children—pcrhaps only 1 percent of the children. but certainly
much less than 10 percent.

The Carncgic Corporation has already organired a com-
mittee headed by Ralph W. Tyler of the Center for Advanced
Study ir the Behavioral Sciences. One of its first tasks has been
to set forth the purpose of a national assessment program. The
committee has said:

A well-conceived and well-cxecuted assessment would,
it is hoped, serve several important purposcs.

First, it would five the nation as a whole a better
understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of the
American educational system. Thus, it might contribute
a4 more accurate guide than we currently possess for allo-
cation of public and private funds, where they are needed,
what they achieve, and dccisions affecting educatjon.

Second, assessment results, especially if coupled with
auxiliary information on characteristics of the various re-
gions, would provide data hecessary for research on educa-
tional problems and processes which cannot now be under-
taken.

Third, when sampling and testing procedures are ade-
quately developed, internittional  comparisons might be
possible,

Several research groups using private funds have under-
taken to develop such procedures, They are exploring promising

° 6
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approaches; this spring, they will try some samplings
experimentally.

These assessments cftorts are not designed to test indi-
vidual students, or individual schools, or individual teachers.
They are designed to report on regional or nationwide educa-
tional levels over a period of time.

I believe that this matter of national assessment deserves
the full attention of the education profession. We are not now
reporting satisfactorily to ourselves, to our states, or to the
nation on where we stand in education, where we are going,
where we plan to go.

The American people today expect more of American
education than ever before. At such a time, isn't it clear to
all of us as educators that what we don't krow can hurt us?
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National Educational

asks Assessment: Will It
BANESH

HorFmann Give Us a True Picture?

A governmental testing program involving
large numbers of students would run the danger of ending as a
flawed multiple-choice monstrosity. If it did, the results would
tell educators little that current tests do not. Even worse, such
a program would sct a federal scal of approval on a purbiind
method of evaluation that exploits ambiguity, rewards super-
ficiality, penalizes depth and originality, frustrates inspired
teaching, and corrupts cducation.

For example, consider this sort of test item:

Ci'rcle the one that does not belong:
duck, cat, dog, monkey

A Vermont child circled monkey, reasoning logically that
it was the one creature that did not live nearby. His teacher,
however, corrupted by the basic fallacy of “objective” tests that
there is only one “best” answer, counted the child categorically
wrong for not having circled duck.

It is just this mind-stunting type of teaching that is fostered
by mechanized evaluation. Moreover, even the best of the ma-
chine-gradable tests are by no means impeccably constructed.
A 1964 sample College Board SAT question [eliminated in 1965]
bears this out: In an item testing reading comprehension, the
passage saic that certain atmospheric layers are “transparent to”
the longer radio waves; the wanted answer said that the layers
“do not affect” the waves, which is not at all the same as being
transparent to them. How could eye glasses function if they did
not affect the light waves to which they are transparent?

Dr. Hoffmann, Department of Mathematics, Queens College, City
University -7 ALy York, is author of The Tyranny of Testing, Crowell-
Collier, 1% . ¢ l-jer paperback, 1964). He is a theoretical physicist as
well as = professor of mathematics. This article is reprinted from the
NEA Journal, February 1966.
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At best, educational evaluation is hazardous. To evaluate
our national effort in cducation solely on the basis of the warped
picture presented by mechanized tests would be calamitous.
Gifted teachers and educational trailblazers would be rightly
dismayed to have their work federally evaluated by such inis-
leading methods, just as artists would be if their colorful paint-
ings were to be judged by persons who were color-blind or worse.

The situation is not hopeless. While keeping in the back-
ground, officials of the U.S. Office of Education are encouraging
the Carnegic Corporation to develop a new and ostensibly unoffi-
ctal national evaluative program. In the purely political sense
the program is brilliantly conceived. It will not trcad on the
toes of any individual. simply because no student, teacher, cor
school will be individually rated. Only a small sampling of
students will be tested. and none of these students will be sub-
jected to more than a small sampling of the total evaluative
procedure.

Out of this sampling of a sampling could come a vivid pic-
turc of the state of American education, because the purpose
is not so much to rate students or schools as to gather evalua-
tional data. Furthermore, the sampling, by greatly reducing the
pressure of numbers, would afford a superb opportunity to
explore quality in depth.

Will the Camnegic Corporation scize the opportunity to de-
velop a meaningful system of cvaluation? 1 am a little skeptical,
for Carnegie has already farmed out details of the task to leading
test-making organizations that have been long calloused to the
ambiguities and other defects of machine-gradable tests.

In attempting to develop an instrument which will truly
evaluate the education of American students, will the test mak-
ers do some soul-scarching? Will they for instance seck to find
out what harm the current emphasis on machine-gradable tests
may have done to students’ powers of written expression? They
could do this easily by giving questions, calling for written re-
sponscs, and comparing them with those of Canadian students,
who have not been brought up on a steady diet of mechanized
tests.

If the Carnegie Corporation’s sampling procedure is devel-
oped with boldness and imagination to probe educational excel-
lences and evils by a broad range of methods, it will provide
valuable information about American education—including cur-
rent evaluative procedures.

(S
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Certainly national assessment will exercise coercion—let no
onc deceive himself about that. Indeed, the coercion will have
federal overtones. If wisdom and luck prevail, however, it will
be a flexible, cnlightening cocer<icn amenable to reason rather
than a dogmatic coercion of the blindly numerical sort exercised
by such instruments as the TV ratings and 1Q scores.

If, however, the Carnegie program ends up as little more
than a rehash of current objective tests and interest inventorics,
let s have none of it. It will do more harm than goed.

. 10
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CALPH A Program of
Tv.er National Assessment

Bccausc anational assessment differs so mark-
edly from kinds of educational evaluation in current use, it may
be helpful to relate assessment to the range of evaluation pur-
poses and procedures. One common use of cvaluation is to
appraise the achievement of individual students. This is usually
done with secveral purposes in raind. It may furnish a further
incentive for students to study because they know they will be
tested. It may be used as one of the factors in promoting stu-
dents. It provides information that can be used by the student
and counselor in planning for further education, and it often
furnishes one of the bases for awarding scholarships.

A sccond use of cvaluation s to diagnose the learning dif-
ficulties of an individual student or an entire class to provide
information helpful in planning subsequent teaching. A third
use of evaluation is to appraise the cducational cffectiveness of
a curriculum or part of a curriculum, of instructional materials
and procedures, and of administrative and organizational
arrangemnents.

Each of these kinds of evaluation is an essential part of the
processes of teaching or administration. Teachers and adminis-
trators are using eviluation of one sort or another as onc of their
normal procedures. The information gained from these apprai-
sals is focused upon individual student’s efforts, class perform-
ance, or the effectiveness of the plans, materials, and procedures
used by the teacher, the school, or the school system,

THE NEED FOR ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS

There is a fourth use of evaluation which is to assess the educa-

Dr. Tyler is Director of the Center for Advanced Study in the Be-
havioral Sciences, Stanford, California. This paper was presented on
February 12, 1966, at the Annual Meeting of the American Association of
School Administrators in Atlantic City, New Jersey..
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tional progress of larger populations in order to provide the
public with dependable information to help in the understanding
of cducational problems and needs and to guide in efforts to
develop sound public policy regarding education. This type of
assessment is not focused upon individual students, classrooms,
schools, or school systems, but furnishes overal) information
about the cducational attainments of large numbers of pcople.

The distinction may be illuminated somewhat by compar-
ing the situation in education and in the field of health. The
public has information about the incidence of heart diseases,
cancer, and other diseases for different age and occupational
groups, and for diffcrent geographic regions. This information
is useful in developing public understanding of the progress and
problems in the ficld of health where greatest effort and support
may be needed. At the same time, physicians have evaluative
procedures to diagnosc diseases, to appraisc the progress pa-
tients are making, and to evaluate the cffectiveness of treat-
ments. The physician’s evaluative techniques are devised to
serve his purposes and the public health assessments are de-
signed to provide the public with helpful information. One type
does not take the place of the other.

This is a rough parallel to the difference in education be-
tween the tools needed and used by teachers and administrators
and those needed to gain information helpful for the guidance
of responsible citizens. Heretofore, little attention has been given
in education to the assessment problem hecause the need for
wide public understanding of educational progress and problems
was not widely recognized. Now it is.

Because cducation has become the servant of all our pur-
poses, its effectiveness is of general public concern. The edu-
cational tasks now faced require many more resources than have
thus far been available, and they must be wisely used to produce
maximum results. To make these decisions, dependable infor-
mation about the progress of education is essential; otherwise
we scatter our efforts too widely and fail to achieve our goals.
Yet we do not now have the necessary comprehensive and de-
pendable data. We have reports on numbers of schools, build-
ings, teachers, and pupils, and about the monies expended, but
we do not have sound and adequate information on educational
results. Because dependable data are not available, personal
views, distorted reports, and journalistic impressions are the
sources of public opinion, and the schools are frequently attacked

12 L NaY
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and frequently defended without having necessary cvidence to
support cither claim. This situation will be corrected only by a
careful. consistent effort to obtain valid data to provide sound
evidence about the progress of American education.

STEPS IN THE DIRECTION OF VALID ASSESSMENT

In recognition of this need, Carnegic Corporation of New York,
a private foundation. in 1964 appointed an LExploratory Com-
mittec on Assessing the Progress of Education. T was asked to
serve as Chairman. The Committee’s assigniment is to confer
with teachers, administrators. school board members, and others
concerned with education to get advice on the way in which
such a project may be constructively helpful to the schools and
avoid possible injuries. The Committee is also charged with the
development and tryout of instruments and procedures for as-
sessing the progress of cducation. The Committee has heen
working on these assignments for ncarly two ycars.

Broad Scope of Assessment

The discussions with administrators. curriculum specialists,
teachers, and school board members clearly recommended that
the initial assessment include more than the 3 R's and that it
ultimately cover the range of important educational tasks of
the modern school. In harmony with this suggestion, instru-
ments are now being constructed by four leading test develop-
ment agencies in the fields of reading and the language arts.
science, mathematics. social studies, citizenship. fine mts, and
vocational education. In subsequent years, other important arcas
will be included. : 1‘

Educational Objectives Identified

Because the purpose of the assessment is to provide heipful in-
forination about the progress of education that can be under-
stood and accepted by public-spirited lay citizens. some new
procedures arc being developed. In cach field. scholars, teach-
ers, and curriculum specialists have formulated statements of
the objectives which they believe faithfully reflect the contribu-
tions of that field and which the schools are seriously secking to
attain. For cach of these major objectives, prototype exercises
have been constructed which. in the opinion of scholars and
teachers, give students an opportunity to demonstrate the be-

! havior implied by the objective. These lists of objectives and
o ‘
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prototype exercises which help to define them have been re-
viewed by a series of pancels of public-spirited citizens living
in various parts of the Country in cities, towns, and villages. Each

I'would like to have my children learn?” This process resulted in
some revisions of the original listing of objectives and some
eliminations, However, the procedure was designed to ensure
that every objective being assessed is (1) considered important
by scholars, (2) accepted as an educational task by the school.
and (3) deemed desirable by leading lay citizens. This should

help to eliminate the criticism frequently encountered with

Populations, Not Individuals, To Be Assessed
A national assessment to identify kinds o progress being made

that need to be treated separately may change over the years
ahead, but for some time, age, seX, socioeconcmic status,
geographic location, and rural-urban-suburban differences will
probably be significant. Hence, the present plan is to assess a
probability sample for each of 199 populations defined by the
following subdivisions : boys and girls, four geographic regions,
four age groups (nine, thirteen, seventeen, and adult), three
divisions by urban, suburban, rura) classiﬁcations, and two
socioeconomic levels,

The fact that populations are to be assessed and not indi-
viduals makes it Possible to extend the sampling of exercises far

lation sample, 20 persons, each spending 30 minutes, would
together take all the exercises. In this case, a population of

14 v a



10,000 persons would furnish a sample of 500 for cach of the
assecement exercises, and no one would have given more than
30 minutes of his time. Assuming that an assessment would be
made every 3 to 5 years in order to ascertain the kinds of progress
taking place, it is very unlikely that many of those individuals
who participated in the earlier assessments would be involved
in any of the subsequent ones. Hence, from the point of view
of the child or adult, no serious demand would be made on his
time. Furthermore, it is unlikely that the children taking exer-
cises in later years would be drawn from the same classrooms
as the earlier ones. Therefore, the demands made upon a teacher
in releasing a child for half-an-hour will be minimal. The assess-
ment, though costly, should be feasible and involve little or no
inconvenience to individuals or to schools.

Since the assessment does not require that all participants
be in classes, the exercises to be used are not limited to the usual
test items. Interviews and observational procedures are also to
be employed to furnish information about intercsts, habits, and
practices that have been learned. Bacause school objectives
commonly include these areas, it is necessary to see that some
assessment is made of the levels of attainment.

Characteristic Achievements To Be Measured

The assessment exercises will differ from current achievement
tests in another important respect. An achievement test secks
to measure individual differences among pupils taking the test.
Hence, the items of the test are concentrated on those which
differentiate among the chiidren. Exercises which all or nearly
all can do, as well as those which only a very few can do, are
eliminated because these do not give much discrimination. But,
for the purposes of assessing the progress of education, we need
to know what all or almost all of the children are learning, and
what the most advanced are learning, as well as what is being
learned by the middle or “average” children. To get exercises of
this sort will be a new venture for test constructors. They are
required to develop exercises at each age level in which approxi-
mately one-third represent achievements characteristic of most
of those at that age level, one-third represent achievements
characteristic of about half of those at that age level, and one-
third represent the achievements characteristic of the most ad-
vanced, that is, the top 10 percent, of that age level.

. 15
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To summarize the cducational autainments of these several
populations it is not hecessary to compute test scores, Instead.
the following sorts of things would be reported:

For the sample of seventeen-year-old hoys of higher socio-
tconomic status from rural and small town arcas of the
Midwest region. it wag found that:

93% could read a typical newspaper paragraph like
the following. . .

765 could write an acceptable letter ordering several
items from a store like the following. . . .

52% took a responsible part in working with other
youth in playground and community activities likc
the following. . . . :
24% had occupational skills required for initig)
cmployment.

Periodic Reports Planned

It is anticipated that the assessment would he in charge of a
conmmission of highly respected citizens. They and the com-
mission staff would prepare reports of the findings of the assess-
ment, much as we now obtain Ieports of the findings every 10
years of the decennial census, These reports would be available
to all people interested in cducation, providing them in thig way
with significant and helpful information on what has been
learned by cach of (e 192 populations. In subscquent years.
the progress made by cach of these populations since the pre-
ceding assessment would also be reported.

FEARS ALLAYED

This project is tncountering some difficultics in getting itself
understood. It js being confused with a nationwide, individual
testing program, and several common fears arc cxpressed by
those who make this confusion. They note that tests used in
a school influence the dircction and amount of effort of pupils
and tcachers. In thig way, if national tests do not reflect the
local educational objectives, pupils and teachers are deflected
from their work. This criticism doces not apply to the assessment
project because no individual student or teacher can make a
showing. No student wil] take more than a small fraction of the
excrcises. No scores will be obtained on his performance. He

. 16
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will not be asscssed at any later time and can gain no desired
¢nd, like admission to college or a scholarship.
A sccond fear is that such an assessment enables the fed-

cral government to control the curriculum. This is also a mis- .

understanding. The okjectives to be assessed are those which
arc accepted by teachers and curriculum specialists as goals
toward which they work. They have been reviewed by lay lead-
crs throughout the country so as to include only aims deemcd
important by public-spirited citizens,’ This project will report on
the extent to which children, youth, and adults arc learning
things considered important by both professional school people
and the informed public.

A third fear is somciimes raised that this project would
stultify the cuniculum by not allowing changes over the ycars in
instructional methods and educational goals. It should be made
clear that the project will assess what children, youth. and adults
have learned, not how they have learned it. Hence. the assess-
ment is not dependent upon any particular instructional
methods. For example, we shall report the percentage of 13:year-
olds who can comprehend the plain sensc of a typical newspaper
paragraph. We will not be reporting the methods of rcading
instruction that are used in various schools. Or, as another
illustration, we shall report on the percentage of adults who par-
ticipate regularly in civic affairs but not on the methods used in
teaching high school civics.

The matter of changing cducational goals is a relevant
question because the objectives determine what will be assessed.
Our plan calls for a revicw onc year in advance of cach assess-
ment of the objectives of cach ficld in order to identify changes
and to include the new objectives in the next assessment.

A CONSTRUCTIVE CONTRIBUTION

Through the various conferences with school people and inter-
ested laymen, the Committee has been able to identify concerns
and problems that such an asscssment must deal with. As the
plans are shaping up, it appears to be possible to conduct the
project in a way that will not injurc our schools but will provide
greatly needed information.

The nced for data on progress has been recognized in other
spheres of American life. During the depression, the lack of
dependable information about the progress of the economy was

17 17
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a serious handicap in focusing efforts and in asscssing them.
Out of this need grew an index of production, the Gross National
Product, which has been of great value in guiding economic de-
velopment. Correspondingly, the Consumer Price Index was
constructed as a useful measure of the changes in cost of living
and inflation. Mortality and morbidity indices are important
bases for indicating needed public health measures. Facing the
need for massive efforts to extend and improve education, the
demand for valid information to support the requests and to
guide the allocation of resources must be met. The assessment
of the progress of education should make an important and con-
structive contribution to this purpose.

18
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Panel Discussion
on a Program of
National Assessment

T his discussion followed Ralph Tyler's address
at the AASA Annual Meeting on February 12, 1966. The panel®
was moderated by Martin Essex, Superintendent of Schools,
Akron, Ohio. George B. Brain, President of AASA, presided at
the general session and made brief remarks at its conclusion.

BROWNELL: There is no aspect of public service in the
United States which is assessed more critically and frequently
than American education.

The pupils assess their schooling every day, and the assess-
ment may not be sophisticated, but it is candid, and often re-
vealing and effective in pointing out the needs and deficiencies
of thie particular school situation; and the parents and the citi-
zens generally and the press and the writers make their assess-
ments daily, so that those of us who are in the operating end
of the school systems are quite aware that there is a national
assessment of education, and that the ones who are most critical
are often the ones that get the most notoriety.

One of the problems is that those are usually assessments
of small pieces of the school program. It seems to me that the
idea of an operation which reports to the public where we are
nationally in the attainment of the educational objectives is a
highly desirable operation, but I sense what is of great concern
is whether the procedures that are proposed and under way with
the commendable objective of national assessment of education
are going to accomplish the genuine national assessment of
education.

* Other panel members were S. M. Brownell, Superintendent of
Schools, Detroit, Michigan; Leon P. Minear, State Superintendent of Pub-
lic Instruction, Salem, Oregon; L. B. Newcomer, Superintendent, Clark
County Schools, Las Vegas, Nevada; 2nd Harold Spears, Superintendent
of Schools, San Francisco, California.
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Darius Green and others had the laudable objective of soar-
ing in space. That is what they wanted to do. Their procedures
didn’t get the results they expected, and were disastrous for them
in getting support for what they were trying to do. And many
educators are concerned, I think, today, lest the proposea na-
tional assessmient program result in injuries to education rather
than accomplishing the stated purpose. It is not that they are
opposed to the objectives. I am glad, however, that some persons ' .
persist in their cfforts to fly. despite the tragic results of Darius
Green’s experiments; and I hope the careful and critical examina-
tion and present plans for national education assessment will so
direct and modify the plans of those who are pressing for a trail
that unfortunate results can be minimized and constructive
results maximized.

Now, let me turn to some of the questions which I assume
and hope are being considered by those who are working on what
is called the national assessment program. One of the persistent
handicaps in the local school assessment of the status and cffec-
tiveness of the school program is the difficulty of separating out
and measuring what the school has contributed to educational
results,

Let me illustrate. Schools, by law in most states, are re-
quired to teach the harmful effects of tobacco and alcohol. You
can figure out the amount of time that schools are able to devote
to this requirement, and the moncy that they are able to spend on
it, compared with the exposure that pupils get to “education” by
other forms, such as advertising, to offset the school education

. in this one objective. I think many people are wondering how, in
this assessmient program, it is proposed to assess the effective-
ness of schools on an objective which is clearly set forth as an
objec ive of the schools, but which, at onc and the same time.
may be offset or crippled by the other “cducational agencics”
tha: are at work.

I would use another illustration which has to do with good
hvinan relationships. I know of no school system that doesn’t
consider as one of its major objectives, or no group of citizens
«hat doesn’t say one of the major objectives of the schools is, good
human relationships; and I suspect that most of those who arc
concerned about the assessment program are wondering how it
is going to be possible to evaluate school education effectiveness
in this area. What is to be the basis: by the relationship of pupils
to each other in school or their human relationships in the com-

LRIC | 20 20



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

munity. by their knowledge of good human rclationships or their
performance at school age or as adults?

My point is this: I think that many who have been strug-
gling to asscss the effectivencss of schools locally in terms of the
goals of education that are subscribed to by citizens and scholars
wonder whether the national assessment program has or will
have criteria which can identify the contributions of schools to
what they report as a national assessment of cducation.

And many cducators arc so much aware of the limitations
of paper-and-pencil tests, as Ralph pointed out, in evaluating the
total school output without relating these results to input, that
they question the value of placing the national investment and
pressure approval behind a procedure that they assume will be
merely an cxtension of present questionable testing practices.

Secondly, I would make one or two other points. . Allusions
were made in your report to the uscfulness of the development
of a gross national product in guiding economic development and
the consumer price index as a useful measure of the changes in
cost of living and inflation.

Now, personally I consider this quite different from the
value judgments that are implied in an assessment process. If
the objcctive of the assessment group is to develop an index
of gross national cducational product, rather than a national
assessment of education, it would certainly clarify to me the ob-
jective or purpose of the effort in this ficld, | think that most edu-
cators would be glad to have developed a gross national education
product index as a tool to cmphasize national growth in educa-
tional productivity. ' '

If emphasis were placed upon the relationship of expendi-
ture for schools, on personnel-per-thousand pupils, on length of
total time spent in school or frequency of change from school to
school, on the increase in school holding power, the job success
of pupils, and so on, as well as the test scores, then | think some
of those who arc worried about a national assessment would have
their fears reduced.

Then there are many thoughtful persons, among whom arc
some of the most outspoken critics of the present conditions of
schools and colleges, who wonder what are the safeguards that
are being planned or erected to reduce the educational ties if
the national assessment program misfires in its intended
interpretations.

In any social experiment which could affect importantly a
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major social process for good or for ill, I assume that those in
charge must make careful plans to safeguard the social process
against harm should their proposals fail, and assure those who
are responsible for the operations of social progress as to those
procedures that will protect workers on the project or innocent
bystanders against a misfiring or a miscalculation of the results.

These are some of the questions I find that are in the minds
of persons who are interested in this prodram of national
assessment,

ESSEX: As I listened to Sam and these very pertinent questions,
he is asking: one, can we filter out in this assessment process the
differences that the school makes and other educationa] forces
in our environment make; secondly, is an analogy fair between
the measurable item such as the gross national product or cost of
living, as related to value judgments to be made here; and
thirdly, he wants to know whether you can retrieve this instru-
ment at a certain point before blasting, in case it seems to be too
damaging?

bility of different groups for doing something about them. When
we find out that there are X percent of the people who have heart
disease in the 40-to-50-year age group, we don't automatically
say how poor or how good are the doctors in our community.
What we do not now have—and I realize there are lots of other
kinds of information needed—we do not know whether it is true,
as often maintained, that in the rural areas their people don’t
read as well, or in the rural areas that you have less adequate or
more adequate development of citizenship or other things.

The purpose of our assessment, the purpose of using age
groups, not grade groups, and not schools, in Detroit, for ex-
ample, is that in taking all the children in a block, before getting
down to the question of what we can do about problems, we
need to know what our problems are. The children that would
be sampled for the whole Midwest, and not simply for Detroit,
will be people in public schools, parochial schools, private
schools of other sorts, and perhaps, because we found this in
some samples—a larger percentage than we realized—some chil-
dren who weren't in school at all.
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Let me then briefly summarize by saying that the purpose,
first, is to get information about what our national problems are,
and we are getting them from various sources that are inade-
quate. There was a book that came out 15 years ago, called
Why Johnny Can’t Read. There was no evidence as to how many
Johnnies there were who couldn’t read. We need information
of a general sort about how well educated our people are and
where our problems lie. I realize that at some point in Detroit,
for example, there may need to be a further analysis in different
school districts as to what their problems may be and what they
can do about it; but right now, we have a great deal of money
being spent—public money-—on the ground that there are cer- |
tain groups that are not well educated. We don’t really have any |
adequate data on it. We are calking about a prior step, which asks
just how are our young people coming on and does not try at this
point to make a diagnosis of where and how it might be improved.
Again, let’s make the medical analogy. We are trying to find
out just where the incidence of disease is. I want to know whcther
we have diseases and where they are.

MINEAR: Ralph, I believe that many of the people here have
heard for the first time the actual project which you and your
friends are undertaking, and I believe you have converted many
of us to some new ways of thinking. But probably you have
aroused some opposition in some other quarters.

I want to add and say to you that the Council of Chief State
School Officers, the state superintendents, the comruissioners of
education of the 50 states, went on record in Honolulu a few
months ago substantially approving a form of assessment; and,
of course, they went on and said, if and but and so forth. I
think you have covered those angles.

I am certain you realize that AASA has a resolution that is
before the various committees at the present time, opposing a
form of national testing, and you have assured us on that par-
ticular point.

In our state of Oregon, I surveyed the superintendents and
find that 60 percent of the superintendents who responded to a
survey that I made were mildly in favor of some type of assess-
ment, but 40 percent were vehemently opposed.

Obviously, then, it becomes a highly debatable issue, and I
have two questions for you. The first is this. On page 147 of
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the special analysis of the Budget of the President of the United
States for this coming session of Congress appears a statement.,
and I quote:

The sum of $2.9 million is included in this budget for
dcvcloping 4 New program of collecting cducationg] achieve-
ment data on 4 uniform, nationwide basis for the purpose of
assessing the quality of education, or the Purchase of data
to be collected as 3 supplement to the current population
survey and to initiate g survey of adult education and train-
ing for employment.

Basically, what [ ain saying here is that of the $2.9 million
in the President's budget. $2.5 million of this ig apparently
planned for a pew program of collecting educational achieve-
ment data on g nationwide basis. My first question is this: Is
there a relationship between the assessment program and the
President's budget in this particular statement in so far as you
arc aware?

My second statement and question: I have been told that
there are three ways such an assessment program ccould be
mounted.  You mentjoned the fourth way. A panél of distin-
Buished citizens selected by foundations, and so forth. One addj.
tional way would be a Presidential commission of citizens. The
direct allozation 1o the United States Office of Education of this
Iesponsibility would be 3 third way. I can see a fourth way, and
that is to leave it where jt starts, in the Private sector of the
educational enterprise.

Now, we are g]] aware of the fact that he 50 states of our
nation have the assignment in the 50 constitutions for the gen-

welfare clause ang possibly portions of the Tenth Amendment of
the Constitution do we bring education into (pe federal sector of
government,

So my second question is this: Would you deem it appro-
priate that the Carncegie program, which is established to get this
assessment under way, would you deem it appropriate that this
might be, in turn, transferred ag one of the first responsibilities
of the Compact of States? It is a state right. Once this Compact
is inaugurated, there will be demand for 3 responsibility, or for
some job for the Compact of States to undertake, Do you deem
this would be an appropriate transfer of responsibility to that
agency?
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TYLER: The two questions that Superintendent Mincar has
raised are both questions that are highly hypothetical; namely.
the possible connection later that the federal government might
have with this. Actually. 1 don't sce any necessary connection.
Our work has been entirely in the private sector. We were estab-
lished by the Carncgic Corporation. Our membership includes
people who are interested primarily in this question: how can we
develop a process of assessment that will give the public informa-
tion that will not have any harm on the schools and will not be
an assessment of the schools,

This cmphasis. for csample. on no smaller geographical
region than the regions represented by the four in the United
States— Northeast. Southeast, West and Far West—is one means
of ensuring that we are not talking about comparing one state
with another. We are not talking about comparing one kind of
community with another. My own belief is that whatever may
be the need and the desires of the Congress in trying to assess
their responsibilitics. our concern is with the assessment of our
educational development as a whole. which includes children
who may have been educated in parochial schools. private
schools, as well as public schools. who may have been at home
or out of school altogether.

The question is often raised now: Is it true that such a large
percentage of our youngsters are unable to pass the test involved
in getting into the Armed Forces? 1 am sure that if we took a
comprchensive sample, we would discover that young people are.
as a whole, much better able to read and carry on these opera-
tions than the data we are getting from the draft. We are inter-
ested in getting balanced, adequate pictures of how well
educated our people are and where our problems lic. rather than
the questions which are of concern to you as administrators:
what can we do in our own school systems to continue and im-
prove the quality and the quantity of education.

ESSEX: Ralph, scated ont in front of you are some three or four
thousand school superintendents who function in that peculiar
organism known as the Amcrican community. Now. you state
that you proposc to do this in four sections, with two clements
of the population, various ages, sex, and so on.

What if Madame X of the PTA, Leaguc of Women Voters, or
a hundred and one other organizations, wants to know of the
Board of Education or the Superintendent of Schools how the
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youngsters in Ox-Bow are doing on these—will this be a public
instrument? Is it available?

TYLER: It will not be a public instrument because the whole
basis of the sampling depends on having large enough popula-
tions, so that no one city would have any value in using this
instrument. It will not be a public instrument. It is copyrighted
by the Carnegic Corporation, so as to retain it entirely for use
of this sort.

NEWCOMER: Let me put my questions to Dr. Tylcr this way.
There have been many concerns expressed about the national as-
sessment program. and usually you hear people talk about the
national testing program—the ills of national testing. It seems
to me that in your comments today you have very well attempted
to show that this is not a testing program, and that assessment
is different from the testing. However, I seem to detect a gradual
change in the communications regarding the assessment pro-
gram over the past year or several years. We don’t see the word
“comparison” any more. We did see the word “comparison,” 1
think, when we first read about it, and I suspect—I want to ask
the question, whether the coniroversy that has been going on
somewhat along this line has had a tendency to narrow the scope
or to sharpen the process. That is one question.

The other one is rather dear to me in that it has been ex-
pressed in several ways before. I think that one of the problems
we face today is the tendency to equate education with public
schooling. When you talk about the assessment of education—
if this is going to be used to judge the public school—I don’t
know how you are going to delineate this process because I think
that there are other educational institutions in our society that
play an even more important role than the public school. If the
national assessment program is successful, there may be—and
I ask this in the form of a question: Could there be a tendency
for the people to quit the great debate in their local communities,
quit trying to determine what the unique task of the school in
our communities is and consider that somebody up there is de-
termining what it is, and that it is the same for everybody?

I have a sneaking suspicion that the task of the school in
Las Vegas is very different than the task of the school in New-
port Mesa. I wonder if this national assessment program might
not have a negative effect on local people going into the con-
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troversy and asking, as they should, what are the tasks here as
opposed to other educational institutions.

TYLER: It is aiways difficult to deal with things that have
not happened. \What we can do is consider what we know about
our own communities and what we have noticed in other fields.
I have noticed that, for example, having national data about the
problems of executives in getting heart disease serves in our area
to make for a special study of the incidence of heart disease in
our county and helps to focus the emphasis of the Heart Asso-
ciation upon it.

I do not understand why having knowledge (if this should
turn out) that children from low-economic-level groups keep
getting wider apart from others between 9 and 17, if this turns
out to be true in each of the regions, why this doesn’t cause us
in Las Vegas or Palo Alto or anywhere else to begin to say: if
this is a national problem, let’s see what our own problems are
and whether we ought to give attention to it. The business of
getting more dependable information is not something we have
to be afraid of. The role of those of us who are administrators
is to make use of dependable information, to help remind our
citizens of problems we have, of things we need to do. 1 don’t
fear more information; I fear either lack of information or the
dependence upon very biased material. There are many organi-
zations, as Sam Brownell has pointed out, that are continually
making an assessment, trying to assess education, and I believe
that the information about regions, about these divisions that
we talk about, 192, may not be the things that will be important
10 years hence. We may find some other factors that we will
want to look at in relation to these, either because we discover
we don’t have some of these problems or we discover we are
doing very well with them. By having information of that sort
of background, to indicate where our regional or national prob-
lems lie, gives us as school administrators a much better basis for
saying where we need to put attention in our own communities.

ESSEX: We seem to be saying here that we are going to keep
this tool separate from the teacher. We are not going to let the
teacher get to this instrument because we fear that this would
direct his teaching toward certain things or cause him to elim-
inate other elements of his teaching that were not deemed to
be important here.
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TYLER: We didn't really say that.

ESSEX: Is that an assumption we will have to make? If we
don’t influence the teacher by this instrument. how do we get the
teacher with the materigls we need to teach?

TYLER: Let me remind you of the medical analogy. The way we
get incidence of heart discase does not determine the kind of
instrument the physician finds helpful in making his own diag-
nosis. They are two different things. It is not that we are trying
to keep things away from the teacher. A teacher needs a much
sharper instrument to diagnose reading readiness, for example,
and things of that sort, than the kind of thing we are providing.

ESSEX: Let's look at it from another point of view. Say in a
tounty where one school System spends $300 per child. another
spends $600. they are thrown into this polyglot of the aggregate,
and the community and the superintendent make judgments.
How can these judgments be made in these two distinct school
systems in the same aggregate?

TYLER: Again, let me remind you that we are not getting to the
level of counties. The people of the country need to know, for
example, is it true that one of our critical areas is in providing
youngsters of low economic level with marketable skills. We can
have information upon what these critical areas are, and that
will be useful in general. Then the question of your county
i$ to find out what they are doing in different schools; and the
responsibility for Pinpointing decisions that need to be made s
yours, just as in the Gross National Product, the Ford Corporation
or some other particular corporation has to make up its own mind
and make up jts own study of how well it is producing but against
the background of the national concern: are we increasing our
productivity or are we not?

The school superintendent, the Principal, the teacher. need
instruments. They are not these instruments. They neced instru-
ments to find out their situation, But I am worried because the
public has so many misconceptions about what our educational
problems are, because we haven't provided the additional thing
that the Public Health Service provides, that is not available just
from the physicians’ reports.
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SPEARS: I noticed that cvery time, Ralph. that the word “asscss-

ment” came in. there was a rumble. Whether vou said it or
whether Sam said it. Also. I noticed when the word “national”
came in. there was a bigger rumble.

I'am not going to ask Ralph any questions. because super-
intendents arc not accustomed to ask questions. \We are on the
receiving end of so many of them, we are out of practice. But
you can imagince why we are skeptical, if we are. in this area.
and why we nced to have people such as you analyze it and give
us the facts as to what was intended. because there is so much
national management coming in that when anything clse comes
on a national basis today. we are bound to be a little skeptical
until it is proven that it is something that we need and can use.

Even though you say that it is a major change in testing
programs. I analyze common features. and what we have here
scems (o me to be common with what we have been doing with
testing since the Army test came out.

This program has standardized tests, as the other programs
we have of measurement. and assessment. and it is bound to
cover subject areas in which vou can make tests: and unless
these test-makers arc smarter than the same firms that have
been making tests in the past. I doubt if they come up with good
tests in the other arcas outside of the academic and skilled areas.

Again they arc testing individuals. We are not going to
measure individuals, but we will measure school systems: but
the only way you can get to the school system is to get to the
individuals and compile scores of numbers of individuals. cven
though cach takes a partial part of this test. Then you combine
them and then we get an assessment on different arcas of the
country,

I'am a little sensitive to this on the ground that California
has a state testing program. as a lot of people know, and it is
a required testing program that we have to go into. It has been
in effect only two or three years. What they will do with those
scorcs, we have no idea. All that we arc concerned about was
that nobody knew about them. and so we couldn’t compare them.

When you say this is not a public instrument, we people
who work in public education know that cverything that is in our
office or files today secms to be public. There is no way you can
get away from it. We are being badgercd all the time for having
facts that we arc trying to hide from somcbody, as though we are
trying to keep something away that the public nceds, and we arc
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skeptical here again on the national testing program, because it
will compare districts.

Maybe it is moving a little too fast for us, I don’t know.
Maybe we don’t move fast enough as educators or superintend-
ents. It is hard for us. We do have our ways of working. We
have been accustomed to local control and local management.
When these things come upon us, we are bound to ask for a little
time.

On the matter of objectives, we feel that sometimes the ob-
jectives of education are set by the instruments thiemselves, and
if the instruments are limited, the objectives of education become
what the instruments measured. If we are in that type of move-
ment, we could be concerned and ask your group to put out a
little more information about it.

Getting back to the use of the test, I will quote from Dr.
Gardner when he was asked to make a further statement on this
subject and he went into the matter of the use of it. He said:
“Thus it might contribute to a much more active guide than we
currently possess to the allocation of public and private funds.”

That bothered me a little because teachers who are in-
volved in testing programs for school systems sometimes test
for them.

There are two features unique to the proposed national
testing program. One is the coverage of the nation rather than a
state or local school system or district. The other is the an-
nounced use of the result as a guide in the allocation of school
funds.

If the latter were carried out, local boards of education
would be confronted with mixed emotions. First, the anxiety
that their students would not rank high enough. And second,
that they would rank too high to qualify the district for federal
funds.

We have to get that cleared up a little. Are we working
now? If federal funds will be distributed to the lower-ranking
districts, we had better tell the teachers to ease off a little with
the children when they are taking these tests.

I am not quite sure of that. Take the California situation.
Three weeks ago these test scores were released. Our school
system got a beating in the local paper because the headlines
came out that we were below average, and what was our average
on that test compared with these other 143 different districts
in the metropolitan areas? We ranked 199.5 as compared to
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200 as the average. We were below average! We were 0.5 off
the beat on that. 1 ried to answer and get into the papers, which
we did, and talked from the standpoint of achievement of young-
sters and whether you measure school systems on that basis,
because you have to know whom you are dealing with, to begin
with, how far you raised them from, and where you had them
to begin with. So the achicvement score doesn’t mean much
unless You go back to the intelligence quotient programs. 1 indi-
cated that our school system has a number of culturally handi-
capped students in the schoo! system, and we may be doing
better than others that Lave a higher score. Then I was accused
of being disrespectful of minority children, and somebody sug-
gested that I wasn’t competent to be in that position.

TYLER: I think Harold Spears has pointed out perhaps one of
the most important reasons for a great deal of emotional concern
about any sort of assessment. Yet he has illustrated the fact that
without tiis sort of program going on, there is a great deal of
cffort now being made by pcople to assess unwisely and inade-
quately. 1 do not believe you are going to stop the concern of
the public generally for knowing how our schools are doing,
because it has reached the point where for every child to get
anywhere in the United States or any industrialized nation, he
has to have an education; and because education is so important,
people care about it, and as long as people care about it, they
want some sort of appraisal.

I would rather have an appraisal that has comprehensive
validity, that does not pretend to appraise a particular school
system, that looks at our total educational problems. People are
then able to see where we are coming along, where we don’t need
to worry, where we need to get more attention. This is what we
are concerned with, because we believe that appraisals—and I
repeat what both the Superintendent of Detroit and the Superin-
tendent of San Francisco have said since they are under con-
tinuing appraisals—we would like to get a more comprehensive
and adequate base.

Now, the question that was raised about how this differs
from standardized tests, I can only refer you back to the paper
to point out some of the technical differences, but the most im-
portant one perhaps is the standard job to be done, not a score
that is determined on the basis of the mean of the group, so that
the problem of individual testing where you are trying to find
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individual differences is precisely the problem that has been
pointed out by Harold in San Francisco. 1f you are at the 49th
percentize. that is lower than the 50th percentile. 1f you really
talked about the things that Kids can do. the public could much
more casily see the difterence between. and how small the ditfer-
ence is between. 82 percent who can do so and so and 81 pereent.
than they can the difference between above and below average.

The reason for concerning ourselves again with regions
rather than with any state or school system is that the public
needs to know where. as a whole, in our arcas various problems
lic. 1tis then the responsibility of the constituted school officials
with this as a background to look at their own situations. to call
for help. or to comment on the progress that .is being made. l
hope. therefore. that we can ook at this assessment in terms of
a way of trying to provide information that does not point a
finger at any school. any person. or any teacher. but does help the
public to get knowledge of where our problems lic. because we
do need more and more resources to deal with them.

BRAIN: There was a consensus represented in the discussion

today. That consensus | would express as being the fmperative
of improving the quality of education.
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Answers to
er Inquiries

RALPH w.

Following Dr. Ralph W. Tyler's address before
the AASA convention in Atlantic City. New Jersey, February
1966. many school administrators continued to pose unanswered
questions.  Inquirics came to the headquarters office of AASA.
On March 2, 1966. a letter was mailed to Dr. Tyler asking him to

respond to several questions. The questions and answers follow :

QUESTION: What s the approximate timetable for the prepara-
tion of instruments. initial ficld trials. and full implementation?
DR. TYLER: e hope to have the instruments ready for initial
tryouts in the fall of 1966. The purposc of the trvouts is to ascer-
tain the feasibility of cach exercise and jts difficulty. Assuming
that the tryouts are successful, we would hope to have the mate-
rial ready for the first national assessment in the falj of 1967.

QUESTION: Plcasc clarify the relationship between individuals

in the sample population and school systems. \What. in general,

are the procedures which yYour agency will use if a school district

agrees to cooperate. or if a school district does not wish to co-

operate?

DR. TYLER: The Problem of getting a comprehensive appraisal

of a given age group ‘is the problem of the distribution of these

young pcople among public and Private schools and within and

without schools. After the arca sample has been selected (a par-

ticular area. a block. a part of a census tract. ctc. ). the next step

is to ecnumerate the number of persons in the age groupings that

live in that sample area and to indicate whether or not they are

in school and, if in school, what school. With this information.

it becomes possible to request schools, both public and private,

to cooperate if they are interested in doing so in giving those

exercises that can casily be handled in the classroom. There are.

of course, other exerciscs that will need to be given individually, ;
especially those involving interview and observation. If a school
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district does not wish to Cooperate, it will be necessary to arrange
for these exercises to be administered in the home situation.

QUESTION: How will the results be tabulated and who would
analyze the d.:a? .

DR. TYLER: The results will be tabulated by exercises for each
population.. Since the analysis and reporting would be done by
official commission—probably one selected by several of the
foundations so as to be free from political bias or governmental
responsibility—it is likely that the commission would get a com-
petent staff to write the report, and the analysis in general would
deal with particular a-as or Particular Kinds of objectives and
comment on the progress being made and the problems being
encountered abcut which the American people would need to
give support and help to their school districts in attacking.

QUESTION: To whom will a fina} report be made and what use
do you contemplate will be made of it?

DR. TYLER: The final report of each assessment would be made
to the interested lay public,and its use, I think, would be very
much like the usé made of the report of the American Youth
Commission in such books as Hotw Fare American Youth which
alerted the public to the problems of youth in the depression and
helped to get support for improvements in curricula and in job
opportunities and other needs of youth.




ol Recipe for Control
"o by the Few

I have designed this paper around a priuciple
which states two conditions which any national achievement
testing program whose results are used to compare public school
systems must satisfy in order to comply with the requirements
of the principle of state and local control of the public school
curriculum and the principle of government by consent. I shall
apply this principle to the national achievement testing aspect of
NAEP (National Assessment of Educational Progress). A lead-
ing spokesman for NAEP has told us that one “unit of reporting
is the area” and, as I shall explain later, one of the stated pur-
poses of NAEP requires for its fulfillment that one such area
unit of reporting be the state, and that NAEP achievement test
results must be used to afford comparisons among the state
school systems in this country.

The two-part principle presuppcses that any national
achievement testing program whose resuits are used to compare
public school systems would prove to be coeicive in respect to the
public schools, because it would inevitably force teachers to teach
for the tests. NAEP promoters would say that this two-part prin-
ciple does not pertain to the national achievement testing aspect
of NAEP because probability sampling is to be used in NAEP,
and they claim that the use of this statistical device will prevent
their achievement tests from becoming coercive. In the words
of one of these promoters, it is claimed that under conditions of
probability sampling * ‘teaching for tests’ and revising curricula
to conform to test content would not be stimulated.”

Dr. Hand was formerly on the staff of the College of Education at the
University of Illinois and has been a distinguished writer in the field of
secondary education.

This article is an adapted version of an address given at the AASA
Annual Meeting on February 16, 1966, It is reprinted, by permission,
from the March 1966 issue of The Educational Forum.
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achievement test scores are badly needed, and, given its present
leadership, would in time take over at least the national achieve-

found in a section of Mr. Keppel's justification to the Committee
on Appropriations of his 1965-66 budget request. Under the
Project heading of “Assessments of Educational Achievement”
here in full is what he said: '

One of our most Pressing needs in the field of educa-
tion is to know how well schools are accomplishing their
purpose and how effectively students are learning subjects
which are generally taught. This will enable comparisons
between geographic areas and groups within the educational
framework which are not now possible. Educators and
scholars generally are giving increasing attention to the
problems of assessing achievement in the schools and de-
sirability of evolving measures of comparative educational
effectiveness.

plishing the objectives of this project. Thus, our principal
contribution to this activity during the fiscal years 1965
and 1966 will be conduct of conferences which wil] be de-
veloped jointly with the Carnegie Corporation and other
interested agencies. [Italics added]

Harold Howe, who has been named to succeed Mr. Keppel
as Commissioner, left no doubt ag to where he stands on the

ported in the December 23, 1965, issue of the Tampa Tribune
of what'’s happening in public education as a whole, ‘because it

Is putting money into jt.’ ” Since he certainly knows that achieve-
ment testing is a major component of NAEP, his statement s
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tantamount to saying that Congress has a right to know what
the results of national achievement testing are, “because it is
putting money into it.”

5. The next logical step would be to make participation in
NAEP a requirement for receiving federal aid. 1t is now legal for
the Commissioner of Education to require such participation on
the part of all state school systems which receive federal aid
under either the 1963 Vocational Education Act or the 1965
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Both Acts make it
obligatory upon the Commissioner to require that evaluations be
submitted to him by all state school systems which receive federal
aid under either Act, but neither Act stipulates what the required
evaluation shall or shall not consist of. Instead, this is left to
the judgment of the Commissioner.

6. From here on out, virtually no state and but relatively
few communities can support a quality public school program
without federal aid. To say that states and public school districts
any longer have the freedom to refusc federal aid is a cruel
fiction. So virtually all of them would then be forced to go along
with the national achievement testing program.

But even if the national achievement testing aspect of
NAEP continued to remain in the hands of a private group, with
the test results used by the USOE for purposes of making a
wiser—hence a differential—use of federal aid, the NAEP
achievement tests would become coercive, and control of thec
public school curriculum would be in the hands of the private
group who has the final say-so as to what goes into the NAEP
achievement tests.

We shall see why this is true as we take note of the seventh
statement.

7. Probability sampling cannot discourage, much less pre-
vent, a great many teachers from teaching for the tests—quite
the contrary. It is the use made of the test results that will be
determinative. The NAEP promoters tell us that the NAEP
assessment “seeks to describe . . . by different geographic areas.”
This euphemism means that the public school systems are to be
compared state by state. What is true of the sample is true of
the whole; this is what probability sampling means. If the per-
formance of the sample public schools in State X is reported to
be low in comparison with the sample performances in other
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PAruntext provided by eric

States, every teacher in cvery public school in State X would be
under a cloud. This would be true because no school in State X
could prove to jts patrons that it rates any higher than the general
low level of (he sample public schools ip its state.  Since no one
knows which schools would be caught in tle sample the next
time around, and for othor rcasons noted helow, we can be con-
fident that more than enough public pressure would be generated
to force the teachers (a) to do cverything possible to find out
from the sample schools what js in the tests (from the pupils
tested, if they have t0), and (b) to teach for the tests.

Under probability sampling the work of g teachers in all
schools in any state would be judged by the results of the achicve-
ment testing done in theijr state regardless of whether or not any
of their pupils had been tested. This means that the images of
the public school systems in the 25 below average states would,
of course, Iy clouded.

Itis not difficult 10 see what the conscquences of this con.
Parison would be in an era in which nearly all communities
must cither attract new industry or IClrogress into stagnation
and decay. Nobody knows better than the business and profes-
sional men who make up the power structure of the community
that new industry goes where it thinks the good public school
Systems are, and shuns as i would the plague, those places where
the image of the public schools is mediocre, to say nothing of
thosc places where this image is poor.

We can he confident that the power structures in the 25 or
S0 states with the damaged public school images would turn on
the heat. Although they would know which schools had been
caught in the sample in their state, the heat these influential
people would turn on would be of about cqual intensity all over
the state, this because they would know (hat cvery public sclhool
System in the state would have an equal chance of being caught
in the probability sample the next time around. The pressures on
teachers to teach for thc NAEP achicvement (ests would be too
€normous to resjst. Further, the frustrations which, local public
school boards would experience would be acyte, For the vast
majority of school boards would not be caught in the probability
sample, yet they would be held accountable for the poor test
results in a few schoo} Systems elsewhere over which they have
no control, :

No less heat would be turned on the schools if, as one
NAEP promoter has recently said would be the case, the NAEP
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test results were to be reported by larger regions rather than
by states. If this is done, and if the stated purpose of NAEP of
affording “a much more accurate guide to the allocation of . . .
public funds” is still operative. the USOE would still have to rank
the states on the basis of NAEP test results. But instead of there
being only one state with Rank No. 1 there would then be two
or more states with Rank No. 1, two or more with Rank 2 and
so on down the line. About half the rankings would be below
the average, of course. So the image of all the public schools in
all the states in all the regions with below-average rankings would
be damaged. New industry would be frightened away from
groups of states rather than frightened away on a state-by-state
basis. The heat which the power structures in the threatened
regions would turn on the public schools to “get those test scores
up or else” would not be one whit less intense. Frustrated public
school boards would then be joined in their misery by frustrated
state boards of education. For each state board of education
would be held accountable for the poor test results in all the
states in its region. Under regional reporting, no state board of
education cculd prove that its state descrved any higher rating
than the rating for the region as a whole.

All that I have said regarding the coercive consequences of
NAEP achievement testing would still hold even if the USOE
never has any official knowledge of the results or never makes any
use of them. All that is required is that these results be known
to the public. For once they are known, the ranking by states
and/or regions would follow. We can be sure that this ranking
would be taken seriously, so great is the prestige of the sponsor-
ing Carnegie Foundation. The upshot would still be that the
private parties who determine what goes into the tests would
control the public school curriculum.

Nor would the question of coercion depend upon the kind
or kinds of questions which might be embodied in the NAEP
achievement test items. For it is the resultant image of the
public school systems of a state or region, and not the kind or
kinds of test items used, which would count with the power
structures of the states or regions.

PROTECTIVE PRINCIPLE PROPOSED

We come now to the two-part principle I wish to propose. But
before stating this principle, let us take note of three specitica-
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1. No test item can be used which Presupposes the desira-

bility of any educational objective, or any subject mat-
ter content, or any teaching method, or any treatment
of pupils which is not now being sought or employed
or practiced in any public school system.
No test item can be employed which presupposes the
desirability of emphasizing any educationa] objective, or
any subject matter content, or any teaching method, or
any treatment of pupils to any substantially greater or
lesser extent than it is now being emphasized by any
public school system.,

Now let us apply this two-part principle and its premises to
what has thus far been done In connection with NAEP, The pro-

nces attended only by people acting in their
capacities as private citizens. They held no conferences with
sample state boards of educatio
present, or with sample local public school boards, sitting as
such with a quorum present, to find out what the likely reaction of
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such bodies the country over would be to the new public school
policy which participation in NAEP would represent. Instead,
and despite the fact that these bodies and they alone are legally
empowered to establish new public school policies, the NAEP
promoters consulted only with persons acting in their capacities
as private citizens. True, some state and local school board
members may have attended the invitational conferences, but
if they did, they could speak there only as private citizens in
respect to any new policy for the public schools. In sober fact,
then, what the NAEP promoters did was to ignore completely the
only bodies legally empowered to establish the new public school
policy which these promoters are attempting to bring into being.

Furthermore, the NAEP promoters did not make a sys-
tematic factual study of and restrict themselves to ongoing public
school practices set up under policies made by legally appointed
or clected officials. To operate within the principle of consent
the NAEP promoters would either (a) have to restrict their
achievement test items to what is 100% common among the vast
range of ongoing public school practices in this country or (b)
ask each public school caught in their probability sample to delete
from the NAEP tests all items not appropriate for that particular
public school. Yet the NAEP promoters didn’t even draw a prob-
ability sample of public school systems to get official reports
indicative of what is included in even a representative sample of
the universe of ongoing public school practices, to say nothing
of making a study to see which if any of the ongoing practices
within this sample of the said universe were everywhere manifest.

Instead, the promoters of NAEP proceeded at once to award
contracts to private testing agencies for the development of
achieverent tests to be used in public schools.

Every achievement test item presupposes the desirability of
the educational objective to which the item relates. So the pri-
vate testing agencies had to start by setting down what they think
the educational objectives of the public schools should be, and
to go on from there. The private commission in charge of NAEP
is to have the final say-so in respect to the tests. But they are in
the same boat and 50 must pass judgment on the tests in terms
of what they believe the educational objectives of the public
schools should be. A private body, the Carnegie Foundation, is
footing the bill.

Private conferees, private test makers, private test approv-
ers, and a private financial angel—there is not a person among
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them who is in any way cither le
removable by the public in respec
the NAEP achievement tests woul

Virtually all teachers want their pupils to do well on what-
ever achievement testing is done with their Pupils, so every
achievement test that s given by any agency external to the
teachers themselves is coercive to some degree in respect to the
teachers in question. If this testing is done pursuant to purposes
which have been set or approved by the duly constituted authori-
tics provided for by the law, none of the consequences of the
resultant coercion can be charged to any violation of the prin-
ciple of state and local control of the public school curriculum.
But when, as in the case of NAEP, the tests used are not re-
stricted to purposes which are known to be thus set or approved,

violations of thce principle of state and local control would be
certain to occur,

I anticipate it will be s
guilty of making much ado

gally responsible to or legally
t to what the consequences of

d be in the public schools,

aid by NAEP promoters that | am

about nothing in my fulminations
regarding the violation of the principle of consent. It will be

said, 1 anticipate, that the business of consent will be cared for
properly when the state boards of education and local public
school boards whose public school systems are caught in the
probability sample either accept or reject the invitation of the
private commission to permit the use of the NAEP achievement
tests in these public school Systems. This disclaimer will stand
up only if every NAEP achievement test intended to be used in
its state accompanies the invitation to any given state board of
education, and only if every NAEP achievement test intended to
be used in jts district accompanies the invitation to any given
local public school board, and, further, only if the stated expecta-
tion is that whatever items or sections of the tests which may be
deemed inappropriatc by the state or local school officials are to
be inked out or otherwise deleted under the supervision of these
officials.

I also anticipate that the t

Wo-part principle may be objected
to on the grounds th

at it is impossible for the private commission
to secure from its sample public school districts the vast amount
of information about them which compliance with this principle
would require. The task confronting the private commission in
this respect would indecd be titanic. For it would require this
commission to find out what is now going on in a probability
sample of public school districts in regard to the educational
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objectives, the subject matter content used, the teaching methods
employed, and the way pupils are treated—all this to whatever
extent it is intended that this, that, or the other aspect of the total
program of any sample school system is to be assessed by part or
all of the NAEP assessment battery.

There are three answers to this objection. One is that if any
such external agency as the private commission in charge of
NAEP cannot secure this information, then this agency could
not possibly know what would constitute technically valid meas-
ures of achievement for the schools in question.

The second answer is that if the private commission cannot
secure the information, then it is virtually certain that it could
not possibly conduct the appraisal either within the apparatus
of state and local control of the public school curriculum or
within the apparatus of government by consent—unless, of
course, the appropriate NAEP tests are to accompany ever,
invitation to participate, and unless the stated expectation is
that all the NAEP tests are to be modified by state and local
officials to make them conform to legally sanctioned state and
local conditions.

The third answer is that this information is known, but
for the most part only to the school people within any given
public school system itself. Some of the most important parts
of this information relate to intangibles or quasi-intangibles
which are sensed but seldom a matter of written record, e.g.,
the concepts of self-worth and self-confidence on the part of
pupils the teachers are trying to help develop, the human rela-
tionships among the youngsters the school is trying to engender,
the kinds of viciously miseducative neighborhood environments
the staff is trying to compensate for, and the appreciations and
aspirations the teachers are hopeful of instilling in the children.
But whether a matter of written record or merely sensed, a sig-
nificant amount of this information can be communicated only
partially to any outside group. What is required, then, is that all
tests and other instruments by which public school systems are
to be assessed must be shown to and their validity judged by the
teachers, counselors, supervisors, and administrators of the
various school systems if a partial, warped, and unfair Judgment
of the public schools is to be avoided.

1 am aware that something of this sort presumably is or will
be going on in the few schools in which the NAEP instruments
are now being or will be tried out, but we are unbelievably naive
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Propriate

.” To find any assess-

ment “meaningfu] anq helpful” a schoo] must necessarily know
what the findings for that Particular school are, Yet only a few
Phs earlier in the Same article we are tolqd that the NAEP

is being so Planned that when it gets under way “no summaries
of achievement . -« by school can be made.” It would appear,
then, that the fact that ¢ Y find the assess.




The Assessment
Debate at the White
House Conference

A lively clash of ideas among leading educa-
tors arose at the White House Conference on Education last
July 20 [1965] when Panel 2.B (“Assessment of Educational
Performance”) chose to discuss the question of national assess-
ment now being studied by the Carnegie Corporation.

Panel consultant John Goodlad opened the discussion with
a proposal that a nationally televised colloquy accompany the
beginnings of assessment to insure a general understanding of
the twin problems of clarifying educational goals and of assess-
ing their attainment.

Should there be periodic assessments of American educa-
tion? A discussion summary follows.

CARR: Yes, and this is being done every day by those who
should continue to do it, the teachers in the classroom. We
should not substitute a national assessment for this. Pluralism
in testing should be retained. Assessment should be used to
help teachers do a better job.

DUNNAN: Ingenuity, flexibility, and initiative can be lost in a
national testing program. [Note the shift from the question of
assessment to “a national testing program.”] We have two
monsters now, College Entrance Examinations and Merit Schol-

arship Exams, keeping youngsters from developing intellectual
creativity.

Reprinted from the September 1965 issue of the Phi Delta Kappan.

Participants in the panel discussion were: Chairman: Harold B.
Gores, president, Educational Facilities Laboratories, Inc.,, New York;
Consultant: John 1. Goodlad, director, University Elementary School,
University of California at Los Angeles; Questioner: Stephen K. Bailey,
dean, Maxwell Graduate School of Citizenship and Public Affairs, Syracuse
University; Panelists: Hedley Donovan, editor-in-chief, Time, Incorporated,
New York; Jack Arboline, director, Advanced Placement Program, College
Entrance Examination Board, New York; Thomas W. Braden, president,
California State Board of Education; William Carr, executive secretary,
National Education Association; and Donald W. Dunnan, superintendent
of schools, St. Paul, Minnesota.
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BRADEN: Overcoming prejudice, establishing a value system,
and developing factual habits of mind are the real goals we must
learn how to assess.

DONOVAN: Assessment is going on all the time, not only by
teachers but by parents, voters, employers, legislators, and others.
I question our ability to construct any valid system of central
assessment. The divisive effect of any effort to quantify our
strengths and weaknesses may not be worth the gain.

BAILEY: And if our goals are based simply on non-prejudice,
a set value system, and pure rationality, how do we create the
warmth, the uniqueness, and the unpredictability so important
in our society? Our discourses must produce warmth as well
as light.

DUNNAN: We must be most concerned with understanding
the minds of our students. Man has lived on this earth three-
quarters of a million years and has only begun to learn the rudi-
ments of the way the human mind works. The future is limitless.

GOODLAD: And we have only begun to utilize the potentials of
assessment. Today we are happy if a fifth grader with an 1Q
score of 100 reads at the sixth-grade level, unconcerned with
where he should be reading, based on his ability, not the group
average of attainments. All fifth graders can be reading at the
fifth-grade level and all be deficient in some aspect of reading
going undiagnosed. We have done almost no assessment based
on criterion measures rather than norm-based standards. The
difference between assessing individual students and assessing
our total educational effort with its resulting educational per-
formance is enormous.

We have begun to be able to evaluate such competencies
as inquiry and decision making, but we use these assessments
hardly at all in determining the adequacy of our educational
effort. Especially in teacher education we still assess chiefly
knowledge of facts about schools, about child psychology, etc.
We must assess various kinds of talents suitable for different

‘kinds of teaching tasks and report the kinds of teaching abilities

being developed. We have three distinct jobs: identifying de-

sirable pupil traits; learning to assess them; and deciding which
ones to value. .

ARBOLINO: Can we assess student achievement without en-
couraging conformity?
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LINDLEY STILES (dean, School of Education, University of
Wisconsin): What are we afraid of? We compare people on
physical fitness, color blindness, mental retardation, and other
traits. Why not compare them on academic achievement? The
NEA assesses states on their treatment of teachers and applies
sanctions to those which fail to measure up.

JOHN H. FISCHER (president, Teachers College, Columbia):
What objection is there to an assessment that seeks to collect
data on the condition and progress of education in the several
states? The only objections we have heard are hints that if we
get more significant information someone might be tempted
to misuse it. Isn’t that somewhat irrelevant?

JERROLD ZACHARIAS (Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy): Fact-finding we need; new tests we need; testing the tests
we need. But we do not need to hang a sword of Damocles over

the head of the child by instituting ruinous pressure of com-
petition.

HAROLD TAYLOR (former president, Sarah Lawrence College) :
We need not more tests but fewer interruptions of learning. At
Sarah Lawrence or anywhere else, when you abolish tests you
get more learning. Europe, the Middle East, and the Far East
illustrate the paralysis of education produced by standard tests
linked with government assessment. Let’s abolish all tests and
concentrate on teaching and learning.

SISTER JACQUELINE (president, Webster College): Any unit
—town, state, or nation—that employs a monolithic set of
standards is stifling growth. It doesn’t have to be a national test.

GOODLAD: The comments about needing more knowledge and
needing to keep the pressure off the students emphasize the
difference between fact-finding and testing. A national assess-
ment can provide information without setting standards or
creating competitive pressures. We do need to know what
students know and how they think. And we can discover this
without creating pressures.

For one thing, we can select various samples of children
from different localities, administer to each section of the sam-
ple 10 percent of the total test. Assembling the results, we can
achieve the desired knowledge of student attainment in many
aspects of life without ever pressuring or punishing or grading
children, but simply finding facts.

1(} 49




GOODLAD: The national discourse, the televised colloquy we
mentioned at the outset, will help to dissipate fears. We can
insist that al] researchers be more responsible for careful evaly-
ation of their own research efforts, We might have interstate
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RESOLUTION OF

counci. of Measurement and
CHIEF STATE

scioo. Reporting of
OFFICERS

Novemeer 1965 Fiducational Results

We recognize that expansion in quality, scope

and cost of education brings new responsibilities to the educa-
tional agencies of local, state and federal governments to evaluate
public education and to report the results of these evaluations
appropriately to pupils, parents, teachers and the general public.
The people have a right to know about the results of education
and its cost as the largest peacetime function of government. The
action of the Congress in making evaluations of educatijonal pro-
grams at the state and local levels part of the requirements for
the use of supporting federal funds reflects the general public
desire for educational accounting. Despite the difficulties in-
volved, we believe public school administrators have an obligation
to make such an accounting. In the process, it should be possi-
ble to assist both the profession and the public to understand
more thoroughly that the complexities of teaching and learning
limit the extent to which the results of education can be meas-
ured with precision.
We believe local and state educational agencies can and
should prove themselves capable of assuming increased responsi-
bility in this field. In our times, most important areas of human
endeavor are organized and conducted with reference to local,
state, national and even international environments. Agricul-
ture, transportation, communication, commerce, finance, labor,
science, research and social trends of all kinds operate in in-
creasingly broader environments, and so does education,. We
believe that both the basic objectives of education and the more
limited objectives and methods affecting teaching and pupil

learning in schools should reflect these realities. The signifi-

cance of the widening environment within whic
operates is clear,

evaluation of learn
into account.

h education
Both the scope of the curriculum and the

ing achievements in schools should take it
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A FuiText provided by Eric

We recognize the problems in 8aining professional and
public support for Necessary delimitations in the field of evalu-
ating and testing. Judgments concerning the personal attitudes
and values of Pupils should be 3 primary responsibility of theijr
teachers and others who know and understand the pupils best.
Personality tests for these purposes are of doubtful value for
widespread use in their present stage of development, Measure-
ments of academic achievements of Pupils also are Primarily
a responsibility of teachers, and here standardized achievement
tests can be usefu] to supplement classroom evaluations. QOne
beneficial effect of these tests may be to stimulate learning to
make generalizations broader than those that may be learned
in many local courses of instruction.

Instruments for assessing progress in education over wide
areas should be developed in ways to insure maximum ohjec-
tivity, reliability and validity of their results. Since the best of
such instruments fall far short of perfection and since the gen-
eral public and many individuals tend to Place excessive re-

careful restriction on the use of such instruments to purposes
which they clearly serve. These hazards lead us (o favor re-
striction of the use of personality tests to limited experimenta-

abuses of these scores.

We believe that testing instruments now available for megas.
uring academic achievement are among the most objective,
reliable and valid of all tests, and that they may be made gen-

scores.  Parents, school staffs, administrators, school board
members, leaders in the mass media and intelligent private
citizens should work together to achieve general understanding
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

of desirable uses of appropriate instruments for the measure-
ment of academic achievement.

We recognize the need for improvement in the assessment
of American education. Such assessment should be developed,
administered and interpreted, however, so as to take into full
account the wide diversity in the social, economic and ethnic
character of our nation and in the aspirations of our people.
Agreements among states providing for interstate assessments
of educational results can supplement local and state evalua-
tions and further local, state, and national cooperation in edu-
cation in terms of local, state and national needs. It is essential,
therefore, that any assessment should be prepared in coopera-
tion with and administered by the states and localities.




asco Gruidelines for National
EXECUTIVE

commirtee ASsessment of
STATEMENT

January 166 liduecationa] Outcomes

The Executive Committee of the Association

and Curriculum Development hag made an

effort to keep the membership informed of developments in the
area of nationa) assessment of educational outcomes. In addi-

issues, the Committee js

that should be evident in any proje
mented.

¢ applied
ature and function
of the curriculum, This inescapable relationship must be clearly

understood by Curriculum and assessment workers alike for the
consequences of blindness i - We cannot afforq to
destroy with one hand what is byl at great cost with the other.

Any assessment Program must therefore meet at least the follow.-
ing criteria;

ssment must value and maintain the diversity of
he United States s a nation of many cultures and
ights of minorities. To this
and encourage a diversity of schools

Reprinted from the January 1966 issue of the ASCD News Exchange.




properly expressive of the ethnic, religious and geographic back-
grounds of our people and fulfilling the multiplicity of objectives
demanded by local communities of their schools. Sensitivity of
schools to local needs is an essential characteristic of a demo-
cratic society.

2. Assessment must protect and encourage uniqueness in
students and citizens. Even as plurality of cultures characterizes
our socicty so opportunities for individual development and
growth must be prized. This includes an awareness of the cul-
tural heritage of the individual and a chance to go beyond that
heritage in terms of the individual's own growth and potential.
A dynamic society cannot afford to stific creativity and unique-
ness in its young.

3. Accurate assessment of educational outcomes requires
exploration in hreadth across the full range of educational ob-
jectives. This includes social, emotional, vocational, health and
artistic goals as well as basic skills and intellectual growth.
Where valid procedures for assessment of these broad objectives
do not exist, they must be developed. Data obtained from a
limited sample of these objectives or from limited instruments
can provide but a distorted picture of educational accomplish-
ment.

4. Adcquate assessment also requires exploration of learn-
ing in depth. Learming may vary from superficial “knowing” to
cffective, cfficient “behaving.” It is not enough that schools
produce students who “know” better. The only valid criterion
for effective lcarning is whether the student behaves differently
as a consequence of having participated in the process. Proper
assessment must be directed to the deeper questions of effective
behavior.

5. Assessment must cxplore the changes in students over
periods of time. The static assessment of a sample group of
learners at a particular point in time fails to distinguish the
effects of education from the effects of parental or other en-
vironmental influences. Adequate assessment programs must
include measures of growth and change to assess properly out-
comes.

6. The effect of the assessment procedures themselves on
the nature and function of the educational process must be ap-
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preciated and continuously subject to scrutiny. As large-scale
assessment of the effectiveness of education begins to take place
there are dangers that curricula will be tailored to fit evaluation
instruments and that sterile uniformity will replace healthy
diversity. The proper outcome of large-scale assessment is the
use of data as the basis for further dialog and clarification of
the objectives and means of education. It must further rather
than inhibit the above stated objectives,

National Testing

amsa and National
RESOLUTION o
FEBRUARY 1966 Curriculum

The Amcrican Association of School Admin-
istrators opposes any act which would, in cffect, cstablish a
national testing system or g national curriculum. Not only
does such a high degree of centralization infringe upon the legal
responsibilitics of the state and the school system and the pro-
fessional responsibilitics of the individual teacher, but we be-
lieve it inevitably defeats the declared aim of American educa-
tion—the individual devclopment of each child. Attempts to
evaluate or compare all systems through prescribed national
tests will result in a curricular structure which will vitiate at-
tempts of local schools to serve individual pupils.

The AASA believes that the voluntary cooperation of local
school districts, education associations, foundations, state de-
partments of cducation. and regional agencies is capable of
producing sufficient data for research, evaluation, or assessment
purposes and as much standardization of curriculum as is con-
sistent with the maximum quality desired.




