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1. Introduction

.-

' The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) was designed

primarily to “detect current status and report changes in the educational

attainments of young Americans." Over the past 13 years, the public,

©

through the federal government, has invested ovef$%70 million in this large-

- scale program of achievement testing program and in the-distribution of

& results. : s
Under currenthlaw, federal funds for NAEP are awarded through competi-
tive contracté or othér funding meéhanisms through the Naticnal Institute of

.

Education. The Education Commission of the States, which has run NAEP

since the survey began, received its most recent three year contract in

1979. NAEP operations are managed by a specialized group, hereafter desig-

b . -

nated NAEP management and staff, that is a part of the Educati%P Commission
. e

of the States. Actual survey operatipns and technical work are subcontracted

to other organizations such as the Research Triangle Institute.

1.1 The Focus éf this‘Report . N
This report concerns the governance structure of the National Assessment,
especially the law and the role of the Assessment Policy Committee (APC3.
In particular, we address the follbwing question:
What al}erq&tive gove}nance structures...will allow
(3) NAEP to deal analytically and evaluatively with
contemporary educg}ional issues and (b) minimize the
ch;nges Fhat NAEP canxbecome a federal tool leading -
to development of federal standards, éurricula,'and tests?
The q&qstion was framed by the National ‘Institute of Education based

on their resﬁ@nsibility to understand how NAEP can be operated better, .

whether any governance options would indeed improve operations OT products,
O : .
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whether any governance options would indeed improve operations or products,

—_— ,

and the senses in which they might be bépter. The qualification on the

question, concerning federal involvement, is important in some respects

and trivial in others. It is also discussed in the following remarks.

An immediate justification for posing the question is a review of NAEP
<

by Wirtz and LaPointe (1982) that implied that'theiqueétién is an important

one. ) N : * \

This report relies on interviews with APC members, NIE staff, congres{

cional staff and others, on the contents of documents such as minutes of
the APC and. the federal statute authorizing the Assessment, and on our Own

-~ earlier research on the use of NAEP products (Sebring & Boruch, 1982).

1.2 Elements of the -Current Govermance Structure h
.- ,(; -

federal law%(Zb USC 1242) detgrmines the governance structure of
/ - NAEP in .a fundamental way. En brief, the Congress;
'(g)_makeé the National Institute df Education»responsible for
carrying out the survey,
(b) provides that the survey be carried out through an education
dfgéﬁization to whom funds ére awarded for the purﬁosé by
NIE,
(c) provides that the education orgaﬁization create an Asséssment
Policy Committee to goﬁern its own operatioms.
The law itself and tﬁése three elements constitute the crude governance
structure. It is peculiar, fog-the reasons discusgéd beiow.

The Institute Role

The NIE is required by law to "carry out' NAEP. As a matter of

ERIC ~ ' 5
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practice, the phrase implies identifying and” selecting a grantee for the

work, assuring that the award process is a fair onme, and assuring that

°

the grantee is accountable in some sense.

v

The only further legislation specification of NIE's role is given in

°

the section of law dealing with support of NAEP. The monies for conducting

NAEP can be disbursed by NIE through '"grant or cooperative agreement with

a nonprofit education organization." The exclusion of the option to award

e

contracts rather than grants can be interpreted reasonably as congressional

_interest in avoiding unnecessary federal influence -on a national assessment.

]

Congress-shifted control of NAEP: monies from NCES to NIE in 1979.

Before 1979, awards were made on t@e:basis of cooperative agreements between

NCES and the Education Commission of:the States. That is, an.essentially
sole source grant has been awarded\routinely. In 1979, NIE initiated
effotts to put the process into a competitive grant framéwbgk more compati—
ble with the practices of a research-oriented Institute ann tne\peer review
process that research'awards engender. The single bidder at that time was
ECS and it was awarded support for operations between 1980-83.°

One reason for the shift in control from NCESbto NIE appears to be
specified partly in Senate Report 95-856. '"'The Committee (on Human Resources)
has received numetous expressions of concerns from chief state school
officers, state board members...that the National Center for Educational
Statistics (has) shown a ‘disregard and insensitivity to the fears of federal

control of the programs....' There are other reasons for the shift; they

are riot specified in the Report.

W .
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The law specifies very little about the education organization to
which awards are made. The, only requirements are tHat it: ' .

(a) be nonprofit - : -

0y .

i

(b) "be responsible for overall management of the National

o

Assessment' .
(¢) "delegate authority "elsewhere to design and supervise the conduct
of NAEP.
The Education Commission of the States has been~£bé_education or%anization
since the 1ncept10n of NAEP. .:A staff, directed by Roy Forbés, has taken

responsibility for NAEP thhln ECS The staff is aided gonsiderably by

consultants.

.The Assessment Policy Committee

e ¢

The law requlres that the education organlzatlon responslble for
overall management of NAEP delegate authority to an Assessment Policy
Committee to "design and supervise the conduct of the National Assessment."
The composition 6f the APC is also prescribed by law to include state
legislators, classroom teachers, and othef categories disguséed below.

The arrangement islpecnliar in that APC authority is indirect:
the manager of the study delegates’authority to a committee in whose
selection the manager may play a role.

It is peculiar as well in that responsibility for creating the APC
is not given to any fédﬁ§;l agency. Again, the reason appears to lie
in Senate Report on NAEP..."to make unmistakably clear the Committee's

intent that the progrém is to be carried out with extensive involvement

of the education community at the state and local levels."
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1.3 Premises

4

;'This report is based on tﬁree ﬁajor premises.
First, we believe changes in NAEP's governance structure are war-
raneed only if sﬁcﬁ changes will improve tﬁe pfoduct, its.usefulness,
or the efficiency of its production. To put it .bluntly, if the wheel
is not broken, we should not atteﬁpt:to fix it.
The\basic NAEP products are statistical data on academic achievement
and the,distripution of stetieticél results. Seeondery.produets, net

expécted early in NAEP's development but imporfant nonetheless, appear

2

to be consideréble technical and nontechnical assietance,to state and often
local educetion agencies with responsibility for mdﬁitoringleﬂucational
progress. Other products are possible and can enhance the utility of the
basic prodﬁct remarkably. But Wwhether these can or should be prbdueed is
debatable. » | o N |

The second premise is ehat the Congrees' chift of control of NAE?
monies from NCES to NIE can be regafded as an increased strese on a research
orientation rathef than just data collection. NIE is, after all, the .
federal agency responsible for basic researeh in education and a fair
amount of'applied work that is eventually exploited at local, state, and
fedefal levels. In part, the research perspective is reflected in this
report's topic. fhere were in fectvother reasons, concerning governanee,
for the shift in control from NCES to NIE. They are considered in the

)

following remdrks only in the context ,of relations between the federal

2

government and the NAEP operation.

The third premise is a recognition that NAEP has deyeloped, over the

past 15 years, from an idea to a stable and informative device for monitoring

achievemen:. It is remarkable in this respect, and the evidence on its

@ )
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2. The Law and Structure

»

The law'itself is a source of tension as well as a source of

. . -
opportunity in NAEP governance- There are discrepancies as well as con-

a
a

cordance between what the law prescribes and what actually happens. ’ .

-

2.1 The Laﬁ as a Fundamental Source of Tension ‘and of Opportunity . e
The letter of the law specifies that o
(a) NIE "shall carry out" NAEP; |
(b) the.education organiéation through which this is dongﬁ?shall
‘be responsible for overall management of the National Assessment;"
. (c) the "Aséessment Polié& Committee twill) design and ‘supgrvise
the conduct of the National Assessment."

The language of the law does not help one to understand where the limits

of autﬁority»lie. Its lack of cldrit? is likely to be one cause of tensions

among federal agencie; responsible for NAEP and the- education organization
responsible for management gndjthe APC responsible for design and supervi-
sion.

At Worst At its worst, the law can be regarded as creating a fiefdom with
three masters,‘each jealously guarding their powers. It is an untidy
arrangement to judge from squabbles between NAEP and the fedéral government:
But the coqstitutional form of legitimated mistrust has worked in other

_— quarters for two hundred years. The form invented for NAEP does work in

™

limited ways too.

At Best At its best, the dispersal of ‘Ethority can be regarded as an Oppor-—

tunity for better .collaboration among individuals with an interest in American

education. To judge from the comments of'Assessme@f Policy Committee members,
. \
the system works in this respect too, at least up to a point.

ERIG SR 10
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.members cannot poséibly deal directly. . .

with the law's requirements involve choice of substantive areas for'

.

- 1 | N .
e N i :

2.2 Responsibility versus Capability- of the Assessment Policy Committee

The APC is required'By law to Be~responsible for tasks with which
i ' .

- ©

- . . Cw

To judge from the miputes~of APC meetings.énd’from interviewé,fthe.

.

~ topics that™receive most attention from the APC agnd that are compatible,

~ o

testing (including target sample characteristics such as age group) and
. : a 4
]

the NAEP budget.. The seriois attention given to these areas is clear.

F] -

There are excqxsiéns into other topical areas but these are much
less intense and less uniform and predictable. Many ACP meetings, for
example, involve ‘merely providihg information by NAEP staff rather than

formal policy decisions, e.g. 'discussion of press coverage of a particular -

’

survey. ¢ o

Other areas that are dennminated in the law receive far less attention’

3

than testing areas and budget. More important, these areas are very complex.

-

Making the APC "responsible" for them in the law seems gratuitous at best.
For examplé; the law says that the APC is "responsible" for the

development and selection of goal statements and assessment items, the

assessment methodology, the form and the content of the reporting and

. o
the dissemination of assessment results, and studies. to evaluate and improve

the form and utilization of NAEP" (Paragraphe D3 Section 405). It is diffi-
cult to see how respeonsibility for these tasks can be taken, other than
superficially, simply because the APC is not éompésed of ekperts in these-
areas.. More impoftant, delection of goal statements, test items and
the like are simply not ”pblicy" issues, as the phrase is generally used.

" Tor éxample, no members of APCs have p;ayed‘é sufficiently major role

.




: in designing utilization Studies_or evdluations of NAEP to be acknowledged - -

"
L.

in published tepoitE of those studies. At best, they have previded reac-.

. < /" . . X
tions to NAEP staff suggestions, and perhaps -even inflrenced a choice to

> ¥ L : ..
pursue one of -several options. No members ‘of APC appear to have done

» - ) 4 .

fesearch on dissemination or on goal_statements and test items that is
' s ':" ¥ . .\‘ :'
N sufflcxently 1nten51ve to be reported in schdlarly journals. Again, at best

o L theylmaf~provide reactions to NAEP management and staff. ‘o,

The problem of discrepancy of course does not lie with the APC.

.

»

Part of the problem Ifes in law that aské individuals to take pesponsibility

for matters that lie-beyond their kén, matters for which even if individuals

did have the pertlnent expertlse, time alone would not permit serious res-

ponsibility. Part ofs the problem of course also lies in ‘the amb1gu1ty of
the word "responsfbility" as it's used in the law. ’
r .

=

/

_Options
PR : v , N L ’ . S v
The options for changé here: include;

1. DefiningQresponsibility’so as to mean only oversight

v , . guided by questions that are properly‘polgcy.’ .

2. Narrowing responsibility to focus attention only in A
— broad areas with whlch the APC 4s best able to deal,
™ natably learning areas; budget and, more important, broad
RS / . , '

policy beering on better'exploitation of NAEP.

3. Changing the APC composition, budget structure, and

operations to match between responsibility and capacity. : 4

Wt
- . o . ©

o .
2.3 The NAEP - Federal Llnkage . . ]
e PN , -
The National Instltute of FEducation is responsible, under the law, for
- ‘ . v " : )

carrying out "by grant to or cooperative agreempent...with a nonprofit, ‘educa-

FRIC T 12 .. - ..
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" tion organization, a National Assessment of Educational Progress.;,The

education organization through which the Institute carries out the Assess-—

ment shall be responsible for overall management of the Assessment' (Sec.

-
-

1242, Section 405 of the General Education Provisions Act'"). This prose
leaves a fair amount of leeway for relationms between NIE and other parts

fand the APC.

of the governance structure — NAEP management and staff
: > . ‘ N s

There is a source of tension in those relations that doe$ not seem
pécessary or productive. It turns around the viex of at least some§§BC‘
membersﬂtﬁat NIE policy on NAEP is not clear. Specific questions that
members posed during my con&ersations.ipcluded: . ~
. What is NIE's agenda for NAEP and how is it to be constructed?
. Why has NIE chosen to open the award process to competitive

bidding?

. Why h;érNIE emphasized production of = o S -

3

3

", Public use data tapes
. Issue papers
when budgefs have not been adequate, APCvmembers maintain, to produce the
data’th;t is needed. Part Qf the tension appears to stem from the fact

that the APC i~ not informed about the rationale for NIE action or the

°

sources of pressure and gesponsibility that imply action must be taken.

For instance, the law requires that NIEfs Director be am ex-officio

- member of the Assessment Policy Committee. This is the -only formal channel

for communicating federal interests to the APC and vice versa. It is an

inadequate one simply because the turnéver in NIE Directors is high: most
last less thams two years in their positioﬁ. The same problem affects the

¥
development of coherent NIE policy on policy on NAEP.

13
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\ <

Explanations that-address the more specific questions have indeed been
addressed by NIE staff, to judge from minutes of APC meetings.v Still, it
appears that better explanation would help. The fact that public use data
tapes were p;omiseh Qy NAEP over five years ago, but were not delivered ¢ i
is important and does not seem to have been caken into account in criticism \
of the Institute.

A second more generic source of tengion\is that NIE is a research
support Institute. Unlike NCES, it is'not an agency for routine collection
of data. The research orientation implies that NIE staff will ‘be strongly
interested as they should be in new ideas, bearing onrfhe use of NAEf‘qu
instance; the different direction; NAEP could fake, and so on. The respon-

E sibility for NA?P is then misplaced uniess either NAEP- becomes more research
oriented or the mission of NIE is broadened. The latter seems silly in

— -~ -~ that NCES has had responsibility for general education surveys.

! 3. APC Operations

The rime available for the APC to consider issues has been considered
by some critics to be inadequate. The APC's normal access to information
seems at least as important. Both are considered here briefly, since they

are influenced by law.

3.1 Time and APC Responsibility

APC membef; may, under current law, serve for three years and can
serve for no more than two consecutive terms. Members are asked to meet
.three times each year under current by-laws, with meetings typically being

a day and a half or two days‘duration.

To judge from interviews with APC members, they regard their terms and

| Q : T ].4
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time available as adequate for the kindé of issues they are asked to
address,‘but some would prefer more'time. In particular, the time is .
viewed as adequate for broad policy choices. More time is warranted to
the extent that the Committee is asked to or prefers to dig'deeper into
issues.

It is not clear that changes in structure of govefnance should be
made to affect duration .of terms, frequency of meetings, and the like.
In particular, the APC itself seems the most appropriate body to lay out
frequency and duration of meetings. Outside mandates are likely to be-
gratuitous. T 4ty C4se€, “"f"r’é”'ci’ﬁéﬁcy"”é‘fl“d"'d’ﬁ‘ré‘t"i‘c“)"n‘ ‘avE matters—of APCT
)by—laws rather tban statute or federal regulation.

Proper .term of offiée is as debatable here as in other cases of appoint-

ments to government advisory committees. It is a matter of law and therefore

vghangeable. No remarkable reasons for change, however, surfaced during this

study.

“

Some changes that could be justified are applicable only if the product

or its production are deemed unsatisfactory in a few respects. For example,

¥

if the language of the law is subscribed to vigorously, then longer terms for

some members may be warra the interest of stability; shorter terms

3.2 Augmenting APC Capacit

to deal with issues is influenced partly by  its

The capacity of the AP
T P4

_willingness and capacity to seek assistance. The APC has generally relied

on (a) NAEP staff, (b) Technical Advisory Boards, and (c) periodically on

outsiders. : »

15
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T Tinformation provided by NAEP anagement-and—staff-or-of-advisory—committees.:
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The APC relies heavily for its information on NAEP management and
staff, to judge from minutes of APC meetings and interviews with APC

members. However, NAEP management and staff have been willing at times to

£

assure that the APC is presented with reports from outside the NAEP struc-

ture. More important, NAEP'management and staff have provided the APC with
access to information that is not always complimentary. NAEP Director Roy
Forbes, for exampie,'invited Archie LaPninte to report preliminary resuits
of the Wifeg—LaPOinte review of NAEP to full committee in 1981.

None of the APC members to whom we spoke were dissatisfied with the

On the contrary, there was a fair amount of praise for each. This does not

mean the APC has always been in accord with opinions of NAEP managementgaﬁa“'

staff - there have been disagreements. But the endorsement is strong.

Despite this, there is no real guarantee that fundamental criticism

will surface and receive a fair hearing from the APC, that fundamental ques-

tions about NAEP will be addressed, or that opticns other than those thought
suitable by NAEP management and staff will be considered or recognized.
Hearings before House Committee on Education in 1977 make it plain that the

APC is "expected" to seek out advice of experts in educational research,

higher education and statistics, presumably in these matters and others.
) . H

The underexploited source of .information involves outside'expertise.
During interviews with APC members, some acknowledged that indeed they do
not know the area of educational statistics well enough to know where to
seek independent counsel. Others maintained that the organizations they
represent were the only source of independent c0uneel they need. (In inde-
pendently checking one of these organizations, it became clear to this

writer at least that no member had contributed remarkably to educational

- | 16
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statistics or research policy or methods.) Mbney that NIE had allocated
to independent consultants for thevAPC.has éonebgﬁusea; indeed one.member
failed entirely to‘remémber it duriﬁg'a telephone interview.

The need to augment APC capacity, througb laiv or other mechanisms,.
then is ambiguous. APC members generally praise NAEP and NAEP conferences
as an information source. And for routine data collection these sources
_?Eg“likely to be sufficient. It %s arguable theALthat augmentatjon is
unnecessary.

The arguments for augmentation'are that predicated on the beliefs

’“““th&ﬁj(i}ﬁthemAPG~should~consider new ideas for NAEP and (2) new ideas stem

from outside the NAEP management staff, conferences, and support system.
NAEP does exploit a great. many consultants responsible for production of’
technieal ideas. Still, it is a legitimate argument, and evidence that

new ideas do not have sufficient opportunity to emerge are given later.

O
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3.3 Assessment PoliéquommitEee Size andAComposition
Currenf law r;éuires that the APC be composed of
. two representatives of business and industry
.. two representatives of the'general public
. one chief state school éffiéer
. two state legislators
. two school superintepde:ts
. one chairman of a state board of education
. one chairman of a local schobl board |
. one governor of a state |
. four class?oom teachers

The director of the NIE serves as an ex-officio member.

,H‘
X
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Size

Thoughra 17 member oommittee appears to some observers to he large,
therefore unwieldy or cumbersome,.the APC members to whom we spoke seem
gatisfied with the arrangement. They_maintain they do indeed work well
together. | |

The size of the committee is inflated, of course, in the sense that
it is rare to have ali members present at a meeting. Further, the fact

° -

e b
that governors (say) do not appear or send representatives may actually

!
; B 3 .
facilitate meetings. \
1 see no real grounds.for‘changinginumber of APC members unless the APC's
mission is altered greatly. Indeed, for this case as in many others in
A
performance of committees, as a function of number of mémbers, is mnon-

existent. A greater or less number may improve the process or the product --

but no systematic administrative experiméntation has been undertaken.

Comgosition ‘

‘ Composition of the Committee is 2 bit more ‘interesting because the APC
serves some unoff1c1al missions as well as the ones required by statute. In
particular, it is a symbol, a signal’ that local and state influence on NAEP

must be strong. -It is .considerably more than symbol, in that APC members

lobby vigorously, albeitvofteh‘}arochially, for those interests.

Within the ambit of law and symbol, this still leaves oonsiderable room . -

for improvement.

. f
The categories listed in the law for instance virtually guarantee that

very few, if any, w1ll be knowledgeable about statistics, statistical manage-

ment, 'statistical policy or educational research planning and policy. It can
\

be regarded as distressing and absurd that despite 80 years of development ' .

18 .




in survey sampling, 50 years of gechnical developménts in experimentation,
and 200 years in policy if we use the Census Bureau as a standard, the cate-
',gories specified in the APC ignore them. This is frightening yhen wé recog-
niée thét some $4‘million per yea} are spent on a basically statistical _
enterprise that must be independent ggg_related to others. ~
i To push the poiﬁt a bit furﬁﬁe;;\COnsider that in interviewing APC

members we encountered individuals who

were unaware of the Condition of Education, a massive annual

report that maps the statistical terrain, exploits NAEP; b e

~irve unaware of Fhe racent developments in federal statizticalTT T
policy bearing on education or society more generally;
were unaware of NIE's research mission and orientation, as

distinct from NCES's data collection mission;

S — _**were_unawarg.of;work_on_secondary_analysiswthatﬂjustify_WA

production of public use data tapes;

' ’ o « were unaware of the gratuitousness of uses of NAEP, in supporting
arguments that Title I Compensatory Education programs work.

None of this should be surprising perhaps. It is alarming in that it suggests:

no better forms of ihaependenée from federal influence will be

outlined and examined seriously; . ' .

;gé.gétter arfaﬁgeﬁ%nts to avoid redundancy with existingAsystems,
to learn how NAEﬁ interlocks with existing systems, etc. will be N I
dévelOped;
no informed skeptiéism ébout uses of NAEP in making inferences

or informed advocacy will prevail;

ERIC - - .19
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no better ways of reconciling conservative approach that is

essential to producing educational indicators with the possibility

v

of small innovations that.exploit NAEP better
Technical advisory group and technical advice does help to avoid some
problems, if we judge from APC minutes. However, there is no reason to
expect that individuals who are technically creative to be aware of major
polioy initiations bearing on statistics and educational%research or to ‘be’
¢ ‘ ) \
lnterested in then. ‘ | 1

Providing for a research policy speeialist on the APC is no substitute

for enlarginngAEP capabilities for research of course. That requires con-

~-._ siderable funding and a change in NAEP's mission. However, it is likely to -

result\in\better éexploitation of periodic opportunities to enlarge the value

of NAEP and other\ﬁork\tbat is coupled to it.

O

ERIC
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3. 4---The—Questions-That—the APC--Does- and DoesiNothdgressA~f4

The -issues and choices presented for APC decisions are most frequently
. N . s -;\"\

those raised by’NAEP management and staff. Most are clearly important. The BN

range of neglected issues is great.. n' W ' N

" To Judge from APC mlnutes and 1nterv1ews, the issues discussed at pollcy

meetlngs are almost 1nvar1ably those 1ntroduced by NAEP staff __The most

regular topics inclnde budget and choice of areas to be assessed. The ir-
regular ones, deciding whether 9-year olds should be tested for example,'are

diverse. Therc is a great deal of reporting, e. g on press coverage of a

particular survey.

R0




What features of this coverage invite criticism:

Federal/lnfluence

e

.To judge from the minutes, we can rely on one APC member every two

vyears to announce rhetorically that -NAEP will not be pushed around by the

l

federal government The spirit is proper we admit, if we turn to the law,
r

it is spec1fic in stressing state and local representation on the APC The

lack of any serious intellectual attention to the matter, however, offends
: . . I

. | .
common sense. In particular, never to our knowledge f

(a) examined the extent to which alternative, systematic

ST -“~ehecks~will”keep federal influerice tolerable, f

(b) examined what "tolerable influerice" is or should be, :
' — !

(c) examined policy that would 1mprove cooperation between ;

'federal and NAEP efforts without enhancing federal 1nfluence

(d) policy that would better integrate and adjudicate the ;

interests of local, state, and federal governments, for !

.

for

occasionally 1lluminated by people who do know something about the dif= ~

monitoring children's achievement, and especially €6

recognize incompetence and performance of some groups at
each of these levels of government.

i
»
t
i

Evaluation of Schools and Programs. From time to time, the use of NAEP

to evaluate programs is discussed by NAEP. The discussion is onlyv
<2, |

ficulty or impossibility of fhis based on passive data generatedfby NAEP.

\f\\\ " For instance, it was announced proudly at one APC meeting that NAEP

(R

data_had been used in judging the worth of‘federally supportedvTitle I
programss No questions arose about the legitimacy of the use, or the mis-
leading character of the use. There was no recognition of any major

ise. On the other %and, Ralph Tyler has been emphatic

criticism of such

in;taking the position™at one meeting, probably more,. that NAEP cannot be

e

_used to judge the worth of cogramss o e o

S




Similar;y, an'APC member at a recent meeting announced thaF'the bottom

33% of achievement "represents a massive failure of.the. .school system.'" No

, one seemed Ep recognize that (a) somebody will always be in the lower'third
of a distribﬁtion, (b) the statistic does not imply failure of a school

system anymore than it implies féilure of parents or the U.S. Gerrnment or

society, (c) that the standards of evidence in evaluation of schools are not

-
.0

met by NAEP data, ard so on.

Similarly, NAEP management reported on special *studies to link achieve-
ment level data.to state expenditures for education. Again, there was no
. _recognition that the product of such effort does not permit one to make

statements about how achievement is im roved with expenditures. There was
_ - D 1Ev P P

no recognition that the simple-minded strategy fosters the naive belief that

throwing money at problems resolves_théh, an>embarrassingly;qommon approach

S - in federal, state, and “some commercial governance.

————

°

NAEPmigfung;gﬁggg_and in a variety of ways, to

Study-wise Parochialisms

—
R . . . . . . "—N\‘_\
judge from our studies,at the local and state level (Sebring and Boruch, : ]

1982). It is underexploited in one major respect that has not been con-

sidered in any depth by thé APC. The exploitation is a policy matter.

)

In,paiticular, special studies that are adjoined "or capitalized on

NAEP should be a formal part df ﬁAﬁﬁ”ﬁélibimatmfﬁé“federal;~state,,gnQAlQEEEM.

levels, to inform debate over contemporary issues that cannot be addressed

>

by NAEP alone. . A mechanism for screening, supporting, and fostering col- R

laboration in such stﬁdies should ke
'Deuplication of NAEP for all or
rather than the usnél small samples,

scale. Mére small scale sﬁecialized

gations of how NAEP test items match what teachers are trying to teach, or

developed.
a major part of students within a state,
illustrates the special study on a large

efforts could be mounted, e.g., investi-

22
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'so, or in states’ (such as Texas) where indepé?dence‘of the LEA is valued, .

consortium arrangements among LEAs may be possible. Special studies might

" more capitalization on the basic sampié;~methods, structure, ete. of NAEP.

R R T 20 —

academic research on science achievement based on NAEP data Papes. Such
arrgngements in ﬁrinciple augmené‘NAEP's qsefulneSS by permitting more
capitalization on the basic sample, w2thods, structure, etc. of NAEP.
Howev;r, there is.no coherert plan, policy of policy mechaﬁism‘for
engour&ging spgcial studies that exploit NAEP. Developing such policy
seems sensiblé to foster utilizétion, because issues do emefge period-
ically and chaﬁge, and NAEP can sometimes help address them.  50? for
egample, there is no mechanism by which NAEP could be augmented By stafe~

wide randomized controlled tests of tuition tax credits, although the NAEP
. \ .

samples, administrative structure, tests, etc. are a vehicle for such tests.

There is no research policy mechanism for éiﬁibf&ﬁgrfﬁe‘fééﬁhicaiwiééues'”'_h a

that adjoining such a study raises. There is no management policy on

screéning for opportunities, no clear criteria for judg&ng worth of studies
that might be adjoined, and so on.

While this is relevant to federal influence, there is no reason why

’

an expert APC and the states could not take a leadership ro%e in this

endeavor. In states where assessment offices have limited resources toO do

be conducted by anyoné with the resources to do a good job, e.g. teachers
or administrators, PTAs and scheol boards, academic institutions, etc.

~ Such atrangementéwinlprinciple augment NAEP's usefulness by permitting

i R

One major justificaion for the view that policy on studies.is far
too provincial stems from NAEP's support.. 1t ‘is funded by law through the

. ’ - N "\
National Institute of Education. The NIE's mission is research. It must

and should exploit research opportunities where they present themselves.

o

- 2
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4. The Governance Structure
Discussed by W1rtz and LaPointe

The W1rtz—LaP01nte review of NAEP is pertinent to this repd%t o%g '
- governance in two respects.’ First Wirtz and LaP01nLe raise the possibility

_of creatlng a council that would change the functlon and ~haracter of the

APC or supplant®it.. They acknowledge that their discussion does go bcyond

their original mandate, and it discussion is .very tentative.

Second, APC members raised the Wirtz—LaPointe report during interviews

with this writer. Moreover, one thoughtful APC member suggested that the
»JWirtz-LaPoinEe~observa&iens~on¢&heéAPG»eonsti%utew

N

and ought to be regarded as such.

Wirtz and LaP01nte (1982) undertook no intensive study of the APC

" They neither- pralsed or cr1th17ed it-directly. Rather,

operations. '

L}

called an

was indirect in that‘they proposed an autonomous structure,

Educational Assessment Council, that would have a more generalized mission

&
»

than the current APC has. This Council would be,g&SponéibLe for policy and

3

decision

(a)'

(b)
(c)
(d)

O

ERIC
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mékiné (p. 49) and:

- £2
consist of 6-8 "distirnguished" individuals,
1nclud1ng some educators

eet frequenktly - 15 to 25 days each year
maintain a staff of 3-4 professionals
be "autonomous' and "independent' ‘o
. \ '
h) r ¢
3

1Y . S

an.,,oppor_trun»i,t.y for.renewal . -

criticism
)

1 ?




O
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It would be chargedﬂwith: o T

]
- (a) “synthesizing and’ reportrng information produced annually
by "current educational measurement'' because they say_ the
2 publlc needs help "in interpreting the Bewildering“data" (p. 51).
(b) exercising "broad influence over the ‘kinds &f Spec1f1c
' aSsessments that are made,”" a task that does ndt.differ
frpm current APC responsibility. | o .
The Wirtz-LaPointe suggeetion is compatible in.Egge respects with )
-remarke made earlier-in’this report. It is immaterial or incompatible in }
pther'respects. 2 )
I3
, - 1
Compatlblllty ‘ _ , )
The compatibility appears in four respects: ’
First, there does appear to be a need for more independence of an
k‘adv1eory or~control commlttee, to avoid'almdét,e;clus;pe reliance’on NAEP
management OrT any vested 1nterest and tO‘avord the dndcontlnulty in APC
- 4 - ~
" oversight thattis l}kely to be engendered by competltlve blddlng on. contracts
that may lead to agencies other than ECS conducting NAEP. C — T
" . . : R - e —

Second,, there is a need for additional expertise on such committees.
t : .
Third, there is a need for more frequent meetings if the committees'

Al

-

mission is broadered.

-~

‘“¥ourth, Wirtz and Associates'stress the need for a committee to exer-
3
S f’( . . -
cise broad "influence on the kinds of specific assessments...undertaken"

T
a————

(p. 51).  This too seems sensible based on the remarks earlier-in this .reporxt.
This compatibility does not mean ‘that this report sustains the tentative

recommendation of Wirtz and LaPointe for an educational Council. It merely

reiterates some of the concerns implied by Wirtz and LaPointe.

ES
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- ) . - . . . — Do
. ' ' i . ’ g "\ ./ >
- Incompatlblllty : . - T S o '

-

- . r, : .
The 1ack of compatlblllty between Wirrz-LaPojnte and this report lies in

'

.

one area. .

Wirtz and Associates maintain that we need -to find ways to summar-

v
~—

ize the "co .siderable amounts of datan(ﬁhat) emerge each year" (p. 49). In .
. 02 , .

fact, b

.

< ’

) T » .
(a) a system for summarlzatlon does indeed exist, and is‘used, -

(b) though the system is flawed, it is remarkable for its quality,

[ U ° ) ~

\ cath011c1ty, and coverage. , e
. . >

° e

Thissystenloonsists mainly of annual reports issued by the National Center for

o . . N

. Educationalvsfatistics understhe title Condition of Education. It does, with

N\
)

a small staff, a major task Wirtz et al. want their Council to do; present
reliable data and facilitate interpretatdion with prose that summarizes its
L meaning. This system has been criticized both well and badly,‘though'Wirtz—H

LaPointe do mot seem tq recognize this (Wohlstetter and Boruch,.1981). Both
4 . o) ' L] . .
types of criticism are publicly available, and action has been taken on at

. .:

PRTSY

least some of the latter by NCES. Wirtz and Lalointe admire '"responsible"

reporting (p. 51), and indeed CE is supposed to be a balanced régort under

-l .
. -

~ _ the-law. It is, by anﬁ'large. ‘ , . T

. N 9 B .
T ' o~ - The Condition of Education system does not, however, involve the

~. 2
,

”dlstingulshed” contrlbutors that Wirtz and LaPOJnte prefer. Rather, the

5 producers are f\aexal government staffers, statlstlcians, and educatlonal
researchers whose work\ls known 1n expert circles but who are not\par—

N e
ticularly visible at the national level. Moreover, the system does not
~ ,

’ gischss,'create, or evaluate policy as a council might do. Rather its

~,

purpose is to inform, without ‘editorializing by and large, national and '

- )

state educational policy.

]ERJ!:k. SNl # : e - T ':3f; g .
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5. Summary

\

o]

.

This Teport reviews the'pnssible need for structural changes in govern-—
ance of NAEP and the changes that can be regarded as‘options.: Governance

here includes law and ‘the major administrative eomponents of NAEP, such as

.the Assessment Policy Committee. The report was requested by NIE, partly

because there have been no inquiries of a similar kind despite the impor-

tance of NAEP's governance and because an opportunity for review has been

N

created'by recent studies of the usefulness of NAEP. Tne.major sources of

ev1dence here include interviews w1th APC members and NIE staff, minutes of

APC meetings and historical documents on NAEP, statutes, and field research
on use of NAEP. | , ' - P

1f the traditional products of NAEP are regarded "as satisfactory, major

. changes in governance are not likely to be productlve The“system works

suff1c1ently well to produce (a) reliable data on ‘children's achlevement -

I3 4

(b) occaslonally interpretations, Ye) de facto technlcal educat;on for ‘the

P .
)

states, and consequently we oughc to view major change with @mr\ - ‘

The traditional products of NAEP are less satisfylngvlf one's e;%égrlon

4 ¢

-~

»

1ncludes serious conslderatlon of innovation (asLde from sampding, testing,

l 2

and publlc relatlons) and more productlve relatlons ‘among Lhe.federal,govern—

ment, NAEP, and their constiruencies. In partlcular, new opportunities to

-

learn how to exploit -data better or more cheaply are not purSued as often

as they can be. The constraints here include budget,’ of déurse. But some

Pl

aspects of governance are important too.

Some optidns sugges;ea‘\r 1mplied by critlcs of NAEP do not appear

B

'necessary.. Changing the number of APC members seems unnecessary 1n that=

¥

APC members are satisfied with the - size and %o major justification apart

3

i

1%

Rnd
e

.
"




from budget -is eVident. Changing the frequency and.duration of meetings
‘is the province of the APC and NAEP management, not of law or adminis-
trative directive of NIE. ) g&
Several options exiet for change that, involve minimal disruption of
current operations, do not engender any notable increase in‘federal in-
. fluence, and open the NAEP system a bit to new ideas. |
(a) First, the categorles of APC membership specified by law should include
an expert in statistical research policy; the absence or such a category in

g
law is outlandish and fosters parochialism. .No APC members are recognized

experts in this arena; technic%; advisory groups are not substitute for
0 .

membership.” . : 7

o

(b)’ Seconid, the APC snoqld have direct, routine aocebé to a senior NIE ex-

exutive who is responsible for liaison;with NAEP and for~articulating and
g

explaining NIE's agenda. The current: ex-officio memberénip df the NIE di-

rector is not satisfactory simply because political appointments are so
. A

,rransient.J
(c) Third, some formal mechanism for assuring that APC members are aware
of new.issues and ideas, apart from those provided by NAEP and NIE needs to

be created. W : . )

(d) Fourth, the tension between NIE's research mission and the NAEP's

traditionally data colléction'mission needs to be resolved. 'Developing formal

-

! ’ . .
policy to exploit NAEP as a vehicle for research, as a target of research,
! s , _ )
as a producer of data'tnat occasionally will be usefuf for legitimate re-

sgarch may be,one way of removing some tension and more important, de-

%
“»

f'veloping“more cooperation among federal,_state, and local 1nterests in NAEP




a

Several options for major change are worth considering, bu

3

predicated on assumptions about what NAEP sh0uld be that are dlf

prevailing aSSumptions. The changes are not likely to be warranted or even

.feasible unless the assumptions are studied more intensively than they,have
been. They can be Summarized into those\thatgfocushmore heavily on (a) re-
search, (b) cooperative'statistical systems and reseagch, and (c) states.

1f NAEPlis regarded asva:legitimate vehicle for research, as well as
being regarded a monitoring system, then a variety of major changes seem.
worth considering. Nonevcan be done quickly, nor should‘they be implemented
without discussion and.pilot?testing.

The language of tqe law must be changed to authorize and emphasize
using NAEP as a perlodlc vehlcle for. research on contemporary problems,
and to inz lude relevant research expertise on the Assessment Policy Com-—
mittee The federal government s relation tb ggﬁ% must be altered to permlt

,

routine,_serlous consideration of research proposals by recognlzed experts
Some of the arguments for such a major change in NAEP emphasis, though

not direction, are negative, e.g. to avoid parochialism, stoginess, and lack

of imagination that characterize many stable statistical systems and to

reduce overblown or misleading claims about what such passiVe systems canf

. do.. The positive arguments 1aclude the idea that'NAﬁP is a national re-—

‘source that Ought to be exploited more effectively, and moreover that

¢
|

adjoining research projects periodicaIly»to NAEP_ls a dev1ce for better ex-

jploitation and utillzation I o ' ' . S o

P .
\ 3

The clear arguments against such change are complexlty and cost "~ The

debatable arguments-include possible politfcization of NAEP, polltlcization

that can have either negative or positive benefits.

29
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If NAEP is regarded as a small but legitimate part of avlarge frag—
mented network of independent local, state, and federal data collection

efforts, then major efforts to identify its role are better warranted. It

is not clear that major changes in governance are warranted to do this.
Rather the task might be accomplished well by creating a liaison committee
with each federal agency'responsible for research and statistics production,
a committee with responsibility for identifying why and how NAEP fits into
other data collection efforts and for identifying opportunities to co-

~

ordinate and_collaborate. ) V ‘ .
If NAEP is regarded solely as a monitoring system and the primary ob-
jective is to market thé system's:products to a variety of changing con-
stituencies; then options for structural change include focusing periodically
on'special‘audience categories.k For example, state legislators are in

principle a major audience for results, but it is far from clear that they

- are aware of NAEP. Even if they are 'aware, it is unclear that many would

' *  be |competent to use the data thoughtfully. Some provision for periodic

entation of the existing APC,?P direct attention to such audiences, to
i

pro oke their interest, proVide them with technical assistance and so on

is arranted. The creation of other’ advisory committees to _augment the

APC), tnat are legisla*ionioriented administration oriented, etc. is con-
cei ablel No new groups seem warranted without technical support however.

“w -

@hE<arguments for alteration include the’ idea that an augmented APC or

\ ‘s ' . A

auXiliary committees can enhance utility of NAEP.- The debatable arguments

- against aLteration.include the possible politicization of NAEP

ERIC
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