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ABSTRACT

: Noting that use of the reading- related components of
the Nati%onal Assessment of "‘Educational Progress (NAEP) by state
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considering adaptatlon of NAEP reading compaqnents. (HTH)
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'USES OF NAEP IN READ;NG BY STATE, EDUCATION AGENCIES

In the 1970's aﬁd early 1980'8, use of the reading-related components

of the National AsSesamaﬁt of Educational Pro&;ess by state education

agen(xes (referred to in most states as "the State Departmpnt of” Education")

L] .
has-ranged from eﬁtensivevto moderate, or to‘limited-utikizgtion. Sebring,

» 4
: : \ . C
. v : .
in 1981 and 1982, conducted a series of case studies pertaining to how

K

~state education'ﬁgencieS'hyh used NAEP. in any and all ways. _Among her
. o, 7. -

findings specifically related to reading were the following:

L 4 ' « . )
," _ e Examples of Extensive Utilization

N

.Minnesota - The Minnesota Statqwlde Assessment Program has relied

'heavily on the NAEP model since the early 1970's. Compreherdsive

assessments in readifig were made in 73- 74, 80-81. (secondary grades),

and 81-82 using intact classroom samples Comparisons were made

. between Minnesota students\ Central Region students, and natiofal

i \ sample students on the items that were taken directly from NAEP.7

! A report was_then pregented to the State Board of Education. It
thereby became an official part of.the publi¢ record rpsulting in
extensive radlo, TV, and newspaper coverage

Department of Educatlon personnel pesponsible for reading provided
assistance to a local IRA council which produced materials and
workshops aimed at improving achievement in those areas where student
performance was low. A second major utiliqgtion was realized through
the state's Piggyback Program, which enabled }ocal districts to
assess their students with statewide assessment measures. In 1974,
3% of Minnesota's disyricts participated in the Piggyback Program,
while in 1980-81, 56% were involved. Evaluations of these two
uses indicated that recommendations and materials stemming from
assessment data had an impact on classroom instruction. A third

¢ utilization of assessment findings was 'n the form of informatxon

the state Director of the Assessment Section frequently offered

to legislative committees and individual legislators. However,.

in Minnesota no statewide decisions wepe made by the legislature

because the philosophy of the state faVoxs decision~making at

the 1oca1 school 1eve1. g '

Connecticut. Extensxve use of NAEP reading material was made in

. Connecticut since the Connecticut Assessment of Educational Pro-

+ * pgregs was modeled after NAEP in-:terms of its basic .goals, depign,

and implementation. Reading was assessed in 71~72, 75-76, 77-78

and 78-79 in order to make state, Northeast regional, and national
comparisons- :

»
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After each assessment reports were developed and sent in brochure

"form to legislators, parents, and local boards ‘of educatxon and

""in more detailed form to teachers, administrations, and pub11c
. libraries. Interpretation workshqps were also presented to -

representatives of approximately 100 communitles“

Fifty-five districts‘opted to have all or a sample of their

studehts tested in reading and compared agaiast themselves .

and/or statewide and national samples on the 1975-76 reading

assessment. Forty-four districts used this option with the - '
1978-79 reading assessment. Assessment Yata was held confi- _
dential to the-districts, but the Connecticut Depaytment of - -

" Education spensored meetings at which district data were inter-

preted without violating confidentiality. District cost
amounted to $1.95 per student tested. : _ |

Statewide assessment results were used to formulate recommen- -

dations related to reading areas peeding improvement. . In "

1980, reading consultants produceg‘a Kboklet for teachers con- Coe
taining suggestions for "gettirig main ideas. This aid was '
distributed to all schools in°Connecticut. '

B U

by

In 1981, work on-the State's Ten-Yeat Plan was in progress.
The Connecticut Assessment of Educational Progresp provided- _
logitudinal and comparative data and national and! ‘state ' {
comparisons in reading. (and 10 other subjects) so that local , v
schools and the state would be able to cooperate in piannxng, '

1mp1ement1ng, and evaluating school programs. Since local . .
control of schools is strong the Connecticut, recommendations
emerging from the assessments and state plans will be imple-
mented at district levels. :

Example of Moderate Utilization

.
»

‘Maine. After two panels of Maine educators reviewed NAEP dbjee-

tives, the NAEP model was selected to assist the state in its
varidus agsessments. Nine and seventeen year-olds were assessed
in readi in 1973 and 1974, respectively.. Forty-seven of the
75 itemy used to assess reading in 1974 were taken from NAEP,
with the. remaining items developed especially for the state.
Sampling, procedures paralleled NAEP techniques. Reading items
placed in three packages arnd then given to three sepdrate _
samples of students. State department personnel were: trained ‘ '

to administer the reading (and writing) tests and used baced

audio tapes to gi test directlons

Reports were developed explaining the meaning of significant
differences among the test performance of Maine, regional,
and national samples. Achievement was also summarized for ' Coe
various groups in terms of such considerations as socio- -
economic statﬁ‘, levels of parental education, community
size, and so on. 1t was pointed out. that Maine educators

‘needed to decidé the practical significance of any differ- ' \

ences that were noted, though. In order to establish - ) ,
frameworks for evaluating performance in readingg over.ZOO

L]
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' teachers were randomly selected to Judge mlnimal desired,

and predicted oftcomes for 15 reading items apd the diffi-
culty ‘and appropriateness of six reading passages. A Reading
Interpretatlon Committee (compr1sed of 16. elementary, secon~- -
dary, and university teachers) was thén formed.and produced
a’ report detailing interpretations and recommendations for
educators working at:local school, state department, and
colleglate levels' in Ma1ne. .

i
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AOther reports of varying complexity were sent fo dlstrlct

superintendents, pxlnC1pals, and curriculum supervisors,
Three thousand copi'es of the readlng (andWriting) assess-~
ment pf 9 year-olds conducted in 1974 we¢re sent out; articles
appeared in newspapers of the state, a series of articles
appeared in the Maine Eeacher Finally, the state educatidn

"agency in Maine issued a, report noting that the lﬂfz,reading
-
-dssessment resulted in a.district level in-servick program

related to reading and writing and a state department of
education devegoped approach to the teaching of basic skills.

For the 1977-78 atatewide assessment of basic skills, 38 NAEP

reading items were used for the elghth grade st,'whlle 40 were

incorporated the eleventh ‘grade test.- A c en's committee
was formed to work together with the Maine ata department
in writing such.lnterpretations and recommen atlons as the’

following .the legislature should not mandd4te minimum competency

requlrements for graduation; the state should provide technical

asgistance to. schools rel3ted to establlshing performance stand-
fards, to using, . and to interpreting assessment. data; the state

should offer districts an assessment model which they could
choose to adopt’ or modify.- .

1
v

Thus, in Maine, the emphasis in the early 1?80 s was upon evalua-

tion at the district level. -THe state department of education's

role was to provide leadership and technical assistance as districts
carried out their own assessments of achievement at not only minimum,
but also maximum, that is, excellence levels. The only requirement

. was that the public be informed as to Jtudent progress toward

expected learning outcomes. In this regard ‘districts were free
t6 decide whether they wisheq to use NAEP objectives and items

“and could call upon appropr;at$ state department. of educat1on

staff for technical help.

Examples of Limited UtlliZatlon . -

Wyoming. 1In 1971 1ndiv1duals from the College-of Education at’
the University of Wyoming, the state Department of Education,
the ESEA State Adviqory Committee, the Wyoming Education Asso-
ciation, 20 professional educatidp. associations, and the ‘general
publiq established educational goals and objectives. After
items from a wide;darlety of sources, including NAEP, were
reviewed, an assessment in reading and four other areas was
conducted involving high school seniors.

' However, although NAEP item developm;\t procedures and some NAEP
itemy were employed,- assessment results were.not disseminated

- s kYT
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.broadly. State department personnel were able to make assessment
‘l : information available to teachers at the <@district level, but
) could. not mandate use of the information because dictates of -

this naturs,would violate local control of schoolp

3 ‘ S b .
’ : : 'North Dakota. In 1976 77, NAEP)o bJectlves, imems,'and da{;‘;;re
' ’ . used in a statewide reading -assessment of fourth, eighth, and { S,
eleventh grade students. Approximately 1400 youngsters at each = . S
X . " of these grade levels are tested by means of a stratified (on

the b331s of school enrollment) random .,sampling procedhre
Word identification and recognition, word and sentence compre-
. hension, comprehension of longer discourse, and read1ng study
skills items were selected from NAEP rieleased exercises and
the Minnesota assessment and then wére administered by district
staffs. The results were noted in terms of correct answers
related to each objective and subobJectlve«and comparisons were v
reported between state students, Central Reglon students, and
* the national NAEP sample. Flndlngs led to various recommenda--
tions in state departiment reparts (e.g., that content area reading . =
should be emphasized, that districts use various assessment _ : S
objectives din reading to write objectives). Schools’ participating
in the assessment receivéd a short report showing how th& stood ‘
-up against statewide results, but’ comprehensive comparisons could
not be drawn because few schools had-decided to administer all
of the reading assessment items:.

o Finally, cohcise, readable reports of the assessment were sent
‘. Lo administrators in each of the state's districts. The state
nght to Read Coordinatgr ‘included assessment 1n‘(ormat.10n into
P various workshops. for teachers, principals, and superlnLgndents- o ¢
‘«conducted 1976-1980. Recommendati®ens (distributed in booklet '
form), emphasized the use of criterion referenced measures rating
various aspects of existing reading programs to ascertain needed - . *
changes. Aside from these efforts, the state department, dye to
limitediresources, was not able to dissemlnate and encourage
) widespread use of the assessment results in the schools of the
I state. . . o : )
A )
-~

Reports.summarizing the assessment were also sent to the Stale "
Board of Education amd to the Legislature, showing how students
in the state compared with the assessment performance of students
nationwide,. Since state funds account for more than 60% of local
school district budgets, legislators viewed student formance on * -
cr1terion-referenced and norm-referenced measures ;IEEEwaerest -
A > . L ‘
. Certainly the use of.NAEP'reading components‘by-staté education
fn
. . ‘ ‘ .

agencies cannot be defined on the basis of the ekperiences of five v

o X ) . \ . c- t N <,
statgs. LaPointe and Koffler (1982) have asserted‘tbeirvbelief that, the-

" - . . . ) .

. . g .
general impact of NAEP has been less than strong, but Tyler (1982) has _ A_

b
challenged their assertion. Perhaps judgments in this mattek can: be made, )

.l . ‘ r . . ) . *
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though when the . results of a December 1982 survey conducteﬁ by the NAEP

-

Uti11zat1on and L1a;son Depax%ment are 1n The survey was sent to. all o

SEA 8 and contained questlons related to‘bast Lses of NAEP ObJBCthEB,

. items, results, and methodology as.well as other querles related to
.“ . .

19

potentlal'uses.of NAEP' materials and services, . In the ques-

.
*

tionnaiq&, new' plans were descrxbed pettalnlng to the followxng - '/ ‘-
. -, . : 1]
“ 1. new and continulng forms of general and.technical
- assistang¢e to SEA's; . -
; L 2. joint -SEA/NAEP development of obJectxves and 1tems,
.f 3 concurrent SEA/NAEP assessment arrangement involving
! a.revised item release pollcy (SEA's tould use some or .
’ _ all NAEP items the saie year they are used nationally. -
- _ - and thereby ‘make more timely and less exppn91ve com= -,
o parisons) S S : E o !
Future Uses . . .
Y, -
‘» o .
The experxences of- the fhve states. described above demonstrate that K
. Y )
SEA 8 have adapted or adopted the réadlng aspects of NAEP methodology and *
: materials in keep1ng W1th the more general constraints and needs of the1r'
. - A ..‘ . . . . ' &

. : respect1ve circumstances. Involvement fnﬁthe future will continue to

e . . - e K ) ="
- ~ - 4
:

vary in light of political, fiscal, and "local control of schoolsf consid- )
\ . . s 5 - [T - . . .
. eratiorns . e ' o RN

- In terms of "test consumer" concerns, SEA's ‘may want ‘to’ ask quest1st

such as the folloW1ng .when they consider allgnments with NAEP rgadlng'
components: ) ’
A R ) .
. \'
Example Questions Related to Purposes for Testing _

1.. How can NAE® belp us analyze hEader strengths and weaknesses Bt}
in skills, attitudes, habits, and jntetests? :

-

2. * How cah 'NAEP help us develop reading curriculum gu1delines in
terms of our prioritized educational rand vocational needs and
in terms of both minimum competenc1es and standards of excellence? .

_ £ ' .
3% How' can NAEP help us guide and place studenfs in the K~12 .
‘Sequence as well as in community college, college, or

employment sectors? o T

t » -~




.Yemaxning stable, or improving? - . .

. " 'How can NAEP help us. determlne,whether our remedial readlng

~In what specific_waye will NAEP data contribute to’idproved

-What-useﬁul comparisons will NAEP items provide the SEA'personqu?.

S o T N

How can NAEP help us determine whether¢raad1ng is dec11n1ng,

A S N rT'_ * :
How can NAEP help us - nﬂndomly\sample students, average’ their

_performanCe, and come up with composite. scores for the various

aspects of maturrty in reading? - L SN : .

- L4

-~

."lHow can NAEP help us provide data to legleatlve comm1ttees

so that we can build recommendatlons for additional funds for
certain.areas "o need (e.g., reading in ‘the middle school
and at the secondary levels)? - S -

“
A3

programs are effective? |

citizens! *apd legisyators"understanding of reading achieve-
men(? . ' ' -y

Ry .

" In what gpecific ways will NAEP data and services enable’ Qur

SEA to provide assistance 1n the area of readlng at d18tr1ct' ", - e
and classroom levels? : - o

»
.

Exampie Questions Reiated to Validityland'Reliebility'-

‘Do NAEP test items in general and in particular match our

state's prioritized goals and\ngectlves of readlné 1nstruc- . e
tion (1nstruct1onal val1d1ty)? ' . v .

How well will NAEP reading items correlate with our students'
scores on other tests, with school grades, .with future grades, _
and' with reading performance in nonschool settlngs $statlst1cal -
valldlty)? .

-
) v

Is the contenteof the NAEP reading -section approved by "“dis-
interested," that is, unbiased, external reviewers, including _
testing experts, reading spec1alists, researchers, administratorsg o7

-teachers, school board members, representatives from business and

labor, and students themselves? How were these external reviews
obtaiiled? e . L K '

-
-

’ K
Why should state:department personnel select NAEP items,

procedures, and results. instead of or ih'addition to items ' o R
contained in norm-réferqnced tests used and respected-
natiouwide? .

How have NAER items been rev1ewed for sex, ethnxc, geograph1ca1

and other forﬁ% of bias? SR . _ b o
' ' : ~
In what waYs are NAEB items and reﬁults demonstrated reliable - -~

and consistent? _ : _ - “. :

-',1.»
e
g

ot
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Examples of Questions Related to Cost Effectiveness

2

”

. v

How repsable are NAEP materlals?

' machlne) and reportlng (e g, prlntout) aspects?

What are "hidden costs" for time and tralnlng oﬁ~users,,
‘ admlnlstratSY , and interpretors?

..

y
. .. What 1nterpret1ve aids (A- v, booklets, etc.) and services

_does NAEP offer? - _ v _ N .

How ere NAEP scores.reported in nners that will make them
.directly useble in decis‘ion-makﬁ processes?

‘Do the costs (apparent as well as hidden)- of utillzlng NAEP
items, procedures’, and results justify the use of these in
tlght of beneflts to the state? :

-How can NAEP help us economize ouyr statewide reading assessment'
procedures by using. accurate; stratlfled random sample selection
technlques o o - .

‘How can NAEP help us streamilne our state assessment records
and procedures so that we are not collecting data 1neff1c1ent1y
and at unnecessarlly hlgh expense . o :

How expensive- (in terms of time and money) are. scoring (e. B, ot
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