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State-By-State Comparisons of Student Achievement: The Definition

of the Cecntent Domain for Assessnent

Robert L. Linn

University of Colorado, Boulder

Twenty years ago when *he National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) was being designed, care was taken to ensure that the data would not
allow comparisons among individual states or localities. There were a variety
of reasons for this decision, including consiuerations of cost, political
viability, and coucerns about the likely misuse of state average scores on the
assessment. Today, however, the lack of information at the level of individual
states has been judged to be the most serious weakness of NAEP by the blue
ribbon panel that was constituted to review NAEP and mske recommendations about
its future (Alexander-James, 1987).

The NAEP Study Group, which was chaired by Governor Lamar Alexander ané
directed by H. Thomas James, identified the development of ctate-by-state
comparative data as its number cne priority. The Study Group reasoned tha® most
"important decisions in education are made at the state or local level, and
accountability for performance is vested at those levels" {(p- 4). They also
implied that the decision makers at the state or local level would benefit from
comparative information, but did not explicitly state how such informetion would
be used to make better educational decisions.

The Study Group considered some of the concerns that, in the past, had led
to a decision to prevent the use of NAEP for purposes of making state-by-state
comparisons, but concluded that the ''concerns are less important now than thev
were previously, and that most can be readily accommodated within a redesigned
national assessment" (Alexander-James, 1987, p. 5). Having thus dismssed the

objections to state-to-state comparisons under the heading '"previous concerns
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about comparisons', the Study Group was ready to give its most important

recommendation.

The single most important change recommended by the Study Group is that the
assessment collect representative data on achievement in each of the fiftv
states and the District of Columbia. Today state and local school
administrators are encountering a rising public demand for thorough
information on the quality of their schools. allowing comparison with data
from other states and districts and with their own historical records.
Responding to calls for greater accountability and for substantive school
improvements, state officials have increasingly turned to the national
assessment for assistance (pp. 11-12).

The movement toward state-by-state comparisons, of course, did not begin

with the Alexander-James Study Group.

Rather, the Study Group endorsed a
position that had already garnered considerable support from policy rmkers
during the past five years and pointed to the redesign of NAEP as a mechanism
t or obtaining the desired comparisons. The movement toward state-by-state
comparisons was encouraged earlier by the U.S. Department of Education and by
the Council of Chief Stzte School Officers.

The Council of Chief State S.uool Officers has provided considerable
support for the idea of state-by-state comparisons during the past three vears
since the Council adopted a position paper encouraging states to develop
comparable measures of student achievement in reading, mathematics, English,
science, and social studies. The subsequent establishment of the State
Education Assessment Center by the Ccuncil with the support of the Center for
Statistics and the Mott Foundation and the activities of the Assessment Center
and the Council since that time have given greater strength to the movement
toward making state-by-state comparisons a reality. With support from the U.S.
Department of Education and the National Science Foundation, the Council is now
in process of forming a ccnsortium of educators that will develop specific

recommendations for the first state-by-state assessment of student achievement

in mathemtics.




As Ramsay Selden (1986a), the director of the State Education Assessment
Center, has noted, any approach that is taken to the development of a
system that will vield state-by-state comparisons of student achievement will
raise "profound issues in educational measurement" (p. 2). Selden went on to
discuss some of those issues and hightighted the need to deal with issues of
validity. The focus of this paper is on a limited set of issues related to the
validity of the assessment system. More specifically, the purpose of this paper
is to review issues concerning the definition of the domain of content to be
covered in the assessment and the relationship of the definition and score
reporting systems to the validity of inferences that are based on state-by-state
comparisons.

Validity

As with any use of.testﬁ, the most fundamental measurement issue 1n the
development of an assessment system that will provide state-by~state comparisons
is the validity of the inferences that will be made from the scores. To date,
however, relatively licile serious attention 3iz2s been given tu the questions of
validity of a NAEP based state-by-state comparison system, or for that matter,
any other system otner than the seriously flawed use of ACT and SAT scores as
indicators of the educational quality in a state.

Although not couched in terms of validity, the primary concern that was
raised in the National Academy of Education's review committee commentary on the
Alexander-James report is fundamentally an issue of validity. The Review
Committee (Naticnal Academy of Education, 1987, p. 59) summarized its
reservations about the recommendation that NAEP be redesigned to provide state-
by-state comparisons as fol lows.

We are concerned about the emphasis in the Alexander-James report on state-

by-state comparisons of average test scores. Many factors influence the

relative rankings of states, districts, and schools. Simple comparisons

are ripe for abuse and are unlikely to inform meaningful schoo) imprcvement
efforts.
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As is clearly implied by the above statement, the Review Committee's
concern applies not only to the proposed state-by-state comparisons using NAEP
but to tne use of average test scores for other units such as individual school
buildings or school districts. The concern is not limited to the use of NAEP,
It would apply equally well to the use of other assessment devices or tests.

The concern is clearly with the inferences that the Review Camittee anticipated
would be mude from the test data and the validity of those inferences will
depend on a wide variety of factors, such as the degree of standard:zation of
the rules for inclusion and exclusion of students in the assessment, the
vpecific sampling procedures, and the administration procedures. One of the
important factors that will influence the validity of the inferences drawn from

the romparisons, however, is the adequacy of the content coverage of the

assessment. -

Content Domin

It is one thing to agree that the assessment should cover the "core content
areas (reading, writing, and literacy; mathemtics, science, and technology ;
history, geography, 2nd civics)" (Alexander-James, 1987, p. 12), but quite
another to agree that a particular set of topics in, say, history, much less
that a specific set of items, should be included on the assessment that is to be
used to compare states. It is also much easier to achieve agreement that ''the
assessment instruments should examine acquisition of pertinent 'higher-order'
skills as well as basic skills, knowledge, and concepts" (Alexander-James, 1987,
p. 8), than it is to gain consensus that a given exercice is a fair assessment
of higher-order thinking skills. Many of the issues that arise when a school or
district selects a test are also relevant at the state level. Among these are
the issues of the breadth of the coverage, the match between what is taught and

what is tested, the number and specificity of the scores that are reported, and




the familiarity of the assessment procedures that are used.

Breadth of Coverage and the Match with What EE Taught. Since the issues of

breadth of coverage and that of the degree to which the assessment matches the
curriculum and what is actually taught in classroom are closely related, they
will be considered together. One approach to the determination of the content
to be included in an assessment would be to require a consensus among all states
that a given topic or assessment exercise is appropriate to the state's
instructional goals for students at a given point in ‘cheir educational program.
As Selden (1986a) has noted, the consensus about a "common body of knowledge
could be conceived as a 'least common set' — that content which is pursued “o
some degree by schools in each [state], but excluding anything which all states
cannot be presumed to be teaching or erphasizing. Alternatively, it could be
conceived as an 'optimal set', around which consensus can be reached, but which
my not reflect everything some states are pursuing, and which may include some
items that some states may not be pursuing or emphasizing" (p. 7). To these two
alternatives could be added, at least in theory, an "inclusive set', that
content that is judged to be appropriate by one or more states.

Although the "inclusive set' is apt to be too unwieldy in practice, it
illustrates an end of a continuum that is anchored at the other end bv the
"least common set". On the surface the least common set appears the fairest
approach. It would not hold a state accountable for students learning content
that was not expected to be taught in its schools by a given grade level.
However, as will be discussed in some detail below, the least common set
approach can be faulted on several accounts including that of fairness.

The issue of where along the continuum between the least common and the
Inclusive sets an assessment should be placed is not unique to the present
context. It long has been an important issue in the use of tests in program and

curriculum evaluation (e.g., Burstein, 1981; C.-onbach, 1963; Walker &
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Scharfarick, 1974; Wargo & Green, 1978). If a test does not measure the
outcomes that correspond to important program goals, the evaluation will surely
be considered unfair. The judgnent that the evaluation is unfair takes on
additional force when multiple programs are compared and the tests used to
measure the educational outcomes of the programs appear to match the goals of
one program better than another.

The latter point is clearly illustrated by the controversy that surrounded
the Follow Through evaluaticn. Follow Through was a massive federal experiment
that pitted twenty-two early education models against each other over the course
of ten years. The model programs varied considerably in their stated goals but
were evaluated using a common set of outcome measures. Between-model
differences were found on some of the subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement
Test (MAT) (Stebbins, St.Pierre, Proper, Anderson, & Cerva, 1977). The
differences occurred on subtests that the evaluators classified as "basic
skills" and favered models that were classified as emphasizing basic skills over
models that were classified as having a '"cognitive-conceptual" emphasis or an
"affective-cognitive" emphasis. ress accounts of the evaluation presented the
message that education that emphasizes the basics yields the best results.

Because of thc potential importance of the Follow Through evaluation, the
Ford Foundation sponsored a comprehensive third-party review of the evaluation.
The review resulted in a devastating critique that faulted the evaluation on
numerous grounds (House, Glass, MclLean, & Walker, 1978). Of most relevance to
the present discussion, however, is the House, et al. critique of the
measurement of the program outcomes and the characterization of those outcomes.
Their analysis led them to conclude that 'the outcome muasures assess very few
of the models' goals und strongly favor models that concentrate on teaching

mechanical skills'" (House, et al, 1978, p. 156).

=

|
[@)}
oy
-
—



Although not strictly a question of test content, the format of the test
items and administrative procedures can also have implications for the results
of an assessment. Even apparentlv trivial changes in item format, such as the
presentation of addition problems horizontally rather than vertically, have been
found to effect the scores that chjldren obtain (Alderman, Swinton, & Braswell,
1979). More importantly, the outcome of an assessment can be affected by the
match between the format "sed to ask question on the test and the format used
wvhen students practice the skill in the instructional program and the amount of
practice that they have with similar tests (Alderman, et al., 1979; Cooley &
Leinhardt, 1980; Rotaerts, 1980).

The match between what is taught and what is tested can have a substantial
effect on the performance on tests. The closer the match and the morz the test
questions tap rote memory, the larger the likely effects. Indeed, two of the
most compelling examples involve the choice of words for tests of spelling or
for the vocabulary used to assess beginning reading. Hopkins and Wilkerson
(1965) compared four forms of the California Spelling Test to the course of
study guide used in California. Because the forms varied in the degree to which
they matched the study guide, knowledge of only those words that were in the
curriculum study guide would yield scores that differed by as much as 2.1 grade
equivalent units depending on which of the four forms was used. As would be
expected, the California sludents were much more likely to correctly respond to
words that were in the curriculum than words that were not.

Bianchini's (1978) analysis of the remarkable increase in the percentile
rank of the median reading achievement test score for first grade students
between 1970 and 1971 provides another example of the dramt c effect that the
degree of match between what is taught and what is tested can have on tests
scores. Over the course of that single year, the median score for first grade

students throughout the state rose from the 38th to the 50th percentile. As
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Bianchini's analyses suggests, however, the huge increase h;d more to do with
the fact that the test that was used to measure reading achievement was
different in 1571 than it was in 1970, than to any dramatic increase in the
quality of education provided to first grade children. Bianchini found that 55%
of the vocabulary on the test that was used in 1971 w2s included in the state's
first grade readers, whereas only 19% of the vocabulary on the test used the
previous year was included in the readers.

Results such as those reported by Bianchini (1978), Hopkins and Wilkerson
(1965), and others (e.g., Cooley & Leinhardt, 1980; Leinhardt, 1983; Leinphardt &
Seewald, 198.) right lead one to believe that '"least common'' set approach is
necessary to avoid unfair comparisons. However, the solution is not that
simple. To begin with, the fact that two programs both teach children to add
two digit integers, for example, does not imply that both programs give that
skill the same priority or spend an equal amount of time teaching it. If the
children at one school were drilled extensively on the addition of two digit
integers, with little attention given to other arithmetic operations or to
mathematics concepts, while children at a second school spent some, but much
less, time on that skill while spending considerably more on other skills and on
concepts and problem solving, a test that only measured the addition of two
digit numbers would hardly be considered fair. As in the case of the Follow
Through evaluation, the test wnuld strongly favor the first school because it
lacked more comprehensive coverage of the skills and concepts that were
emphasized at the second school. While such extremes are unlikely to be
encountered in practice, even at the level of individual schools mucn less at
the level of entire states, the example illustrates the fact that the use of the
least common set will tend to favor those who emphasize the skills and concepts

contained in that set at the expense of those that are not included in the set.
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No matter what process is used to define the domain cf content, it must
include knowledge, skills, and concepts that educators, policy makers, and the
general public consider important. This is part of the reason that the
Alexa. . ames (1987) report emphasized that the assessment should include
measures of higher order skills which the report defined to include 'recognizing
a prcblem's general structure, defining goals, isolating the information
relevant to groblem solutions, ... evaluating the merits of arguments,
reasoning, analyzing, explaining, and finding analogies' (p. 15). Such a list
does not appear to be compatible with the least common set approach to defining
the domain to be assessed for purposes of state-by-state comparisons.

The Alexander-James (1987) list of higher-order thinking s*ills would push
the assessment beyond a minimum set of basic skills that would be likely to
define the least common set to a broader set of goals. In as much as there is
general agraement that hicher-order thinking skills of the type envisioned by
the Alexander-James study group should be taught, the list is in keeping with
what Selden (1986b) has referred to as the '"optimal consensus'' approach wherein
the content of the assessment would be defined to include content for which a
consensus can be reached that given content knowledge and skills should be
taught. The idea of this approach is that it would allow the assessment to go
beyond minimal objectives that are already pursued by all and thereby have a
aotentially broadening influence on the: curriculum rather than a narrowing
influence that is apt to be associated with least—common-set approach.

If the assessment is tc encourage greater breadth and depth of content
coverage, it will need to have a content domain with broadly defined limits and
enphasize more than simple factual knowledge. As Anderson (1986) has note, such
an assessment is apt to measure several dimensions of achievement within each

subject area and raise questions about the nature and number of scores to be

reported.




Number and Specificity of Scores. Cronbach (e.g., 1963, 1971) has long

argued that for purposes of evaluation, a comprehensive array of measures should
be sought. 'An ideal evaluation might include measures of all the types of
proficiency that might reasonably be desired in the area in question, not just
the selecied outcomes to which ... [a particular] curriculum directs substantial
attention" (Cronbach, 1963, p. 680). The assessment needs to provide a basis
for identifying areas that are judged to be important but that students are nct
learning, whether or not the poor learning is the result of lack of erposure.
Furthermore, for purposes of making decisions about the curriculum or program of
instructior, the test results need to be reported separately for each of the
specific areas of proficiency, and not merely combined into a single overall
score.

The latter point runs counter to the goal of having a simple scorecard that
will allow the ranking of states along a single dimersion. However, Cronbach's
rationale for maintaining separate scores is compellire.

If the original test or battery is a composite covering various types of

content or various objectives, it implicitly weights those elements, either

by the number of items allocated to each or by the way the score is
calculated. Such a weighting cannot satisfy decision makers who hold
values unlike those of the te.. developer. Consequently, an ideall!
suitable battery for evaluation purposes will include separate measures of
all outcomes the users of the information consider important ... Reporting
separate scores al’ows for the application of various systems of values.

It also enables the investigator to examire the nature of any weaknesses in
the program. (emphasis in the original) (Cronbach, 1971, p. 460).

The use of a single composite score not only forces an implicit set of
values on the outcome of the ascessmei.. and prevents those who hold differer.*
values from seeing the results from that alternate framework, but th~ composite
my sometimes be insensitive to differences between the educational systems that
are being compared (Airasian & Madaus, 1983; Madaus, Airasian, & Kellaghan,
1980). 1In other instances, and of even greater concern, the composite may favor

a system with an emphasis that happens to match the content tha2t tliie composite
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weights most heavily.
The latter problem is illustrated by the results of Walker and

Schaffarzick's (1974) review of twenty-six studies that compared students who

had been exposed to a given subject matter using either ''traditional" or

- "innovative' curriculum naterials and then tested with one or more measures of

achievement. Their review provides strong evidence that ''different curricula

are associated with different patterns of achievement' (emphasis in the

original) (p. 97). Whether the results of the studies reviewed favored the
"traditional" or the "innovative' curriculum was largely determined by the
content c¢f the tests. 'Students using each curriculum do better than their
fellow students on tests whick include items not covered at all in the other
curriculum or given less emphasis there" (Walker & Schaffarzick, 1974, p. 97).
If a single global score were used to compare the alternative curricula an
outcome of no difference, one favoring the traditional curriculum, or one
favoring the innovative curriculum could be readily achieved according to the
relative weighting given to the test content favoring each.

The need to report multiple scores corresponding to narrowly defined
content areas is clearly demonstrated by recen: experience with tests that are
customized to the specifications of a state or local district. The need for
multiple scores can also be demonsirated from recent experience with the NAEP
assessments in literature and U. S. history. In both instences it is evident

- that a single total score can conceal specific areas of strength and weakness.
Furthermore, the relative standing of a given state, region, or other aggregate

of students can be greatly influenced by the number of iteins that happen to be

associated with specific content areas.
In the past, if a state or district wanted to compare the achievemant of

its students to a national norm, it had to administer a normreferenced test.




If the state or district also wanted to obtain test results on a test designed
to metch loczlly defined objectives, a second test administration was generally
required since the standardized test would not match the locally defined
objectives as closely as desired. Recently, however, test publishers have begun
offering an option of creating a 'customized'" test that consists of 1tems
selected according to locally specified objectives, but from which norm—
referenced scores are also produced.

Customizec tests are the resuit of increased use of item response theory by
publishers in tneir test development and scaling process. One of the features
of item response theory that makes it especially appealing is the promise that,
once the theory has been used to calibrate a pool of test items, any set of
items from that pool can be used to place the performance of test takers on a
common scale. Thus, according to the theory, any set of previously calibrated
items could be selectea by a state or district to be included among those on its
customized test and the resulting test scores could still be placed on the same
scale as the published version of the standardized test for which nationa! norms
are available.

The quality of the norm-referenced scores that a state or district ottains
for its customized test depencds on several factors, including (1) the adequacy
of tae iitem response theory model for the set of items in the calibrated item
pool, (2) the nwcher of calibrated items selected for the customized test, (3)
the statistical characteristics of the items selected from the item nool, and
(4) the degree to which items selected for the customized test match the content
coverage of the published version of the test for which the norms are availahle.
Recent experience with a major customized test, the Kentucky Essential Skills
Test (KEST), suggests that the last of these four considerations can te of
critical importance (Linn, 1986; Yen, Green, & Burkett, 1987).

Kentucky administered the KEST to essentially all eligible students in the
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state in grades K through 12 for the first tume 1n 1985. The 1985 KEST was a
customized test, containing, among other items, items that were selected from
the CTB/McGraw-Hill item pool. That pool includes items from tne Comprehensive
Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS), Forms U and V, items from the California
Achievement Tests, Forms C and D, and previously unpublished items. Since all
items are calibrated to the CTBS scale, a test that had previously been
administered statewide in Kentucky, it was possible to obtain estimates of
performance on the CIBS scale from the administration of the KiST. When the
KEST results were obtained in 1985, however, at least two major anamalies were
observed. The the most notable and troublesome of these was a precipitous
increase in the grade 5 mathematics test performance.

In 1982, 1983, and 1984, when the CTBS was administered statewide to fifth
grade students, the state mean normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores in
mthemtics renged from 50.4 to 54.8. In 1985, however, the me:n NCE for grade
5 mathematics based on the KEST was 66.3. Thus, on the NCE scale, which hzs 2
standard deviation of 21 for the national norm group, the state mean increased
in a single year by slightly over a half of the national norm group standard
deviation. Although a review of the KEST and the calibration of the items in
the item pool from which it was constructed did not suggest that the application
of item response theory was any more problemtic than in many other widely
accepted applications, it was evident that the grade 5 mathematics -esults on
- the 1985 KEST could not be meaningfully compared to the earlier CTBS results

(Linn, 1986).

The lack of comparability between the KEST and CTBS grade 5 mathematics
tests is most plausibly explained by differences in the proportion of items
on the KEST and the CTBS that are classified into specific content categor:es.

The proportions of KEST and CTBS grade 5 mathematics items by content category

\)“ ,»7
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were as follows (Linn, 198G).

Content CTBS KEST
Category Proportion Proportion
Numeration .42 .27
Number Th=ory .03 .13
Measurement .16 .11
Geometry .10 .20
Number Sentences .19 .20
Prcolem Solving .10 .09

As was demonstrated by Yen, Green, and Burkett (1987), systematic
differences as a function of content category between local and national
estimtes >f item response theory difficulty parameters are sometimes found.
Such differences can lead to misleading global score results when content
coverage changes. ''Content equivalence between customized and normed tests is
essential if the customized test is to be NRT-equivalent and norm-valid" (Yen,
Green, & Burkett, 1987, p. 13). Separate reporting by specific content
categories, however, is needed in order to identify areas of strong and weak
performance and to make value judgments about the importance of changes in
scores on the global sccre.

The final example illustrating the importance of multiple sccres
corresponding to specific content categories comes from the recent NAEP results
in literature and U. f. history (Applebee, Langer, & Mullis, 1987). Both the
literature and the U. S. history item sets met the usual criteria for deciding
if a unidimensional item response theory model is appropriate. Hence, single
Zlobal performance scores were estimted for each of the two broad content
domains.

Despite the apparent simplicity for each content area, however, substantial
diffrrences that could be meaningfully interpreted were found for content
specific subsets of items as a function of region of the country, cender, and

race/ethnicity. For example, even though the performance of black test takers




was well below that of whites on the bulk of the literature and U. S. history

items, blacks outperformed whites on questions asking about black leaders or
black literature. Black test takers also did better than whites on several of
the questions dealing with slavery aund civil rights. Similarly, though women
outperformed men on the overall literature scale, men did better on "items
focusing on strong male literary characters' (Applebee, et al., 1987, p- 3),
such as Robin Hood, King Arthur, Samson, and Captain Ahab. Although the
Southeast region of the country scored well below the northeast on the overall
literature scale, the converse was true on the i3 items dealing with Biblical
characters and stories.

The above examples illustrate two pcints that are of g at potential
importance in any future state-by-state comparisons of student achievement.
First, the rar’c order on a single global score is apt to depend on the
particular weighting of the content categories. Based on the KEST results, one
might reascnably expect, for example, that Kentucky would have appeared better
on a grade 5 test with heavy emphasis on numeration than on one that emphasized
another content catecory such as number theory or geometry. Second, a single
global score can also conceal educationally important information about
strengths and weaknesses in the curriculum.

The need to focus on multiple content specific outcomes has been recognized
within the context of state assessments by Bock and his colleagues (Bock &
Mislevy, 1987; Bock, Mislevy, & Woodson, 1982; Mislevy, 1983). For purposes of
informing curriculum planners, assessment information needs to be provided for
highly specific content areas which Bock, Mislevy, and Woodsoa (1982) called
"indivisible curricular elements'. These are "item domains that are
sufficiently homogeneous with respect to content that all the items 1n a gilven

domain would be similarly affected by changes in curricular emphasis" (Mislevy,

1983, p. 273).




Summary ggg Conclusions

it has een argued that the choice of content for a state-by-st:te will be
one of many factors that will have a substantial influence on the validiiy of
inferences that may be drawn from a state-by-state assescment system. Based on
considerable experience in the use of tests in the evaluation of alternative
educational programs, it was concluded that there are great disadvantages to an
approach that focuses only on content and skills that are thought to be taught
by a given grade in all states. Such a "least-common set" approach wouid be
likely to give a relative advantage to statec that narrow their focus to only
that least common set. The approach is more likely to narrow than to brnaden
the curriculum.

Ideally, the domain for assessment would include separate measures of the
full range of outcomes that are considered important by any of the states. The
multiple measures would enable states to identify strengths and weaknesses and
not just obtain a ranking on a global scorecard. The more inclusive set would
encourage a broadening rather than a narrowing of the curriculum by calling
attenticn to wide range cof cutcomes.

Despite the desirability of having multiple scores corresponding
"indivisible curricular elements' for purposes of identifying strengths and
weaknesses and planning chang»s in the curriculum, such scores clearly will not
satisfy the demand for a overall number in reading or a single score for
mathematics. Global scores will certainly need to be produced, in part, because
the amount of information would be too overwhelming for many of its intended
uses if it were only reported at the level of indivisible curricula-~ element
level, and, in part, because there is a desire, as Ambach (1987) has noted, for

a scorecard. Global scores can, and undoubtedly, will be produced. The

argument here is not that such scores should not be produced, but that the




ability to disagregate the results to more specific content areas should be
maintained. The disaggregated scores are needed tc interpret the overall

results and plan improvement.
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The Effectiveness of American Education

Eva L. Baker
UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation

American political attention has turned with increasing
intensity to the matter of educational quality. From the reports of
commissions and panels to debates by precidential candidates, the
focus on students, teachers, and schools grow; sharper every day. At
the center of concern is a deceptively simple question: How well do
our schools prepare our students?

It doesn't matter if the language emphasizes excellence, subject
matter understanding, productivity, or competitiveness, the meaning
of the debate is clear: Can we describe, judge and improve the
effectiveness of public schools?

Over the years, significant investments have been made in
trying to answer these questions. Standardized achievement tests,
educational program evaluations, teacher testing, and minimum
competency tests for students all are thought to provide useful
information to help make judgments about the effects of educational
services on students. Many of these options have roots in the mid-
sixties enactment of federal legislation to assist educationally
disadvantaged students. This new legislation required that the
federal government evaluate the effects of its efforts to provide
compensatory resources for students. The legislation was directly
responsible for the rapid development and growth of the evaluation
field and for many scientific developments in the measurement of
human performance. Through the ensuing decades, one or another
particular version of evaluation or measurement was selected as the
new solution for understanding school effectiveness, the options
coming, it seemed, in overlapping waves. Remember? Different
solutions included setting objectives and measuring student
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performance, local standardized student testing, program evaluation,
Scholastic A :titude Examination (SAT) score decline, state minimum
competency ¢ xaminations, teachzar testing, state assessment, and "The
Wall Chart," a national comparison of educational systems. None of
these approaches were found to be wholly satisfactory, but, after the
initial blaze of interest died down, ncne were retired either. Instead,
our dattempts to understand educational quality have resulted in an
increasing set of ineasures and approact:s designed to shed some
light on the issue. But do they? Imagine that we could start over,
fresh and unsullied by our prior measurement experience. What
would be fair measures of the effectiveness of our educational
programs?

To answer this question, we f{irst must decide what level
of information we want. Making a judgment about all of American
education and assessing the effectiveness of First Street School in
your hometown require different levels of information. In the first
case, we would look for common features of schools and curricula to
oase our judgment. When looking at a particular school, however, we
can be much more attentive to the community chaiacteristics, the
kinds of students attending the school, the particular gcals of the
school, and other special conditions. In both cases however, we
simply want to know the following:

What are the students learning?
How well do the teachers teach?
What is the quality of our schocls?

The public seems equally interested in the concrete accomplishments
of local schools and the general descriptions of the educational
system at large.

Educators want answers to these questions. These answers
should not simply describe the state of performance for studznts,
teachers, and school administrators, but should ideally permit us to
devise actions to make things better. We want information for more




than curiosity's sake; we want it to help us improve education. This
desire to face and fix what's wrong requires that the information we
collect gives us more than categorical "good" or "poor" labels. We
need enough detail to guide our policies and practices.

With thi  ‘iscussion as preface, let's consider in turn questions
of effectiveness that involve students, teachers, and schools.

Student Learning

Student learning has been traditionally measured by
achievement tests. For public accountability purposes, teacher-made
tests hav- never been regarded as sufficient.  Rather, because
accountability implies some sort of comparison, tests that have
standard content and rather general applicability have been used.
Without rehashing two decades of concerns about standardized
testing, a few issues remain salient:

. Standardized tests allow comparisons among schools and
regions. They may, however, be somewhat insensitive to
curricular and instructional variations. Because they
are prepared to be of widest utility, standardized tests
may omit areas of particular emphasis for particular
schools. These tests provide information on only a
narrow slice of school activities.

. Standardized tests most often ask children to answer
questions given in multiple-choice format. [ believe this
format greatly underestimates student performance.

. Because of technical reasons used in test statistics, very
small absolute differences (for instance, one test item)
might mean an improvement of a "grade levei" or so.
Making inferences about educational quality based on
these differences is a shaky proposition.



Test performance still is, in that unfortunate phrase, the
b. iom line for many who would assess the effectiveness of the
schools. At this time, standardized tests are regarded by many
policymakers as credible and objective. Achievement testing will not
go away, and for good reason. Students and, by implication, the
schools to which they go must be held accountable for teaching
students and for attempting to measure what they have learned.
Standardized tests are thought by many toc be the best approach we
have.

But these. tests can be greatly improved. At the Center for
Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST),
sponsored by the US Ofiice of Educational Research and
Improvement, we are in the midst of a five year research program to
improve the quality of testing for use in thc schools.

The precepts of our program, and the way we believe testing
ought to be improved, fix on a small set of critical issues. In one way
or another, our attention focuses on validity, or the quality of the
information the test provides us and the degree to which wc can
believe it.

Validity. Validity of achievement measures has a number of
components (See Baker and Herman, 1986, for a fuller discussion).
One critical component is the degree to which the way performance
is measured matches the mode in which learning best occurs. With
the advances in cogniuve science, we believe we can design
measures that mors productively represent the richness of learning.
For example, we are interested in assuring that in mathematics,
science, and history, students be given different ways to demonstrate
their competence, perhaps in multiple choice tests, perhaps in other
paper and pencil formats, perhaps using computer dynamic displays,
perhaps in writing. Many current testing formats developed out of
convenience for the administration and scoring processes rather than
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because they were .he best ways to assess complex human
understanding. One attribute of tests is that they often force
students to give the first, quick response, rather than a thoughtful,

reasoned answer. The balance between conserving ihe time spent on
testing and providing enough opportunity for adequate thought is
still unsettled. Perhaps a more diverse menu of testing approaches
will increase the overall validity of our measures, and allow testing
approaches to match better student prepensities.

A second validity concern relates to the content or subject
matter of what is to be tested. One of the sadder outcomes of the
behavioral objective movement and ot inquiry approaches of the
early sevznties was the attention paid to process at the expense of
the content to which these processes applied. We have seen the
pendulum swing widely on this issue during the last two decades.
Given the popularity of books like Cultural Literacy (Hirsch, 1987)
and the scandalous blanks and misunderstandings in our students’
knowledge, we are again on the verge of another swing towards
content. It's tempting to devise tests that can pinpoint such content
errors.  This time, however, we want to assure that wve go well
beyond identification or recognition of specific facts and concepts.
We intend to integrate measurement approaches that wed content
with sophisticated approaches to demonstrating understanding, such
as complex essays. We at UCLA are developing the technology to
score such essays reliably and relatively inexpensively.

Third, we are interested in measures that can be related
directly to instructioral options. We should be measuring
performance that sche 1s can affect. This means that, where
possible, we should be collecting information about teaching
practices, student familiarity wich content, and so on, at the same
time that we measure student performance.

Fourth, our measures muast be valid when individual and group
difference are considered. Whether a test is fair is a psychological ac
well as an empirical issue. We particularly want to assure that our




measures validly assess strengths and weaknesses of our pluralistic
student body in a way that contributes to their motivation to
continue learning.

Quality of interpretation. Even when student achievement
is measu :d validly, the way such findings are interpreted makes a
difference. Interpretation involves relating findings to other similar
measures of performance, comparing findings to the performance of
other similar groups of students or schools, analyzing findings in the
light of previous performance to see the development of trends over
time, or looking at performance in terms of some predetermined
standard. Comparison to other student groups is the most common
inwerpretation strategy. This comparison is the basis of "norms," or
averages provided for many nationally standardized tests. In some
state assessments, comparisons for student performance are
provided by looking at the performance of students in schools of
similar size and community location. MN.ore recently, the federal
government has reported the comparison of student performance on
the SAT state by state, a specific approach to be discussed later.

A central issue of interpretation is what is being compared.
Are tests of individual students used to make comparisons among
schools? What other information needs to be collected if such use of
information is to be sensible?

The first question for these sorts of ccmparisons is: "Is the
comparison fair?" One shouldn't compare a small, stable suburban
school with a central city schoo: that has a high mobility rate. Given
the increasing diversity of our students, comparisons r_.w must
involve issues such as language in the home and length of time in the
school in addition to the more usual socioeconomic measures.

Other options have been the international comparisons, where
we look at US students in comparison to those in other countries.
While such comparisons might be useful is setung goals for our
students, the inference remains that we should adopt practices
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embedded in other cultures or in other constitutional, and more
centralized, arrangements for education policymaking. Such an
inference is probably unwarranted.

Moreover, the bane of most normative comparisons is that half
of the group is always beiow average, a status unacceptable to most
educational policymakers. No one yet has figured out how all
students can perform “"above the average."

To sum up, what should we want in student achievement
measurement?

. More than one measure of the same phenomenon, such as
reading comprehension (to allow for corroboration from
different sources), but with no expectation that all
students need to take multiple measures.

. More than one kind of testing format, such as multiple
choice and written answers.

. Tests that give students adequate time io perform serious
cognitive tasks.

. Tests that measure both the content (what) and the
process (how) that students use to solve complex
problems of understanding.

. Tests that can be analyzed to guide instructional
planning.
. Test results that 1re understandable, timely, and usable

by teachers for instruction and planning (see Herman and
Dorr-Bremme, in press, for a report of teachers' test use.

. Reperts of test recults that are fair to students, teachers,
and scheols.
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Quality of Teaching

A second enduring concern in education is the quaiity of
teaching. This interest is obvious; when we think of schools we think
of teachers. Given the instructional and economical dominance of
teachers in schcoling, it's natural to want to judge effectiveness of
educational investments in part by looking at «eaching. The
problems begin when one tries to operationalize the measurement of
the quality of teacking and confuses it with the "quality” of teachers.
Just as in the student achievement area, the principal trouble spot in
quality of teaching is validity. There is little real agreement on what
good teaching is. When good results occur, we can attempt to infer
which teaching practices were responsible. A general application of
principles such as providing students with opportunity to learn, clear
task directions, and feedback, undoubtedly apply on the average.
Our problem is that we are often not interested in teaching on the
average, but are particularly interested in a particular teacher's
competenCy, pe-haps for merit pay or other forms of advancement.
When the individual teacher is our focus, we must take special care
to allow adequate flexibility in pedagogical style, since for various
topics, objectives, grade vels, personalities, settings, and student
groups, no "best” pedagogical approach has been identified. With
support of the Carnegie Found-~ticn, new approaches to the
assessment of teaching competencies are under development.
Although designed to permit special certification of teachers rather
than the assessment of educational effec:s, their efforts may have
some positive influence on the measurement of teaching capability.

Teacher testing. Because teaching quality has been hard to
measure, many have supported the measurement of prerequisites
that good teachers are prisumed to need. Suchi prerequisites include
magiery of subject matter, mastery of basic knowledge about
teaching, student development, and learning, and mastery of basic
skills. Tests have been devised to 2ssess teachers in many of these
areas, some with associated sanctions. Without disputing the right of
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the state or school district to set standards of this sort, conflicts have
developed on a number of points. Rudner (1987) points out that the
standards for many of these tests have been set very low. Lorrie
Shepard, in a case study of the Texas Teacher Test (1987) describes
how it might be possible to pass the test by being testwise rather
than being skilled in the area the test was assessing. Ellwein and
Glass (1985) infer from their case study that teacher testing is
mostly symbolic and has very little to do with actually identifying
deficiencies and improving instruction. Involved in many of the
analyses of teacher testing is the question of when it should occur
(pre-service? pre-teacher education program?) and to whom the
sanctions should apply (the teacher? the degree-granting institutic.?
the teacher training institution?).

Student achievement as a measure of teaching. Using
student achievement as a way to estimate teaching effectiveness is
another approach. It seems like a reasonable tactic; a.ter all,
teachers ought to help students learn. Clearly subject to the validity
concerns about student testing listed above, the use of such measures
to assess teachers unfortunately adds new complexity. Minimally,
these comparisons may necessitate complex tracking of students who
enter particular teachers’ c'asses.  Statistically equating students
with different entry competencies is sure to be an unsatisfactory
wdy to compare teachers’ relative merit in promoting achievement.
On the one hand, it's harder to teach students who have inadequate
backgrounds. Alternatively, it's also difficult (because of artifacts of
tests) to show real iriprovement when the student group comes in
with a very strong achievement levels. In either case, the
achievement tests will probably misrepresent the nature of the
teacher's effort.  Thankfully, recent assessment systems for teachers
are attempting to represent more broadly the nature of teachers'
efforts.
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Educational Quality of Schools

Whe wants to know? The desire to find out how schools are

doing is clearly legitimate, and educators, policymakers, and

researchers continue to propose alternative sources of information. -
One of the problems we face is providing the right information to the
right people. Congressional policymakers want to know whether the
schools are woicing (Congress of the United States Congressional
Budget Office, 1987). At different times, their concern may be
focused on the quality of what is learned (as in the post-Sputnik
period) or who is learning (when equity concerns are central on the
educational agenda). - Their needs are to assess the iinpact of
resources they have invested and to target continuing or new needs.
They need relatively unambiguous, clear information. To even a
greater extent, state level policymakers are concerned with the
effects of specific policies related to financing, curriculum, and
certification, i.e., their efforts to reform schools in their states. Local
schocl boards and their administrations have needs for information
related to the quality of their policy implementation and the
progress toward discretionary goals, given the particular
characteristics of their community. Each set of policymakers has
differential need for detail and different opportunity to influence the

reality of classtoom practice. The hodgepodge of conflicting
information from local, state, and national evaluations doesn't make
evaluation of educational effectiveness any easier. Some new

approaches may offer some relief.

Comparisons state by state. An approach under
consideration by the federal government is to transform the
measurement practices of the National Assessment of Educational -
Progress (NAEP) so that state-by-state comparisons may be possible.

NAEP has been administering measures periodically to US students in
reading comprehension, writing, and mathematics on a regular basis.
At the present time, the administration of these measures allows for
interpretation by broad geographical region, rather than for each
state. The proposal calls {for administering these measures so that a
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representative sample of each state would be tested and described in
NAE? reports. The proposal also expands the number of subject
matters assessed. If accepted, this approach could focus the
evaluation of schooling on the NAEP achievement measures. Is this a
good thing? There is a clear division of opinion. Let me review some

of the arguments on behalf of and against this approach. On thc
positive side:

. A common basis for understanding student achievement
would be systematically available.

. The quality of measures would continue to improve
because of the salience of the measures.

. States could use such information for their own policy
assessment to check their progress.

. Interpretation for policy purposes would be simplified.

States would be able to compare themselves to subsets of
other similar states.

On the negative side, critics contend that:

NAEP may turn into a national achievement test, and a
national curriculum may toliow.

. NAEP will not be sufficiently responsive to local or
regional rifferences in curricula, students, or economic
factors to permit legitimate comparisons.

. NAEP will drive out state and local tests, which are more
responsive to local curricula.

. The pressure for school district comparisons wili follow
state comparisons.

O 1‘% J
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. Because NAEP's strength will be comparisons over
time, the pressure to keep NAEP measures the same will
inhibit new goals for the curriculum and new approaches
to measurement.

. A single set of measures can be wrong. Given the state of
understanding of achievement measurement, investing in
different assessment approaches is the most prudent way
to collect policy relevant information.

For each of these points, both positive and negative, there are
counterarguments, and counter-counter arguments. If the problem
were simple, it would already be solved. The attractiveness of a
clearly understood, single set of measures for American education is
strong, even when the validity of the measures for assessing local
and state educational policies is questioned. The state-by state NAEP
approach needs to be understood as an attempt to catch hold of what
our schools are doing.

Quality indicators. Another tack is the quality indicators
movement (Office of Educational Research and Improvemert, 1987).
The goa! of this effort is to identify and systematically collect
information that can give a picture of the overzll quality of American
education, not simply limited to achievement testing. Work in this
area has been conducted by The Rand Corporation, the Center for
Policy Research in Education at Rutgers, the Center for Research on
Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST) at UCLA, and by
numerous other institutions and scholars. Part of its impetus comes
from the realm of economic indicators, where seemingly simple
numbers like the Gross National Product, unemployment figures, and
the Dow Jones Average efficiently ccmmunicate the economic health
of the country. The Center for Education Statistics (a division of
OERI), under the leadership of Emerson Elliott, has been working on
indicators of educational quality. These indicators include figures
such as dropout rates, per capita student funding, student-teacher




class ratios, enrollment figures, and the like. Problems encountered
with this approach include the vastly different reporting approaches
taken for something as understandable as dropout. Different
districts and states count dropouts at different intervals, for different
ages or grades, use different base rates, track student mobility
differently, and so on. Getting everyone to agree on a single
reporting approach, even for an “easily understood" concept like
dropout, is a Herculean task.

Outcomes like achievement test scores, college admission rates,
or dropout figures represent the easy part of indicators. Quality
indicators should also take into account input variables and measures
of process.

Imagine one wanted a "quality indicator” related to some
intermediate process, such as student coussework. In fact, UCLA and
The Rand Corporation are collaborating of the development of such
indicators. We need to consider how to determine "quality" in a valid
and comprehensive way, how to collect such information accurately
and comfortably in schools, and how to report such findings so that
the effects of educational refor:n can be tracked. If we (or others)
can solve such a problem, educational achievement tests can be
relieved of the perhaps excessive burden they carry as measures of
the effects of different policies. Making changes, such as addiing
coursework requirements, strengthening the content of the
curriculum in a particular area, or requiring textbooks to exhibit
certain content standards, are all hypotheses that policymakers make
about what will help schools. Indicators of the extent to which these
policies are used is a fuist step; studying the relationship of the level
of their use and resuitant levels of student achievement is a second
critical link. Yet, the indicator movement must be cautious about
identifying a single magic index or number to stand for complex
educational processes. As Leigh Burstein of UCLA points cut, the
context in which such data are reported, understood, and interpreted,
is central to the success of this effort (Baker, 1987).
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Summary

The search for approaches to assess schools, their teachers, and
students, will continue.  This discussion has touched lightly on a
number of complex issues. Controversies will also continue, and we
can be sure that almost any decision will be rethought sometime in
the future. Our interest in the research community is to keep a few
issues in front of the puhlic and the decisionmakers in this area.

First, we believe that the validity of any measure or indicator
should be paramount, whether it is a measure of outcomes, like
student achievement, of input, like teacher knowledge, or of
processes, like student coursework. These measures should be
designed in a way to allow multiple or flexible ways to demonstrate
success for different students. These measures should help us to
pinpoint and fix weaknesses in policy and practice. Finally, these
measures first must serve the interests of students and improve
their schools. We must overcome our habit of preparing measures
for the convenience of test developers, administrators, legislators, or
even teachers. Rather, we need to consider the impact of our

approaches to assessing educational effectiveness on our current and
future students.
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Further Thinking on the Merger of the National Assessment of
Educational Proqress and the School and Staffing Surveys:
Summary and Recommendations from Tw Twe Meetings of
" Statisticians and Researchers

Leigh Burstein
Pam Aschbacher
Center for Research on Evaluation,
Standards and Student Testing
University of California, Los Angeles

This report summarizes the discussions from two meetings
(held at the Center for Education Statistics (CES), Wednesday,
November 18 and Friday, November 20, 1987) to advise CES
regarding the possible merger of the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) and the School and Staffing Surveys
(SASS). It also incorporates points from written statements
provided by selected meeting participants and from other
individuals whose advice was sought but were unable to attend.
The report begins with a brief description of the bhackground and
context of the meetings. A summary of the main points of
discussion and recommendatioris to CES follow. The latter are
further illuminated by the written statements from participants
(ITEM VI in the attachments).

Background

The meetings on merging NAEP and SASS were organized as an
activity of The Quality Indicators Study Group of the Center for
Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST)
at the Unlver51ty of Callfornla, Los Andeles. The CRESST
activity was in response to conflicting advice received by
Emerson J. Elliott, Director of CES, and his request for
assistance in obtalnlng fv ther thinking about the possible
merger.

As described at the outset of the meetlng, the dilemma was as
follows. CES has 2 major studies serving complementary purposes,
both of which are state-representatlve. NAEP is a study of
student outcomes and is newly state-representatlve (used to be
only national-based sample). SASS is a study of teacher demand
and shortage based on state-representative data to he fielded for
the first time in 1988 but with the intent to develop a time
series on important school characteristics. Currently, the
studies have different foci with respect to units of observation
and analysis (NAEP focusses on students and their teachers and
schools; SASS on teachers and the schools and districts within
which they work) and consequently different sampling universes.

In 1988 (the first year for SASS), the studies will be fielded in
non-overlapping schools.

ITI-1
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Reasons offered in support of integrating the two studies
include:

1) eaci may provide contextual data to better interpret the
other;

2) the merger represents an opportunity tc look at
relations between two sets of data;

3) there should be cost savings from reducing .umber of
teachers sampled; and

4) it may be possible to reduce overall respondent burden
although the burden may increase on some of those
sampled.

On the surface, then, it seemed attractive to merge the two.
In fact, in previous meetings, the Advisory Council on Education
Statistics (ACES) has recommended that a merger of NAZP and SASS
proceed. This ACES recommendation was consistent with the
recommendations on linking data collections from the report on
alternatives for a national data system on elementary and
secondary education prepared by Hall, Jaeger, Kearney and Wiley
(December 20, 1985).

Yet other segments of the educational community raised many
questions about whether the merger was a good idea based on a
variety of technical, substantive, practical, and political
grounds. ‘These include

—-— management concerns associated with two huge data
collection efforts and the need to protect NAEP at all
costs;

-= lack of sufficient prior experience with SASS to judge
Low this survey wil. be most useful;

-- questions of which background data should be related to
student-achievement? how significant would this add-on
of questions pe? Couldn’t this be done in smaller
stndies?

CES has had many meetings and written several papers about
a NAEP/SASS merger (Cf. ITEM VII). Since CES neecds to field the
study in March 1988 there is need ror immediate input. Moreover,
at the time of the meeting, CES didn’t have any information on
the overlap and "strain" projected from sinulations of sampling
for the three major studies (NELS, NAEP & SASS).

The purpose of the meetings was to bring together persons
knowledgeable apnout educational research, statistical, and policy
analytic issues (Cf. ITEM III for a list of meeting participants;
other individuals were invited but were unable to attend) that
CES’s data collections (including NAEP, SASS, Longitudinal
Studies) to:
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a. Consider the range of issues that CES had alre:..y
identified and review its available documentation
regarding these issues;

b. Augment CES’s prior analyses with other evidence that
bears on the perceived benefits and costs of the
pronosed merger:;

C. Assess the iikely consequences (e.g., for knowledge
production, enhancing policy analysis capabilities,
improving or degrading the quality of data ) of the
merger;

d. Recommend options with regard to the decision process on
the possible merger and the steps that should be
undertaken in advance of a final determination to
proceed with the merger.

Participants were provided in advance specific questions and
issues that the meeting was iatended to consider (ITEM II) and a
set of pertinent documents (ITEM VII plus copies of CES Working
Paper 2, the Hall ¢t al. report, the synthesis of invited papers
from the Elementary and Secondary Data Collection Redesign
Project, and the report from the planning conference to consider
a merger of NAEP and NELS). Three persons (Richard Jaeger,
University of North Carolina, Greensboro; Richard Murnane,
Harvard University; Marshall Smith, Stanford University) were
asked to provide written input even though they were unable to
attend the meetings.

Two 5-1/2 hour meetings were held, with a day in between to
accommodate the schedules of the desired participants and to allow
time to prepare information from the first day’s discussion (ITEM
IV) to assist the second day’s deliberations. Meeting
participants were also asked to provide written summary
statements regarding their views on the merger. A follow-up
letter was sent to all participants on Wednesday, November 24th,
to provide an initial summary of the meetings’ main points and a
preliminary list of recommendations, and to encourage
participants to submit written statements and inform them of next
steps. As of December 10th, ten meeting participants (in
addition to Jaeger, 'furnane, and Smith) had provided such
statenents (See attached ITEM VI).

Summary of the Issues Discussed

Despite the diversity of perspectives and interests
reprasented in both days’ meetings, there was considerable
consensus about the basic issues that need to be addressed.
These issues were »” ic echoed in the written statements.
Display 1 represencs an attempt to code the written statements
with respect to their consideration of the major iss"es and
support for the recommendations.

III-3
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The main issues addressed were as follows:

Issue 1. What does "merger" mean and how comprehensive (with
respect to instrumentation and to samples) should it be?

Discussion: The merger of NAEP and SASS could occur in a
variety of ways that vary in the extent of combinations. Merger
options discussed include:

o0 ¢~mplete merger -- joint administration to the same sample
2. schools on the same cycle (See Richard Jaeger letter) .

0 Integrate the two studies in only some states

0 Merge the two infrequently (e.g. every 6 years, which could
be accomplished by putting SASS on a 3-yr cycle and leaving
NAEP on a 2-yr cvcle)

o Move (or repeat) a small set of items on school policy and
teacher characteristics from SASS to NAEP in order to
explore certain policy issues, allow NAEP to get better
information with its own sample, and al.ow SASS to keep its
own sample ai '~ _urpose. (Note: this approach would not
necess.tate including "high-burden" items from SASS in a
revised NAEP.)

O Use part of SASS in NAEP schools
0 Merge the two only at the national level.

A repeated theme of the discussion and written statements is
that "considerations of how/whether some elements of the two data
collections might be usefully integrated should be examined
carefully in the light of specific analytic benefits, respondent
burden, data objectives, and periodicity of the data collections
before a decision to seek merger" (Linda Darling-Hammond). The
primary rationales for the merger proposal were the analytic
benefics from adding SASS data about districts, schools, and
teachers to NAEP data on schools, teachers, and students and the
efficiencies of data collection that might be obtained through
using the same sample for NAEP and SASS.

There was general scntiment for moving or readministering
some SASS questions as part of NAE? and little or no support for
complete merger, at least in the near future. However, how far
to proceed nee” 4 to be guided by the tradeoffs between the
analytical purposes such a merger could serve and the possible
consequences in terms of burden and costs of the particular form
of merger.




DISPLAY 1. PARTICIPANTS' OPINIONS REGARDING ISSUES IN THE MERGER OF NAEP AND SASS!

PARTICIPANTS2

ISSUES D8 AB LOH H MH BRI IK DK BM DR PS BS MS BI DW
1. Should Merger Occur
A. Complete Merger
in 1990 22 2 N N N N N N N N N N N N N
B. Administer subset
of SASS with NAEP Y? Y Y ?7 Y Y Y Y ? Y
C. Further Study regard-
ing 1992/1994 needed Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y

2. Purpose of Merger

A. Causal Analysis of

school effects Y N N M N
B. Policy Analytic Y Y Y Y v Y
C. Access and

Participation Y Y Y Y ? Y Y Y Y

nZ
Z
wZ
~

Z
~

3. Topics Requiring further
Study
A. Conceptual Analysis of
issues that Merged Data
would address Y ¥
B. Emriric  -tudigs * +*h
existir % S/.L 0 data Y Y
C. Respc Gen
(Non-C_.  .ation’ Y Y Y
D. Costs of \arger Y
E. Value of Design of
Common Samp!e Universe
F. Incentives for School
Participation v Y Y Y Y
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<< < <
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DB AB LDH EH MH BJ IK DK BM DR PS BS MS BT DW

4. Other Options and Iss Jes
A. Modify the Cycle for
SASS

B. Field Parts of SASS
on Different Cycles Y Y ? Y? Y

1. The codes are derived from a reading of the written statements provided by the participants. No attempt was made to reach a
judgement based solely on comments during the meetinas. Full text of statements are attached at ltem IV.

2. Participants are denoted by initials and are listed alphabetically. The Participants who provided written statements are: David
Bayless (DB), Al Beaton (AB), Linda Darling-Hammond (LDH), Ed Haertel (EH), Morris Hansen (MH), Richard Jaeger (RJ), Tom
Kerins (TK), Dan Koretz (DK), Richard Murnane (RM), Paul Sandifer (PS), Ramsay Seldon (RS), Marshall Smith (MS), Brenda
Turnbull (BT), David Wiley (DW).

3. The codes are as follows:
Y: Yes (affirmatively responded to the issue)
N: Nc (Negatively responded to the issue)
?: Statement may address issue but unclear 47

Blank: Did no' mention issue
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Issue 2. What analytical purposes should quide any merger
decisions?

Discussion: Three sets of analytical purposes might serve to
justify the merger:
1. Causal Analysis of Effects of Schools and Schooling

2. Policy Relevant Research Issues
3. Topical Policy Issues

There was coansiderable agreement among participants that
"valid analysis/causal modelling" of school effects cannot be
obtained through a merger of NAEP and SASS. The resultant survey
would still be a cross-sectional one, and a longitudinal survey
such as HS&B and NELS is necessary to contribute to this purpose.
Moreover, the merged NAEP/SASS would encourage "invalid but
potentially influential studies of school effects that could
seriously distort policy" (Dan Koretz; statements from Richard
Murnane and Marshall Smith make essentially the same point).

The ability to enhance policy analytic capacity (purposes 2
and 3), on the other hand, received considerable support.
Improving the utility of both NAEP and SASS as indicator series
was considered a valid and powerful reason for consideration of
further integration of the two surveys. But such possible
improvements should be attempted only if the integrity of
NAEP as an indicator of student achievement trends vas not
threatened. The notion of using NAEP as a source of student
performance data for SASS, fo. example, was not considered a
sufficiently compelling reason to merge at this point, especially
since there is as yet no history of the functioning of SASS and
its niche in the comprehensive education information system to be
maintained by CES.

The most discussed and agreed upon purpose for some degree
of merger of NAEP and SASS was to enhance NAEP’s usefulness in
exploring equity issues. That is, the selective inclusion of
SASS questions on teaching and schoolinq conditions could be used
to examine differential student assignment to types of teachers
and classes ("access"). It was felt that this analysis would be
useful at both the state and national levels for both public and
private schools. 'The following questions were raised about even
this purpose, however:

1) Would this information actually be used? Some states
evidently have such information already and do not use it.

2) Is it properly a federal task to provide such information
on a state-by-state b.sis?
(Letters from Ed Haertel and Marshall Smith convey the issues on
this point.)

Two other (non-causal) analyses were proposed briefly:
linking student achievement to staffing variables, and linking
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teaching strategies to staffing (Dan Koretz’s letter provides a
useful example here). The national and state-level patterns in
these relations over time were of interest to some participants.

The message that came through loudly was that to date there
has not been sufficient conceptual and empirical analyses of the
specific analytical purposes to be served by integrat:na the two
data bases. Analyses thus far have focussed large?!. ~u
operational matters (lcgistics, resmondent burden, custs: .nile
general and overly vague purpnses remain the sour: . --* tTie urge
to merge. Before proceedin; too far down tne road c. a mer:.r
of any consequence (other ihan the augmentation oi iY¥90 NAEr wlth
a few questions from SASS), further study of the specific
analytical issues to be addressed through merger is essential.

Another point latent in the discussion in this area was
whether some of the substantive reasons put forward as a basis
for the merger wmight be best served through special studies that
parallel and piggyback on either NAEP or SASS. This type of
iinkage is suggested in the RAND Corporation’s report to the NSF
on alternatives for the development of a comprehensive
information system in mathematics, science and technology
education (Shavelson et al., 1987). Currently, certain bridginy
studies are fielded along with NAEP *o address special topics.
These are conducted on subsamples as part of the overall study.
Many of the ideas that warrant special attention could be fielded
in a subset of locales, for instance. One participant (E4
iaertel) suggested that state assessments might be a viable of
the outcomes qata to augment SASS. 1In this case, these would be
be special studies that would add little actual additional local
burden, especially if linkage were carried out at the state
level.

There was considerable sentiment from the entire group that
CES needs to encourage and commission conceptual and empirical
analyses from a broader audience to assist in their development
of analytical purposes for integrated data collection. 1In
particular, mechanisms that would encourage empirical studies
with already collected NAEP te: cher and school data and with the
1988 SASS data are critical if the possibility of a significant
merger remains a consideration for the agency.
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Issue 3. What are the likely consequences of merger alternatives
with respect to respondent burden and costs?

Ciscussion: The participants expressed a concern that there
are so many possibilities and so many assumptions and variables
that affect cost, that the cost issues are not clear at all. For
exanple, merging the two studies might imply that all the data in
the merged portion should be collected with the same method (i.e.
personal interview or mail survey). While it uay be expected
that the NAEP interview method is less expensive, it might be
g c-ohibitive when used with a sample the size of the SASS. The

choice amongy modes of data collection within the merged survey
was viewed to be considerably important with respect to both the
cost and burden issues (e.g., see statements from David Bayless
and Morris Hansen). In particular, the savings from merging SASS
is slight given the current plans calling for a mail survey.

A mejor concern throughout the meeting was the effect of burden
(actual and perceived) on quantity and quality of data. It was
pointed out that these effects might be exacerbated over time
when the data is repeatedly collected every couple of years (see
David Bayless and Richard Jaeger statements) . Most of the item
overlap of the two studies falls on school administrators and
teachers. However, district administrators would also perceive
increased burden as the number of participating schools or amount
of participation by any one school within their district
increases. The issue is more one of politics than loss of
instructional time.

Since districts differ so, it is expected that they may react
differently to the burden of a merger. Some might elect tc test
a universe of districts since so many may be sampled, whereas
others may elect not to participate at all. It is feared that
most districts are small enough that the increased burden would
discourage them from participating. It was agreed that the 1988
data collection efforts inm NAEP and SASS separately will provide
some basis for estimating the burden of a partially merged study
in the future. Many participants (in particular, David Bayless,
Al Beaton, Linda Darling-Hammond, Ed Haertel, Richard Jaeger,
Brenda Turnbull) strongly urged more systematic study of
respondent burden options before proc:eeding with airything beyond
a mild data linkage.

The grour discussed the desirability of providing some payoff
to the districts and schools for participating; however, no
individualized reports or products seemed appropriate given the

- sampling methods. In addition, it was pointed out that providing
any individualized information to participants in a timely manner
would also be difficult. While the question of app  opriate
incentives was recognized, there was much divergence of opinion
on how to respond to this concern. (Note, for instance,
statements from David Bayless, Linda Darling-Hammond, Morris
Hansen, Richard Jaeger, and Paul Sandifer).
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Issue 4. How does the question of the desirable/necessary
cycle/periodicity and timing of SASS (or parts of SASS)
interact with the above?

Discussion: There was considerable expression of concern
that steps be taken to reduce the data collection burden within a
given year in some manner. Moreover, these concerns were
typically linked with the question of whether it was necessary to
collect all, or any part, of SASS on a two-year cycle, especially
with the possibility of augmenting NAEP with some SASS questions
and sample enhancements (given the differences in target teachers
of the two surveys). Participants’ statements most clearly
articulating the issues here are from Linda Darling-Hammond,
Morris Hansen, Tom Kerins, Paul Sandifer, and Brenda Turnbull.
While an as yet undetermined “core" data set may be needed every
2 years, much of the SASS data could be collected less
frequently. Hansen and Sandifer, in particular, urge that NAEP
anC SASS be administered in alternative years wh.re a 2-year
interval is considered to be essential.

The notion of a 3-year or 4-year cycle for SASS had
considerable appeal for a number of participants. Putting SASS on
a 3-year cycle would have the advantage of making it coincide
with NAEP every 6 years, thus providing possibilities of
obtaining some merged data without increasing the burden most
years. A 3-year cycle would also allow additional time to
analyze the 1988 SASS data before decisions regarding its next
administration. Such a choice would also postpone the merger
decision to a point beyond the first planned comprehensive state-
level data collection.

It was pointed out that collecting some of the SASS data less
frequently might provide some funds for collecting other data
(e.g. collecting SASS district data every 4 years and collecting
finance data on alternate occasions) or for conducting some
special studies (See Darling-Hammond, Kerins, and Turnbull
statements). Here, again, special studies using existing data
bases were considered essential, and some means needs to be found
to ensure that the¢y are conducted.
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Issue 5. What sets of analytical exercises/special studies should
be undertaken to address the merger issue in both the short run
and the long run?

Discussion: There are so many unknowns -- changes in NAEP in
the future and SASS being completely new -- that it is difficult
to think precisely about what would happen if the two were merged
in some way. One important step is to use the 1988 fielding of
both as a pilot for each separately that will provide some basis
for estimating the consequences of any sort of merge:. It was
agreed that adequate preparation for a merc:r would entail
postponing the merged data collection until at least 1992-1994,
especially given the amount of lead time necessary for OMB
clearance and so forth. Several additional suggestions were
made (virtually all participants had specific suggestions for
special studies):

a) CES should do some futures projections to see the costs
and consequences

b) There should be some small analyses contracts to look at
the NAEP "public useful" tapes regarding the analytical
value of merging parts of SASS with NAEP.

c) It would be useful to consider the various augmentations
and analyze the incremental value of one over the others.

d) Possible pilots for the merger could involve only one or a
small number of states, or perhaps only merge first at the
national level.

One proposal for a special study that warrants special
mention dealt with the development of a common sampling frame.
David Wiley suggested that CES might con: .der giving up current
NAEP and SASS sampling frames and design a new one to integrate
both (e.g.,in 1992 or 1994). Then subdivide students and teachers
according to whether they are in the NAEP sample universe, and
draw separate suvbksamples and collect some linked data. This idea
might be particularly valuable when NAEP becomes state-
representative. Other participants thought that a feasibility
and cost study of this idea would be worthwhile. However, it
would make the most sense when less than the full SASS is
fielded. There was a belief that the 1988 experience with the
heavy burden in the field without merger might be informative on
this matter. The question of mail vs. in-person survey would
also impact on this decision.

Major Recommendations

The broad outlines of the recommendations from the meetings
are evident from the discussions of the issues and the statements
provided by the participants. The recommendations that achieved a
general consensus from the meetings and written statements are:
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1. A complete merger of the qnestlonnalres and samples from
NAEP and SASS should NOT be attempted in 1990. The risks of
overburdening NAEP in 1990 are too great, Moreover, too little is
known about how SASS will actually function at this time to
assess the benefits and consequences of strong ties with NAEP.

The group consensus was that a complete merger (joint
administration on same cycle in same sample) is not feasible in
1990 and probably is not a good idea anyway. The purposes (and
the samples) of the two studies are legitimately different and
should be preserved. Although it might be possible to define a
common sampling frame, this approach might be quite inefficient
and might have very negative consequences among schools and
districts due to its perceived and actual burden. There was
interest, however, in the p0551b111ty of a par*ial merger based
on the de51re to explore the issue of student access to teachers.

2. Whether NAEP and SASS should merge in 1992 or 1994
warrants further study including analyses of ex1st1ng data from
the two surveys gathered through the 1988 data collection.

3. Regardless of the extensiveness of the eventual merger,
the analytical purposes that should guide merger efforts should
be those dealing with informing policy analysis rather than
enhancing capabilities to conduct school effects or effectiveness
research in an 1ntegrated national or state-representative data
base. Examp;es of policy analytic purposes that could be served
through a "merger" effort are the gathering and maintenance of
national (and perhaps state representative) indicator series
dealing with questions of access and part1c1pat10n (e.g., which
kinds of students receive instruction in which kinds of =chools
from which kinds of teachers?,;

4. For the short term (e.q., 1990), a small set of teaching
and schooling conditions questions selected from SASS could be
administered with NAEP to enhance its ability to serve policy
analytic purposes. To this end analytical work using past NAEP
collections of teacher and school characteri~+ics as well as
other efforts to identify specific policy an..ytic purposes to be
served should be carried out in time to modify and augment the
1990 NAEP school and teacher characteristics questionnaires.

5. A three-year or even a four-year cycle for the major SASS
data collectlon should be considered with at least part of the
resource savings shifted to conducting special studies (e g.,
longer term study of flow of teachers into and out of the
workforce for a panei of schools and districts; augmentation of
NAEP data collection in 1990; studies of the consequences of the
intensity of respondent burden and costs consequences of major
merger). Alternatively, the SASS instrumentation can be broken
up into smaller sets which could be fielded on different cycles
with perhaps a core set maintained on a me . frequent cycle.
Spreading out the SASS cycle would also : ;:tpone collection

-

activities in ways that would place less strain on plans for the
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1990 NAEP.

6. Postponing major merger discussions beyond 1990 provides
time and resources to consider (through design and other special
studies) the costs and benefits of developing a merged sampling
universe across the major data collections (irciuding NELS as
well as NAEP and SAS).

7. Attention is uneeded to the benefits accrued at
the school level from participating in these surveys.

"Contributing to national well-being" is an increasingly weak
incentive given the extensiveness of data collection demands and
competition from data collection with greater extrinsic rewards.

* * % % *

The above summary and recommendations convey the tenor of
the discussions and written statements. Participants were
genuinely concerned that the primary purposes of NAEP and SASS
not be sacrificed or damaged by a hurried decision t> merge the
two. CES is undertaking major modifications and extensions of
its data collection responsibilities over the next few years.
Its efforts to date are commendable and the general direction of
agency was viewed positively by the participants. Nevertheless,
under the circumstances of major changes in responsibilities,
operations, resources, and staffing, time and resources devot~d
to further study that enhances -the likelihood of fielding and
reporting these collection efforts in an effective and ¢ -edible
manner is critical. Discussions of mergers of these data
collections need to proceed at a more deliberative pace than at
present. There is just too much at stake.
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CRESST QUALITY INDICATORS STUDY GROUP

Report from Meetings o~ _ES Merger of NAEP and SASS

ITEM I
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA LOS ANGILE S e ' UCEA

LIN SUNN I [REANEY Ty g T AN LS HIN sy SAN M SAN AN IS

SAaNta s

CENTER FOR TIHE STUDY OF FA AL LATION
CENTER FOR RUSEAKCI ON F\ o] LATION

STANDARDS AAD STUDEAT TLSTING
UCLA CRADUATE SCHOOL OF FDUCATION

405 111 CARD AN AU
November 6, 1987 LOS ANGELES GATIFORNIA 90024 152
(213 A28 311
(213) 206 4532

Dr. David Wiley
227 Sheridan Road
Kenilworth, IL 60043

Dear David:

Thank you for agreeing to Participate in the examination of
technical issues in the possible merger of the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) with the School And Staffiny
Survey (3ASS). This examination is being conducted as an
activity of the Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and
Student Assessment’s (CRESST) Study Group on Quality Indicators
to assist the Center for Education Statistics (CES) in its
deliberations of the merger question. The CES Advisory Council
has recommended that the merger proceed. Other segments of the
educational community have questioned the advisability »f the

merger on a variety of technica., substantive, practical, and
political grounds.

The purpose of this examination is to:

a. Consider the range of issues that CES has alreadv
identified and review their available documentation
regarding these issues;

b. Augment CES’s prior analyses with other evidence that
bears on the perceived benefits and costs of the
proposed meger;

C. Assess the likely consequences (e.g., for knowledge
production, enhancing policy analysis capabilities,
improving or degrading the quality of data ) of the
merger;

d. Recommend options with regard to the decision process on
the possible merger and the steps that sh-uld be
undertaken in advance of a final determ: ation to
Proceed with the merger.

The plan of operation for the present activity is to seek
advice in two ways with respect to these issues and a specific
set of querrions regarcing the merger (see enclosed). The
pPrimary me..:s will be through two meetings to be held at the
Center for :4ducation Statistics in Washington on Wednesday,

[jiﬂ:ember 1l.. %987, and Friday, November 20, 1987. In addition

20705 5 59



written reactions will be obtained from a select set of
individuals urable to attend either meeting (their written inpuc
will be due by November 30, 1987). Participants will include
researchers and policy analysts knowledgeable about the
examination of educational effects through large-scale data
analysis, experts in survey sample design, and representatives
from national, state, and local organizations with an interest in
analyses of education and the conduct of major survey data
collections in the schools. The discussions at the meetings aad
the written reactions will be synthesized into a set of

recommendations tc CES about viable next steps and their possible
conseqguences.

We are able tn offer a modest honorarium and travel expenses
for participating in the scheduled meetings. 1Included for your
completion and signature is a Consultant Agreement. Please

return the signed agreement in the enclosed self-addressed
along with your current vita.

We will be contacting you shortly to assist in travel
arrangements and 1local hotel accommodations and to notify you
about the exact schedule and location for the meetings.

A of papers and reports that serve as background reading
for the scussions is enclosed. At this point the short issues

papers ai. Working Paper #2 perhaps represent the most pertinent
if your r. .ding time is restricted.

Thank yoa in advance for your willingness to participate.

Sincerely, .
7 ) 7%/——-.\
Leigh Burstein

Co-Directoyr, CRESST
Quality Indicators Study Group

o 4
2/71& Z ‘);'c/’u —_—
Eva L. Baker
Co-Director, CRESST
and Co-Direct CRESST
Quality Indicators Study Group
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UCLA

CENTER FOR THE STULY OF EVALUATION

152104

11/4/87
CRESST Quality Indicators Study Group

Meetings on CES Merger of NAEP and SASS
November 18 & 20, 1987

Questions and Issues

1. What analytical advances are afforded from the combination of
the samples for NAEP and SASS?

a.

b.

with respect to enhancing the analy-is of schooling?
instruction? teachers and teaching?

Does the existence of a national sample consequentially
enhénce the analyses identified in a.?

Would the existence of data on a state-by-state basis
consequentially enhance the analyses identified in a.?

Do the presumed advances represent a unique opportunity
or simply augment existing efforts (e.g.?) in a
significant way?

What are the consequences for other data collections
designed to address related issues?

2. Is it possible to merge the two national samples without
adversely affecting the quality of the data to address the
Primary questions the data sets were designed to examine?

a.

3. If

Will the resultant respondent burden compromise the
quality of data for assessing educational out mes from
NAEP ard schocling conditions from SASS?

Will the compromises in sample selection and design
consequentially impact each of the separate collection
efforts?

the decision were made to proceed with the combination,

how would one carry it off given the distinctions in tue

pPrimary purposes and sampling between the two studies?

a.

b.

What should be the stages for pPhasing in the combination,
keeping in mind the planned expansion of NAEP in 19907

What set of special studies, pilot studies, and
simulations should be carried out before a final decision
to proceed with the merger (re. pilot test 1989)?

What is a reasonable timeframe in light of data collection

cycles for conducting studies of the merger before a final
decision is made?
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CRESST Quality Indicators Study Group

Meetings on CES Merger of NAEP and SASS

Participant List

Wednesday, November 18, 1987

Non-CES

Pam Aschbacher, CRESST, UCLA

Eva Baker, CRESST, UCLA
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CRESST Quality Indicators Study’Group

Meetings on CBS Merger of NAEP and SASS
November 18 & 20, 1987

MAIN POINTS IN DISCUSSIONS
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 20, 1987

The group attending the meeting on Wednesday considered the
original list of questions and issues tha* were distributed in

advance of the meetingy. The main points raised in those
discussions included the following:

1. What is meant by a "merger" of NAEP and SASS is subject
to a variety of interpretations. Strong merger implies joint
administration on a repeating cycle in the same gets of schools.
Weak merger can be accomplished in a lot of ways with the most
benign and obvious being move toward comparable wording where
current intents overlap and inclusion of additional SASS-type
questions within the NAEP schooling conditions data collection.

2. There was a strong commitment that the primary purposes of
NAEP and SASS sho:1ld be preserved at all costs. Any risks to
those purposes shocld be avoided. Preserving the outcome series
from NAEP nationally and establishing the teacher characteristics
and flow series (on a state basis) were considered to be of
greatest importance.

3. ’ strong merger o> NAEP and SASS for the primary purpose
of imprcving the relational analysis of the impact of schooling
conditions on student outcomes would be a mistake. Basing
relational analysis of the ca“sal effects of sthooling conditions
on cross-sectior i1l studies is a bad idea (misleading is the mild
form of the criticism; longitudinal gtudies are egssential for
such analyses.

4. Inp.oving and modifying NAEP data collection in the
schooling domain to provide better “descriptive” analyses of
trends is potentially of benefit as is the possibility of
presenting evidence on the relation of studernt characteristics to
the characteristics of the school conditions they receive. But
more preliminary investigation is needed to determine Just what
types of enhancements in the descriptive capacity of NAEP are
worthwhile. Moreover, while there may be some justification for
nacional samples for such purposes, the additional benefits of
state-level gamples for these purposes are less “iear. Support
for this point implies enhancing NAEP's data col. :ctic.. without
moving towa=d major merger.

5. There was much sentiment for modification of the
“perceived” plans for the administration cycle for SASS rather
than pushing toward strong merger. The primary argument was the
Plans (and presumed strong merger) would force more frequent
fielding of SASS than is viewed to be necessary for its primary
purpose. Expanding the period between administration of SASS was

1 6.




strongly recommended by some participants. Administering SASS
out of phase with NAEP was also proposed on the grounds of the
potential respondent burden. While the 1988 fielding of SASS is
firm, there was some support for going at least 3 years before
repeating this coilection. Besides the concern for burden, there
was a strong interest in fully developing what is a new
initiative without complicating both it (SASS) and NAEP (assuming
state level data collection in 1990).

6. More attention should be paid tc planning the kinds of
special studies that would inform decisions down the road about
data linkages than to the push for 1990 merger of the main CES
collections. Such studies shouid include investigations of the
respondent burden from more intensive collection within the
cross-sectional surveys (implicit in the NAEP-SASS strong
merger).

7. More attention should be paid to the questions of
benefits to participating districts, schools, and teachers.
Arguments of intrinsic merits of serving national interests are
insufficient in light of competing data collection burdens.

8. The question of partial paneling of SASS and perhaps
NAEP needs further exploration.
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November 24, 1987

TO: Participants, CRESST NAEP-SASS Merger Discussions
FROM: Leigh Burstein

RE: Next Steps

Now that I am back, I want to take the opportunity to thank
you for your participation thus far in the CRESST-sponsored
discussions on merging NAEP and SASS. The sense I have gotten
from both CES and some of you is that the meetings went very
well. The major issues were aired and received thorough, if not
always extensive, discussions. I feel confident that we will be

able to provide CES with a set of recommendations that can assist
their decision process.

As was discussed at the end of both meetings, this timeframe
for input from this activity is very short. It was agreed that I
would make a presentation to the CES Adisory Council on Monday,
December 14th. To this end, I urge each of you who attended
either meeting (and those who did not as well) to provide me a
brief (2-3 page) statement regarding your summary recommendations
by Thursday December 3rd at the latest. This statement could
address the issues and questions a:c raised injtially, various
points that came up during the discussions, or ideas you had
reflecting on the discussions. The summz -7 of “ednesday’s main
points that was distributed on Friday and Dick Murnane’s letter
are enclosed to assist you in this next phase.

I thought it would help if I also provide a brief summary of
what I thought occurred during the meetings. There wus
consistency in the issues discussed during the two days; my
quick, rough list is as follows:

1. What does "merger" mean and how comprehensive (with
respect to instrumentation and to samples) should it be?

2. What analytical purposes should quide any me.ger
decisions?

3. What are the likely consequences ~ ° alternatives with
o Tespect to respondent burden and costs?
ERIC .
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NAEP/SASS Merger
November 24, 1987
Page 2

. 4. How does the question of the desirable/necessary
cycle/periodicity a.d timing of SASS (or parts of SASS)
interact with the akove?

5. What zets of analytical exercises/special studies should
be undertaken to address the merger issue in both the short run
and the long run?

. My sense was that while the emphases on the two days
differed considerably, there was a general consensus that

1. A major merger of the questionnaires and samples from
NAEP and SASS should not be attempted in 1990. Whether such a
merger should occur in 1992 or 1994 warrants further study
including sume basic analyses of existing data from the two
surveys gathered through the 1988 data collection.

2. Regardless of the extensiveness of the eventual merger,
the analytical purposes that should guide the decision process
should be those dealing with informing the policy analytic
process rather than the enhancement of capabilities to conduct
school effects or effectiveness research in an integrated
national cr state-representative data base. Examples of policy
analytic purpuses that should be supported through any “merger"
effort are the gathering and maintenance of national
(and perhaps state representative) indicator series dealing with
questions of access and participation (e.g., which kinds of
students receive instruction in which kinds of schools from which
kinds of teachers?)

3. In the short term, careful consideration should be given
to drawing from the SASS instrumentation teaching and schooling
characteristics and conditions questions that would enhance
NAEP’s ability to serve policy analytic purposes. To this end
analytical work using past NAEP collections of teacher and school
characteristics as well as other efforts to identify specific
Policy analytic purposes to be served should be carried out in
time to modify and augment the 1990 NAEP school and teacher
characteristics questionnaires.

4. Certain functions of SASS do not require two-year cycles.
A three-year or even a four-year cycle for the major data
gathering of SASS should be considered with at least part of the
resource savings shifted to enhancing certain special studies
(e.g., longer term study of flow of teachers into and out of the
workforce for a panel of schools and districts; augmentation of
NAEP data collection in 1990; studies of the consequences of

the intensity of respondent burden and costs consequences of major
mnerger).

Q 6:)
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5. Postponing major merger discussions beyond 1990 provides
time and resources to consider (through design and »ther special
studles) the costs and benefits of developing a merged sampling
universe across the major data collections (including NELS as
well as NAEP and SAS).

There were other points that might appear in the summary
recommendations I will prepare for the CES Advisory Council and
circulate among participants. We will also prepare a longer
report from the meetings.

My plan is tec draft the summary recommendations for the CES
Advisory Council and circulate them to you (along with copies of
the written statements from marticipa.its) by December 10th. Any
suggested chz qes will need to be offered i™mediately to impact
the version to be presented to the CES Advisoury Council on
December 14th. I also expect to attach the written statemerts a:

appendices to the summary re:zmmendations unless there is
objection.

That’s about it for now. If you have any thoughts ¢ the
above and would like to diszuss them ~ith me, please call. I will
be in town through Decumber 6th (213-825-1889; 818-883-9185;.
Thanks again for your participation.

£
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Merger of NAEP and SASS
The Relationship of Risks of Non-Cooperation
to Level of Commitment and
Toial Level of Data Colleciion Burder

by:

David L. Bayless
Westat, Inc.

A major obstacle to any large-scale national study is the ~rojected lack of cooreration of
the sample members among the various levels of the educational system if the data collection
activities of the study become too burdensome or there is a lack of commitment. The educator's
primary purpose is to manage and deliver instructional services which is in natural conflict with
or an obstacle to providing assistance in the collection of data for a research stuuy. Political
philosophical and other factors also contribute tc the lack of cooperation.

Several factors (causes) are related ¢, or associated with, the educator's decision to
participate in the data co'lection activities of the study It is hypothesized that th risk of non-
cooperation is related to: (1) the level of commitment to the study felt by the educators and/or
group of educators (e.g., CCSSO-CEIS), 2nd (2) the gotal level of daia collection burden of the
current study(s) being implemented. The total level of data collection burden is measured by
the length of time for the respondent to respond 10 the study instruments and the operational
fime to collect the study data whick include the sample size plus the total level of data
collection burden of gther data collection activities the education unit (state, district, school) has
or is commited to collect (e.g.. statewide and local achievement testing programs, other
university and National, state, and local research studies). Aithough considerable work is
needed to understand the theoretical relationship between the risk of non-cooperation and the
level of commitrment and the level of data collection burden, based upon my practical
experience in sev.al nationwide data chilection activities, I have concluded this relationship is
important to understand before considering whether NAEP and SASS shouid be merged.

CES should fund research in this area by gathering data on this relationship sc that
emperical findings can guide the planning of mergers of large national studies such as NAFEP
and SASS In studying this re.ctionship, other extraneous or blocking factors such as sertors of
the educational system (public vs vrivate) and level of the educational system |NMNational, sta.e,
district, elementary or secundary (schools, teachers, and students)] are factors that should be
incorporated into the model. Modern methods of statistical design, such as the design of

experiments, should be considered in the study of the relationship between risk of zion-
cooperation and commiiment and burden.

In the absence of valid and reliable instruments 1o measure and collect data about the
refationship of the risk of non-cooperation to the level of commitment and data collection
burden, I offer the following comments and observations that CES should take account of
considerations concerning the potential merger of NAEP and SASS.

From the begiining of NAEP (1969) to the present day, ihe priority for the NAEP
sample design is to produce National estimates (not statc-Yy-state estimates) for the nation and
specified sub-papulations and reporting groups. Cooperatica with the NAEP survey has been
volyptary at the state, district, and school levels. Natural conflicts between the data collection
burden of NAEP with the burden of other National, state, and local data collection activities has

7]
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existed and will continue to exist. The level of commitment by educational executives to NAEP
has been adequatc srimarily because the data collection burden has not been excessive. Under
the progosed sampling plan in 1988, 44 percent of the states will have aver 50 percent of their
districts in at least one of the National data collections of NAEP, SASS, and NELS. It is my
prediction this increased data collection burden will raise the risk of non-cooperation and will
affect the quality of the collected data. Let me jllustrate this view in relation to the data
collection activities of SASS.

The data collection method for SASS of 1988 is to be cona icted via 2 mail survey, which
will add an extra data collection burden to the schools, (e.g., schaol personnel will expend time
10 “see to it” that the data are collected), which in most cases is 2 €ost to the local school system.
Also the data collection burden is at a very high level in terms of the number of sample
members selected. Concern has to be expressed about cooperation or the risk of non-
cooperation bevond 1988 in important National studies such as NAEP and NELS where much of
the operational burden to collect the data is conducted by a person external to the schnol.
Damage could be done to quality of the data for these other studies in future years.

If a priority is to maintain the Naticnal data collection activities of NAEP and/or SASS as
"pure”, i.e., a high cooperation rate and data that conform to strict statistical data collection
standards (quality), then only those states whose level of commitment is high should be invited
to “piggyback® onto the :NAEP and/or SASS sample. States whose level of commitment is low
and/or whose total data collection burden (e.g.. large state and/or local assessment programs) is
large should pot be a part of the state level NAEP or SASS studies. Such a plan would reduce
the natural conflirt that exists between the National data collection activities and the state and
district data collection activities and improves upon the “volunteerness®” of the data collections
tasks to the educational unit at the state, district, and school level,

If state-by-state estimates are required for NAEP and/or SASS, then, in my view, to
maintain high appropriate cooperation rates and d_ta quality the data collection activities need
to become a legal mandate as they arc in certain siate assessments (e.g., study participation is
nof voluntary). If this is to be the case, then | would stronply recommend that concerned state
and local school officials be an integral part of making the data collection activities a legal
requirement. CES :should research this issue by assessing the preferences and opinions of the
state, district and school officials (both private and public) in 1988 as to the practical concerns
about a legally mandated data collection at a level that will provide separate data by states.

°
See Table 4 of CES September 17, 1987 tabulation
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On Merging NAEP and SASS

Albert E. Beaton
November 25, 1987

in the data base of the other. However, the details of such a
merger a~e very important because a rush to merge might result in

. decisiors which destroy the integrity of either or both of the
individual surveys.

There a. 2 useful purposes for the merged dzta. For example,
it would be useful to have more detailed information about the
teachers of highly performing science students and about the
teachers in schools where the average science performance is high.
It would also be useful to know more about the teachers of students
who have highly or poorly educated parents. Information about
teacher and student attributes is useful in describing how
resources are allocated. we expect future NAEP reports to include
some teacher information, but more would be better. Grante those
who analyze such data will have to be careful not to attr te
causation to relationships found in survey data, but find s
derived from exploring survey data may lead to hypothese: .ich can
be tested by appropriate expe.iments.

So far, the NAEP teacher data have been used by Longford,
Johnsoa, and King to explote the question of the amount of student
variance associated with teachers and schools using a multi-level
model. The results will be presented soon. Multi-level models,
such as the one proposed by Aitkin and Longford, which was vsed in
tnis study, and others, show substantijal promise for exploring the
relationships between teacher characteristics and student
performance.

I expect much more use of the present NAEP teacher data in
the future. To encourage this use, and other uses, a sample of NAEP
data has been placed on a floppy disk and a Primer is being
pPrepared to help secondary analysts use the NAEP data on the floppy
disk as well as the full NAEP data base. This Primer shows in
detajil how to merge and use the student and teacher data; in fact,
the first recipient of the NAEP floppy disk appended the teacher
data for his students to explore. My belief is that NAEP would be
seriously hurt if no teacher data were available. Tne extended SASS
information would somewhat enhance the NAEP teacher data which are
already available.

The details of a me.ger of NAEP and SASS may be difficult
to work out, although I do not see any problem that dzfinitely
could not be overcome with proper planning and experimentation.

Q
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First, 1t 1s clear that NAEP and SASS nust be coordinategd
as long as the SASS occurs i1n the same Years as NAEP. Although the
two surveys might be able to use mostly different schools (as in
1988), they cannot avoid using many of the same school districts.
The spectre of two different Organizations recuesting cooperation
from the same school districts i1n an uncoordinrated way would almost

certainly lead to refusals to cooperate and thus the diminution of
both surveys.

The question, then, is whether to minimize or maximize the
overlap of the samples. Minimizing the overlap spreads a lighter
burden over more schools; meximizing places a heavier burden on
fewer schools. Merging the two data pases implies maximizing the
overlap so that as much information as possible would be in the
merged data base. However, we have no way of knowing at this time

whether the added burden on the selc:cted schools and teachers would
affect the cooperation rates.

Schools are already wary of the intrusion of NAEP. During
the 1986 asssessmeat, we experienced more difficulty than in any
time in NAEP’s history in gainino the cooperation of the schools to
participate. More and more schools are feeling the burden of a
variety of testing and research programs and becoming dissatisfied.
NAEP 1s having to exert tremendous pressure and commit to e.pensive
services in order to maintain our tradi.ional rfsponse rates.

We should also note some differences between the NAEP and
SASS teacher samples. NAEP samples fourth, eighth, and twelfth
grade students and 9-, 13-, and 17-year-olds. SASS samples tesachers
at all grades and thus teachers in schonls where NAEF does not:;
NAEP selects som: teachers of its randunly selected students. SASS
is intended to make statements like, "11% of fourth grade
teachers..." whereas NAEP is inten-“ed to make statements like, "11%
of fourth graders have teachers who..." While the.e differences in
sample properties can presumably be worked cut, it may be that
overlapping teachar samples would be drawn for the surveys. The
details of the sampling must be satisfactorily worked out before a
merger can responsibly proceed.

Another factor affecting a merger is that the details of
the 1990 NAEP have not yet been determined, and the pilot study of
state-by-state assessment for that vyear has not yet been funded.
And, of course, the details of full state-by-state assessment in
1992, if funded, have not been planned or approved. Present
thinking is that NAEP will assess, state-by-state, twelfth grade
students in mathematics in 1990, if funded. In 1992, NAEP hopes to
assess, state-by-state, all subjects in each of three age/grade
combinations, if funding is available.

If state-by-state funding i, not avai'able for NAEP, the
overlap of samples will probably be slight, and it is doubtful that
merging the surveys will have any benefit for eitbher.

75
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On the other hand, when NAEP 1s fully funded for state-by-
state assessments at als of its ages/grade levels, coordination in
field operations is clearly necessary and the opportunity to merge
data bases may be beneficial to both surveys. Only the question of
the costs and benefits of merging would remain, and whether those
costs will be greater than the benefits.

Therefore, it seems reasonanle to attempt to estimate the
costs of merging. To .10 this, I propose a tr al run to study the
logistics of t¢he merger pro:edures. 1Instead of deciding to merge
or not to mergz, attampt merging in one or a few states in 1990, if
possible, or in 1992. Such a trial run would entail working through
the details of coordinating the sampling, field work, and data
merging. More importantly, the crial run would give an opportunity
to study the reactions of decision-makers in the states, districts,
and schools tc the merged studies and to learn from tt m how to
attain the recuired data with minimum disruption of t* school
system. Measuring differences in cooperation rates would be
particular.ly ‘mportant. After some practical experience, an
¢xtensive bridge study might be in order to assure that the
continuity of NAEP is not lost.




December 4, 1987

ndo Dorling-Hommond

Dr. Leigh Burstean

Graduate School of Education
University of California
138D Moore Hall

405 Hilgard Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90024-152]

Dear Leigh:

In response to your request for further comments on the proposed merger
of NAEP and SASS, here are mine. 1In a nittshell, 1 believe there are
several factors that argue stron,!y against a full-fledged merger of
NAEP and SASS, and that make the consideration of any merger in 1990
inadvisable. Considerations of how/whether some elements of the two
data collections might be usefully integrated should be examined
carefully in the light of specific analytic benefits, respondent burden,
data objectives, and periodicity of the data collections before a
decision to seek merger after 1990 is made. Per your request, I am also
including a very brief discussion of the components of SASS.

There are two distinct and separable rationales for the proposal to
merge NAEP and SASS: (1) analytic benefits to be obtained by adding data
about districts, schools, and teachers collected 1n SASS to data about
schools, teachers, and students collected in NAEP; (2) efficiency of
cdata collection that might be obtained by using the same samples for
NAEP ard SASS. A third consideration is the practical feasibility of
merging 8 data collection that is in the process of substantial change

(NAEP) with one that is as yet untested (SASS). These are considered
br ow,

Analytic Benefits

I 40 not see major analytic benefits to be derived from merging the NAEP
and SASS samples and instrumentation wholesale. Firsc, much of the data
collected in SASS is designed to support analyses of teacher supply and
demand and to provide estimates of school and teacher characteristics
for the overall population of schools and teachers. In a
cross-sectional sample, these dats will not prove highlv useful for
modelling school effects on student outcomes.

Second, those characteristics of schools and teachers that provide
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descriptions of the erperlences of students tested by \AEP are largely
already inclvaed in the NALP backgrouid data collected from school
Principals and from the teachers who teach the tested students. [Note
that the aifferent goals of the data cellections require entirely
different sampling of teachers. Whereas SASS secks to describe the
population of all teachers, NAEP sccks to describe the character:stics
and practices of teachers who teach students assessed in a given year,
c.g. the English teachers of those students assessed in the Reading and
Writing Assessment ir a given year. Thus, the teacher samples cannot be
meaningfully "mergec .] Where there are particular gaps in the NAEP
background data (e.g. insufficient information about the qualificat:ons
of tcachers), some modification of NAEP instruments would be sufficaient

to allow analyses of say, the qualifications of teachers who serve
students of different types.

Efficiency of Merged Samples

Given proposals to expand NAEP to state sampling and plans to do so in
SASS, there is the obvious question as to whether merging the samples
would provide less overall respondent burden for the data collections
and result in lower costs for data collection. Therz are three
questions here that need to be evaluated:

1. Will con ntrating respondent burden on fewer total districts and
schools, reduce overall burden? Will it reduce respondent particapation
Or responsc rates? Reduction of overall burden would require
streamlining the data collection instruments for the two studies. Given
the relatively low degree of overlap between them, this would ] believe
result in very little reduction of overall burden, unless some data
clements and survey godls are eliminated from one or the other study.
This will require hard choices about objectives for cither NAEP o SASS
that can be given up. Concentrating respondent burder could iead to
lower participation rates, as Joe Turner of Dade County suggested at our
meeting. Given the increas:iag reluctance of states and districts wo
cooperate in federal data collection efforts, this should L2 an
impoTtant concern given careful examinat. ..

2. Will merging samples save administrative costs? This is an
empirical question about which I believe there is little consensus at
the moment. Contractor costs for contacting districts and schools would
obviously decrcase if the same contractor administered both collections
in an overall smaller sample of districts than would be obtained in
independent administration. On the other hand, the costs of securing
cooperation for a much larger scale activity and managing the
comnlexities of drawing Separate samples of teachers (and perhaps in
some cases, schools and districts as well, to satisfy the different
analytic goals and estimation objectives of the two collections vhich

produce different samp .ing considerations) will offset the above savings
to some unknown extent.

3. To what extent will the analytic goals of SASS and NAEP be met

X

/ J




with the same sampling specafications? As mentioned above, SASS
requires representatave samples of districts, schoolz. and teachers to
produce estimates of thear characteristics and practices overall and ‘or
certaan specified strata (e.g. distracts by size, urbanicity,

etc.; schools by type, ievel, sector, size; teachers by field, sector,
level). NAEP requires representative samples of students, usually
selected to be highly clustered in a much smaller sample of schools
(since estimates of school characteristics are not the ma,>r focus of
the data collection), with oversampling of schools by ethnicity and
other characteristics of students served in order to support estimates
of student achievement for particular subpopulations. Though 1t is not
technically impossible to design samples that serve both goals or to
weight the resulting data to serve the purposes of different analyses,
the trade-offs or inefficiencies in sampling require examination before
the cost savings of merged samples can be assessed.

Practical Feasibiiity

A major consideration in the decisjon as to whether some merger is
desirable is what the nature of these two data collections will be 1n
1990. Proposals to revise NAEP, currently being considered in Congress,
include expanc<ion to state sampling and possible local add-ons, changes
in both the nature 3nd frequency of assessment in varjous subjec. areas,
and changes in the governance Structure of NAEP. Other proposals rhat
have been raised by the Alexander-James Commission and the Nationai
Acacemy of Education may be further pursued by the new governing body

of NAEP. These include making NAEP a longitudinal rather than
cross-sectional asscssment, expanding the (undefined) policy

analytic capacity of NAEP, extending its capacity to support a.alyse< of
school effects, changing the scaling and reporting features of the
assessments, and others. Over the next few years, substantial changes
will be made to the design and conduct of NAEP which will totally alter
the nature of the data collection astivities and will reframe the
questions about the desirability or feasibility of merger with any other

data collection system. Plans to merge NAEP with SASS will be shooting
8t a2 myving target.

At the same time, the first fielding of SASS in 1988 will produce
substantiosl informaiion about changes required in the management of that
equally mammoth data collection activity. However, analyses of the
initial exper‘ances with SASS will not be available until at least 1989,
past the point when planning for a 1990 merger would have to have been
well underway. Indeed, a very important goal for the Center is
establishing the periodicity of major data collections in such a way
that past cfforts can inform the Ssubsequent data collections, that time
for adequate field testing and analysis of field test results is
permitted, and that energies can be devoted to data anslysis as well as
data collection. Finally, SASS has a number of different components
which, though currently joined, may not need to be maintained in tandem
in future da'a collections. Thus, many different options are avajlable
for achi:sing data collection goals short of ecither full merger, on the
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one hand, or simultancous independent ficldings of NAEP and SASS every
two years, on the other.

Components of SASS

SASS currently includes surveys of school district administrators,

and public and pravate school principals and teachers in linkea samples
of districts and schools. A follow-up survey of teachers in the year
after the baseline survey is also planned to track teacher mobility and
attrition and to compare leavers to stavars. The data set is designed
to support analyses of teacher supply and demand (data elements for
these anaiyses arc lodged in each of the distract, school, and teacher
surveys); and to describe school programs and services, teacher and
administrator characteristics and working conditions, and school

staffing pztterns for different states, sectors, and levels of
schooling.

Fielding the surveys with all of these respondent groups ana data
clements joined is a useful strategy in the first year of implementation
(1968) because it permits continuing time-series for some data clements
(e.g. counts of teachers by field, and teacher demand and shortage
estimates) vhile launching some new time-series fo data that are

much- needed but have not been collected by CES in the recent past (e.g.
estimates of teacher turnover, ‘haracteristics of the teaching force).
In addition, some multi-level analyses are made possible by the linked
samples of districts, schools, and teachers. However, the surveys may
not neced to be conducted in precisely the same form or packaged
precisely in this way cach time,

There are many possibilities for decoupling eclements of SASS depending
on how often certain kinds of data are needed and whether all of the
data elements are necessary for state-level analvses on a regular basis.
For example, the Center has already considered using the district survey
to collect date on teac’ er demand and shortage on an alternating basis
with data on district f, ‘aace and expendituses. Data on teacher
atirition rates, motility, and sources of supply can be collected from a
few items in the school survey if they are nceded on a more frequent
basis than other data clements. (Given the burden and costs associated
with the full SASS data collection, RAND had recommended this strategy
8s an option in designing the survey.) State estimates may rno. be
needed for every state in cach cycle; samples could be drawn to provide
national and regionai estimates regularly and state estimates for a
rotating third (or some other fraction) of the states during cach data
collection. Data on school programs and services may not be needed with
the same periodicity as dats on teacher characteristics. And so on.

In my opinion, a full fielding of SASS on an cvery two-yecar cycle is
probably not neceded and may push the limits of the Center's capacity.
Such 8 cycle allows almost no time for refinement of the survey design
based on 8nalysis of the prior cycle's data and data collection
experience, and virtually eliminates the possibility of field testing
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any proposed changes. Given that most of the information provided by
SASS has not been collected or reported for many decades, a 3-year

cycle may prove sufficiently vimely. Alternatavely, staggerang the
number of states for whach representative samples will be drawn or the
data clements that will be included in each 2-vear cycle could also
reduce overall costs and respondent burden  The poant is that when
considering the costs and benefits of data collection strategies or the
possibilities for merging some aspects of different data collections, it
is uscful to consider a variety of options for meeting various data

collection and reporting goals, rather than thinking of SASS (or NAEP
for that matter) as a single gi1ant blob.

A Note on NAEP

i believe that some of the rationale for merger on analytic grounds
derives from lack of familiarity and use of the full NAEP data set,
including its school and teacher survey components. There 1s also a
fair amount of variability in the content of the data set from one
assessment to the next. Each pancl has its own views on vhat is
important to measure. Given the changes in cach assessment 1n the
nature of the teacher samples and the t¥pes of background questions
asked of school staff as well as students (and the changes in item
sawpling strategies that have influenced what kinds of analyses can be
performed), it may not be surprising that the analytic potential of NAEP
has not yet been fully exploited. It may well be worth undertaking a
systematic exploration of what key analyses are desired from NAEP (or
from a NAEP/SASS merger) to ascertain the degree to wvhich -- and the

ways in which -- they could be accommodated within the current structure
of NAEP o1 a regula:iized basis.

1 hope this is helpful to yours and the Center's efforts, Leigh. 1
thought the meeting was very useful.

Sincerely,

. ’
—

- y ' . ® o~
T . (' “ : . . o” e

Linda Darling-Hammond '
Director,

Education & Human Resources Program
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TO Professor Leigh Eu;jtwﬂ

FR Edwerd Heertel

RE- Reflections on the desirability nf & NAEP/SASS merger

MNovernber 29 1GR7

From the discussion 61 CES on Fridey Novermber 20, 1t seems clesr thet &
NAEP/SASS merger et this time is ill-advised. Honetheless, some of the 1dess
aired might (ead to improvements in both NAEP end SASS

What 1s meent by & NAEP/SASS merger? | teke merging NAEP 8nd SASS Lo
mean that 1n 1990 or in 1992, the NAEP sample would be defined with schools
rether than counties or county clusters as PSUs, end the seme set of schoale
would then be asked 1o respond to the NAEP questionngires ¢s the SASS
questionnaires, probably et about the seme time.

Details of the sempling of respondents within schools under such e
scherne ere uncleer. Presently, NAEP drews e sample of students end then
sdministers e questionngire Lo the teachers of those students sempled. In high
schools, only teachers in particuler subject erees ere included, depending on

the content areo of the assessment. SASS drews a8 sample oi all teachers i1n
the schaol.

Threetls to Continuity of NAEP Trand Dete

Merging NAEP and SASS coulo jeopardize the continuity of HAEF trend
date in two ways: by compromising school or teacher cooperation due to e
rnore concentroted respondent burden and by altering the characteristics of
the NAEP sample to accomodate SASS. Mentaining the NAEP trends must
remein 6 peramount concern.

Concentreting respondent burden. In order to realize mos:t of the
potentiel benefits of a merger, it would be necessary to link SASS teacher
survey responses to NAEP student datae at leest et the level of the classroom--
linkege only at the school level would be much less useful. Thus, some
coordination of NAEP end SASS sampling within schools would be required.
This would concentrate the burden of responding on the teachers of NAEP
ctudent respondents, possibly leading to poorer teacher compliance. The
increase in total person hours required for deta collection in & sempled school
Could elso jeopardize NAEP's exceptiune! school participstion rate.
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Altering the NAEF samiple design Further chienges 1n the NAEP saraple
design and dete coltection procedures on top of those recently mede to
sccomedate BIE spiraling end those 8lreedy plenned 10 enable state-leve|
comperisons could glso jeoperdize the continunty of HAEP trend dets The
megnitudes of biases that might be introduced by such decign change< are
difficult to estimete, but even smal| perturbations could disrupt trends

Poseible Justificetions for & NAEP/SASS Merger

Despite these isks 1o the Integrity of the NAEP progrem, several
justificetions might be offered for & NAEP/SASS merger 1 do rot find eny of
them compelling

Herger would enhence the usefulness of NAEP, by tying meesures of staff
cherecteristics and fisce! - eriebles 10 student schievement nmegsures
Attempts to clen fy whet specific questions could be enswered through such &
linkage seem 10 end in one of two pleces. Most such questions could be
enswered through some modest redesign of the NAEP t~echer end principal
questionnesires. Presently, these Questionneires are driven by the student
echievement dete collection. If their purpose were conczived more broadiy end
mare questions were repeated from one biennual survey to the next, the utility
of NAEP might be enhenced.

The one sort of question thet could not be addressed through smell NAEP
beckground questionnaire revisions concerns educetional equity. How lerge are
the disperities in quelity end quentity of educationel resources provided to
different groups of learners? (Eq., children ot risk, children in lerge urban
school systems, children of different culturel eng linguistic groups, the
handicepped, end children well below everege in achievement.) This is en
importent set of Questions, but egein, they would not be edequetely ajdressed
through & NAEP/SASS merger. Meny aspects of these equity concerns could be
oddressed through SASS teacher Survey questions about the cheract.ristics of
the students teught. An edequete accounting of totel educstional resources
would be well beyond the capabilities of an enhanced NAEP, an enhenced SASS,
or @ merged NAEP/SASS dete collection, Adequately eddressing these concerns
Wos not o primery objective of either survey. It might be accomplished
through en intensive semple survey along the lines of Hall, et ol's proposal,
but is not & reesoneble objective for NAEP end SASS.

Herger would enhence the usefulness of SASS by providing maesures of

ducetiona! outcomes thet cauld be tied to resource (input) veriebles. There 1s
no question but thet the usefulness of SASS es pert of en educetion indicetor
System would be signif fcently enhanced by linkege to some brusd student
outcome measures. The issue is not just one of making the SA3S dotabase
more attractive for secondary anelysis, or pursuing acedemic research
¥~ questions. Numbers from SASS could tell much more about the health of the
82 |
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EAUCALION System 1t Could reveal the edus anonal Lansequences o grirerent
levels o sleff quahiicationg or resource allocetions That beng send, 1L does
net Tollow thet NAEP is & gond source of the needed outcome information Even
though NAEP 15 nowy moving in the directian of providing sumrmetive
echievem- .t measures for individygl students, 1ts primary purpese remains to
surveu trends .n sgareqete performance an reletively nerrow curriculum
elements, and tuat 1S whet 111 designed Lo do best | don't have a better
solution | am pessimistic ebaut sttempre Lo hink or equate dete from
Independent, ongoing asve siments using different tests, end et the same Lime,
| &m re,uctent to 'ncrease the testing burden on students One pessibinty,
espectelly wn lerger steies, wouid te Lo link SASS dets Lo stele ascessment
deta. Celifornie’s CAP test for example, provides solid dete on ten percent o
the students in the netion if SASS instruments in Celifurma schools could he
hinked to CA.- 1esults, the usefulness of DSASS could be incressed v .iout
leopardizing NAEP dets.

Merger would seve dete coliection costs end reduce total respondent
burden It eppeer: , from Fridey’s discussions thet there is not enough
informetion available to estimate the megnitude of possible cost sevings
Further study of this guestior would be helpful, but it is unhicely thet sevings
would be sufficiently lsrge to outweigh the risks of 8 merger to continuity of
NAEP trends. It beers repeating thet totel respondent burden hes less to do
with respondent cooperstion or with dete quality then does the emount of time
and effort required of ingividus| respongents.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Leigh Burstein December 2, 1987
5

FROM: omis H. Hansen, Westat '/7(./\{

SUBJECT:  CRESST NAEF-SASS Merger Discussions

I have looked over your summary of the meetings on I' >vember 18 and 20, anl
also Richard Mumame'= comments. 1 feel that I have little to add that hasn't all been
covered in these two documents. They generally present a similar point of view with
which I am in general agreement, subject 1o the following additional comments.

(1) Your point 7 in the summury states that serving national interests is an
ins:.fficient incentive to school (or district) paricipation, in the light of
competing data collection burdens. This seems to suggest that specific
feedback of individval school summaries into the schools ~r school districts
from studies such as NAEP might be necessary to obtain cooperation. 1
believe that school benefits (and incentives) can be demonstrated through
more gencral means, if the programs can be reasonably shown to be
effective in guiding improvements in .ate and feder.} programs, curricula,
etc., that of course benefit the schools. Effective cooperation witi NAEP
has been obtained in the past, without such specific feedback. I~ elieve
more ¢xtensive general uses and applications of NAEP and other
worthwhile programs that are positive can be presented in a way to obtain
cooperation, and should not be undersold. Other impor. *~t national
statistical programs in education and in other subject areas survive and have
achieved effective cooperation withou: such specific feedback. Making
coopzration depend on such feedback may lose the cooperation of schools
that do not see an explicit benefit from the feedback.

(2)  Atleast for the nca: future I believe it desirable to cemphasize, as you have
suggested, the d.:sirability of fieldirg NAEP and SASS in different years (at
least if NAEI is extended 1o a sample by star=s).

Again, your summary is not oniy an excellent summary of what was discussed, but
presents a point of view with which I generally agree.

MH/jsn

cc: D. Bayless
A. Beaton




Comments on Merging SASS and NAEP

Richard M. Jaeger
Universi”y of North Carolina at Greensboro
6 December 1987

I'agree with the developing cc sensus that NAED and SASE aot be
merged in 1990 In making this recommendation, | arn defining merger as

I Redefining the national NAEP sampling plan so that sampled
teachers become a suhset ot those sampled for SASS,

2 Use of an expanded questionnalre for sampled teachers that
Incorporates virtualiy all questions presently used or planned for
NAEP and all questions planned for SASS;

3 Use of identifiers that al'ow linking of stuaent records, teacher
recards, school records, and school district records,

and

4 Ensuring that reasonably precise estimates of relational statistics
can be formed for at least nationally representative samples of
Students in the NAZP-sampled grades and their teachers, students In
the NAEP-sampled grzdes and their schools, teachers and their

schools, teachers and their school distiricts, and schools and their
districts.

I 1ind the questions rafsed at the meetings on November 18th and 20th
sufficiently compelling to convince me that the risks resuiting from a 1990
merger of NAEP and SASS outweigh the potential benefits. In particular, the
risk of jeopardizing the NAEP time serles is substantial, and the nation can
i1l afford the disruption of that time series since NAEP currently provides
the only trustworthy, aztionally representative, longitudinal data on student
achlevement and academic progress. In add'tion, the potential berefits of 2
merger of NAEP and SASS, althaugh discussed in the abstract In various ©S

documents, do not appear to be well articulated. And In the abstract, the
Cuse Is not cenvincing.

The nosition advanced in the paper entitled A/ :cmatives forg
~ational Date System on Elemertary and Secondary £Loucation (Hall,
Jaeger Kearney & Wiley, 1985), that CS should develop an integrated
national data system, rather than a series of unarticulated surveys, should,
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Ay view, quide the tong-tein redesign of the nalian <. 0 am for

collection of information concerring egucation zna <chooting However,
movement toward that goal should be gradual, based on a clearly articulated
plan for analyzing and reporting resulting data, and based on a substantial

body ¢f research Joncerning the likely benefits ang conse~jences of such
movement

Assuming postponement of a NAEP-SASS merger to 1992 or beyond,
the intervening years should be devoted to the types of research necessary
Lo more Clearly guide a decision 3t that time Much of the judgment
concerning the possibility of merger 1n 1990 1s based on speculation and
essential caution, in the absaence of clearly apphicable information In
particular, resources should be devoted to

I. Study of the effects of seeking information presently collected
from teachers in NAE® and planned for SASS, on teachers' willingness
and ability to provide such information. A carefully plarined study
could provide essential information on relationships between
questionnaire length and content anc teachers response rates to the
overal!l questionnatre various types of questions, and various

. questions Information that relates questionnaire length *4 data
quality must also be obtained

2. Study of the feasibility and costs of providing data-collection
conditions for teachers that enharice response rates and the quality of
gdata they provide, Including alternatives to matled questionnaires,
payments o schools that would allow hiring of substitute teachers

during data collection, and direct payments to teachers who provide
data.

3. Detalled specification of the purposes o be served by a merger of SASS
and NAEP, Including a listing of the research questions to be addressed; the
data series to be established or maintained; articuiation of questionnaire
items, data seriew, and research questions; and art'culation of questionnaire
‘tems, research questions, and analytic procedures to be applied

4. Beginning in 1990 at the Iatest, common record fdentification

numbers should be used In NAEP and SASS, so that some data (however

limited) from these surveys can be linked Although such linking )
could not be expected to provide trustworthy natlonal statistics, t

would factlitate exploratory analyses that would | ate the

potential benefits of 3 formal merger of the two surv. . Record

identification should allow both within-survey (vertical) and

&6 :




Detweer-survey (horzontzl) Lint G 07 Gals N BdCINIGT Lo T upnort ng
exploratory anzlylic studies, such record 1gentinicat.on weuic suppor:
estimat:on of the gegree of respondent overlap 2nd Durden that
results when both NAEP and SASS are conducied during the same year,
and the comparative cornplet . .ess and quality of data provided by
teachers, schools and districts ti.at are faced with one survey or both

It 15 possible that schoo!l principals and superintendents (if not
teachers) would agree to provide a substantial amount of data during a given
academic year, provided they were assured that no federally-initiated data
collection would take place within their schools (or school districts) in of f
years Studies of the willingness of potential respondents to assume more
Inte.asive, but more widely spaced, periodic burden should be undertaken, as

should studies of the potential advantages of using rotating par.el designs
for NAEP and SASS
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December 7, 1987

Dr. Leigh Burstein

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCIA Graduate School of Education
40 Hilgard Avenue

Lus Angeles, California 90024-1521

Dear Leigh:

With regi-d to the meeting concerning the possible merger of NAEP and SAS>,
the key analysi< was mace quite early by Linda Darling-Hammond. We need to
keep reminding .urselves that the SASS Questionnaries are not blocks of
granite but layers of pebbles that can be used when appropriate. Just
because the guestionnaires presently exist asZunit doesn't mean that they
should remain so. It seems illogical to even maintain a dialogue about the
eventus! merging of MNAEP and SASS as they presently exist. Your meeting

convinced me that the approach is rather what components of eact should be
merged, when, and how oft>u.

If the local responses arei't likely to vary much over a two year period,
then «hy collect it? For this entire project to succeed, the response
burden on the part of school staff and the an2iysis burden on the part of
CES needs to be kept at a reasonable level. Therefore, your concept of
*mild merger* is on target. Unfortunately, in my conversaticn with some CES
staff who have presented these forms before CEIS, there have been instar.ces
when analysis questions were asked and the response was: OQur job is to put
the form together, get through the clearance process, and collect the da*a.
Someone else will do the anclysis. Althoughr this is a paraphras2, I believe
it reflects t'.e present status. Even Emerson at our last meeting simply
asked which items on which forms g0 with NAEP and which shou'd pe separzte
and how often should either po collected. It is not an . 35y task, but
certainly manageable. I'm sure that 3 group that would inciude you, Linda
Gar’ing-Hammond, Dick Murmzne and Paul Planchon could have a good product
within 2 short time.

The first task would bte to 13y out the analytical framework of what
questiont need to be tied to pupil assessment data. Of those which need to
be done L ennially and which less frequently. In my chart 1 list the former
with 3 “+' ond the latter with "++%,

&
Souttwrn Slnor Regronat Otice Telecommuracatons Devece for 1ha Desl ! OC* $oeta of Bunors Comer
Fust Bonk ond Tiust Gusiaing 217/702.1900 Sune 14.200
Sune 214 123 Seuth 10th Sweet 100 West Rendeiph

Mt Varnen, Snors 62964 -401 ) Swnors $0601.3409%
618 2421678 312/417.92990




Only when NAEP + and NAEP ++ has peen dec'ded should SASS be considered.
Even the core of SASS shouldn't be collected sooner than every three years.
If the questions and analysis procedures remain consistent, it seems
i unlikely that more frequent monitoring will be useful. This p-2ss to do it
as often 3s possible is a legacy of the Congress and other publics receiving
too many conflicting answers to the same question. Once the data base and
the analysis process is credible, educators c3an spend more time reviewing

successes and providing solutions to problems than dreaming up new wadys to
ask questions,

Assuming that the relevant school, principal, teacher and pupil achievement
data via tiennial NAE (mild merger) is in place and that SASS is in place
on a triennial basis, the question remains are there any reasons wny these
two data collections should ever occur during the same year. Perhaps there
is a joint state or national orofile that makes sense. | don't know, but
there is time to investigate that possibility using this timeline.

SASS NAEP
1988 X X
§9
90 X+
g1 X
92 X++
93
94 X X+
95
96 X++
97 X
Qg X+
Q9
2000 X X++

The first NAEP + would be the mild, perhaps gentle, merger. SASS waits
until 1991 when CES and others would have had an opcortunity to carefull

review the data i¢nd market the results. If a more expansive approach can be
Justirfied with NA:P ++ one can wait until 1992. It would not be until 1994
and every six ywars thereafter that they would occur during the same year ~-
the case still has to be made for the utility of doing that or perhaps the

optional solution is to wait until 1991 and then move SASS to a foir year
cycle.

I could ramble on for a tew more paragraphs, but I would ;imply start to
repea. your comments and Jick Murmane's because they are so appropriate.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

A
%f//
erins

Manager
Student Assessmeni Section

Q .
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December 3, 1687

Leigh Buratein

Center for the Study of Evaluation
Graduate School of Educataion
University of Californaa

405 Hilgard Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90024

Dear Laigh,

These rough notes are a response to your materials summarizing the
NAEP/SASS merger meetings. I hope it arrives in time, and I apologize
for its lateness and roughness, as you know, other events made 1t
impossible for me to attend to this until a few days ago.

I strongly agree with your recommendation #1 that the MNAEP and SASS not
be mergeed at this time. I think, 4ever, that the recommendations to
the Advisory Council shculd -larafy the reasons that various
pParticipants gave for avoiding the merger in more detail than is
provided in your memo of 11/24. 1In particular:

0 Valid analyses of schcol effects simply cannot be
obtained from a national cross-sectional survey.

O Nonetr* _leas, a merged NAEP/SASS would inevitably
brin out a torrent of invalid but potentially
influential studies of school effects that could
seriously distort policy.

© Merger wou.d seriously threaten the integrity of
the NAEP as an indicator--that is, a descriptive study--
of achievement. One reason is the risk of increased
non-participation because of che increase in
individual-level burden * merg~r would cause,

With respect to the first of these points, the limits and appropriate
uses of cross-sectional data in geners®, and of nationallv
representative crcss-sectional surveys in particular, need to be
articulated more carefully before modifications are made to either NAEP
or SASS, even {f full merger is ruled out. There was pleasantly little
oppcsition in the meetings to the strong position that Tony bryk, Bill
Schmidt, and I took about %he 1i 'ts of cross-sectional data--trat i,
that causal modelling of school effects is an entirely invalid use of
Such daza. Nonetheless, the discussion ¢f what uses are and are not
appropriate was a bit unfocused, with a lot of alternative dichotomies
(descriptive versus rel.tional analysls, policy analytic versus schuol-
effects research, etc.) being used without sufficient clarification. I
would suggest the following elaboration.
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First, causal modelling=--~r,
hypo:hesea--conCe:ning t.e determinancs of achie
appropriate use of cross-sectional Survey data. Such data can be used
LO generate causal hypotheses, but testing those hypotheses requires
other types of data. The fact that they cannot be validly used to tes:
causal hypotheses does not mean that cross-sectional surveys areo
unimportant. They can be an extremely valuable sourc~ of descriptive

information. une NAEP, for example, is an invaluable component of our
all too limited system of indicators of student achievement.

more specifically, the testing of causal

vement simply is nor anp

In the Wednesday meeting, you responded to this point by noting
considerable disagreement about what is meant by “descriptive." The
term is often used disparagingly, for example, when studies are called
"only descriprive - Moreover, ihere is a uidespread view .hat
descriptive studies need to Le technically simple, comprising bivariate
Cross-tabs and the like. 1In fact, neither view is warranted.
Descriptive studies are simply those that attempt to figure our what a
pPhenome .on is rather than to test a hypothesis about why that phenomenon
came about. They play a critical role, in two ways:

© They shape further inquiry, by generating *ypothases

and guiding other forms of research (such as smaller
longitudinal studies designed to assess causal hypotheses): and

© They can provide valuable information for policy formation.
Moreover, descriptive studies can be
reason, for example,
trivariate.

“echnically complex. There i3 no
why descriptive studies need to be only bi- or
Indeed, many multivariate studies that purport to be
teiting causal hypotheses are actually valuable because of the
de.criptive information they pruvide.
For example, Walberg

and Fowler recently published a study in ER that
argued that large sch

col districts produce low levels of achievement,
holding constant mean SES end per-pupil expenditures, and that
expenditures are not significantly associated with achievement when
district size and SES are controlled. The data werge Cross-sectional
universe data for districts in New Jersey. In itself, this study cannot
confirm ¢r disconfirm the hypothesis that district size somehow causes
the inefficient use of revenues, although it certainly makes that
hypothesis more attractive. Nonetheless, it is valuable as a
“ultivariate descriptive study, for it shows that certain important
relationships hold (ar least in New Jersey) even when conditioned on
Some important confounded vaziables.

-,
-

[
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If you accept this viewpoint, the purpose of relati-nal analyses of
databases such as the NAEP is to provide what could ve called
“corditional descriptive" information. For example, it is valuable
policy as well as to guide other types of research) to explore the
distribution of achievement, conditioned on ethnicity, region, type of
school, and 30 on. Thuse conditional descriptive analyses can of course
be multivariate, subject to the limitations imposed by sample size and
design and characteristics of the variables.

(for

This then leaves us at the point where both the Wednesday and tne Fricay
meetings came to a nearly dead end: what, precisely, are the
conditional analyses of student achievement or school and taacher
characteristics that wc¢ need both for policy and to guide other
research? It is easy to co.e up with examples for the NAEP--that is,
instances in which we nerd assessments of achievement conditioned on
school, community, and otuer variables. Ethnicity is a good example.

In addition to bivariate tabs and trend analyses conditioned on
ethnicity (e.g., are blacks continuing to gain an whites?), it is
important to consider a variety of trivariate relationzhips. For
example, have the relative gains of black students been greater in h.gh-
minority or low-minority schools? In certain regions?

Examples where it would be productive to condition SASS analyses on
achievement are less obvious (and probably far less numerous), but they
¢ (ist. For example, it we want to track the flow of teachers with
different characteristics into various types of classrooms within
schools or schools within districts, the level of achievement of the
students they are assigned i{s an obvious variable to include.

I think that the required next step i to rethink systemarically what
conditional cescriptive analy .3 are important for both of the two
purposes noted above, and to compare the results of that effort to the
current vzriable lists for both the SASS and the NAEP. I think that the
NAEP end of this should be relatively straightforward and might lead to
the conclusion that the non-outcome variable set needs modification,
perhaps by adding or substiruting SASS items. The SASS end will prove
fa- more difficult, for incorporating meaningful achievement measures
into the SASS would be incomparably more di ficult and more expensive
than incorporating SASS items in the NAEP background variatle set.

Give me a call if you would lixe to talk these issues over further.

Sincerely,

! S~

4
Dan.iel Koretz

{



November 10, 1987

Richard J. Murnane

Harvard Univers:ty Graduate School of Education
Cambridge, Ma. )2128

" Should NAEP and SASS Be Mergea?

I recommend that NAEP and SASS not be merged at this time.
I base this recommendation on an assessment of the probable

benefits of the meércer. and the possible costs. This memo sets
out the reasons for my recommendation.

NAEP provides the mnst importan\y i1nformation on the
cognitive skill levels of American school children.
Consequently, eny change 1n design that threatens the ability cf
NAEP to provide unbiased information on achievement must be
considered only if the risks of damage are low., and the potential
benefits are high. 1In my view, the potential for damage {n the
form of noncompliance. or shoddy compliance by school perscnne!l .,
particularly teachers., is significant. . It took teachers about
One hour to complete the SASS teacher questionnaire during the
pre—-test. 1If teachers are expected to complete this
questionnaire care<ully, and provide other information for NAEP
about teaching techniques. <l1s burden may simply be tco great
for a significant number of tecchers. Morecver, it is likely
that the teachers who do not provide complete cooperation will
be teachers with particular characteristics. or teachers who work
in particular tynes of school settings. Thus. such
noncompliance, cr less than completz cooperation, could
Jeopardize the sample design, and make it impossible to make
valid inferences about the nation fro. the sample.

Another consideration is that NAEP 1s undergoing a change
of its own -- moving to state-by-state comparisons. This change
introduces a number Of new jissues concerning sample design and
draving inferences about the Pcpoulation from the samples. It

Seems unuise to me to attempt to introduce two major changes in
NAEP at the same time.

The potential problems associated with merging SASS with
NAEP &re significant. 1In my assessment, the potential berefits
are not ccmmensurate with the potential problems. Let me
consider three types of potential benefits in turn: increasec

¢nalytical power, reduced respondent burden. savings on cost of
administration.

Increased analytical nower?

lierging SASS and NAEP will not enhance greatly the extent to
which these data can sSupport studies of schdool effects. One
reason is that the cross-sectional nature of the NAEP design
makes it {nappropriate for causal modelling of school effects.
For such causal modelling. longsf-udinal data on students*
achievement are needed., such as are provided by HS&B, and NELS.
A second reason {s *hat the BIB =poiraling used {n adminjistering
the NAEP test ftems means that only a very few test items cculd

D
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be mapped to the stud=ntz 0f a particular teacher who completeq
the SASS teacher lntérview. Third. the i1nformation on tzacher
characteristic= and teacher turnover that SASS will provide
c€annot be treated as “exogenous”. Instead. the teacher
charactersistics anc rarte of turnover nust be viewved as results o
decisions teachers make about where they vant to work and
decisions school districts make about whom they want to employ.
SASS may support research Oon the factors that influence teacher
and school 4istricts: decisions. But it seems unlikely that
models of this set o¢ decisions could pe combined reliably with

estimates of the determinants of Student achievement in Oone
many-equation. sensible model.

Reduced Respondent Burden?

The primary question that CES should ask iz whether the
burden of participating in Surveys will lead respondents to act
in a manner that Jeopardizes the usefulness of the survey
information. Actions that threa‘*en the 3urvey include
N nresponse. and careless compietion of the questionnaires. Such
actions are nmore likely the greater the burden that the surveys
Place on individual respondents. Consequently. while merging
SASS and NAEP mAy reduce the total number of hours that teachers
and adminisirators as a group spend completing questionnaires. jt
certainly will concentrate the burden ou particular teachers and
administrators. It 1s this concentration of burden that raises
the likelihood of inconmplete cooperation.

Reduced cost of Administration?

Merging SASS with NAEP would probably reduce the
cost of ac inisterinc the two surveys by reducing the number of
school districts that must be contacted. and visited. However.
this source of cost savings takes place by increasina the
respondent burden on personnel in the districts that
would be selezted for the Joint NAEP-SASS survey. Thus. the
Savings in dollar cost are achieved by concentratiing respondent

burden. and thereby increasing the likelihood of less than ful:
cooperation.

There is no quer on that issues of survey cost must be
taken sariously. espe. ally since the size of the CES budcet 1s
not known at this tima. Hovever. it seenms extrenely unvise for
CES to take a course Of action that threa :.ns the quality or
information provided by NACP. the nation’s best source ¢f
information on student achie enment.

Quastions zdout SASS

SASC s a Prorising. but untested Strategy for learning
about who teaches in the nation‘s schools. The pre-test resul:s
for SASS are Very encouraging. Yet a pre~test does not provide
nearly as much information about pProblems of administration and
pProblems of interpretation as the f:rst full fielding of the
instruments will. An example of the many issues surrounding SASS
concerns the demand and Supply questicnnaire. This is a lergthy
and complex instrument. It took respondents Several hours to
complete this instrument during the pre-test. Only when the
fir:t administration has been completed and the data have been
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anelyzed wil:! it pe pPossible to assess reliably whether the
amount of i1nformation provided by this instrument justif,eg the
large respondent burden.

Given the many unresolved questions about sSass, ;: seens
unwvise for two reasons to combine 1t with NAEP at th.s time,
First, the problems that may arise 1n filelding SASS Could

In summary, this is the wrong time to merge SASS with N} EP.
Altering the Sample design for NAEP to accommodate State-by-state
comparisons is a sSignificant task. Ironing out the Problems with
the new instruments that are part of SASS wil} be a major task.
Merging the two Surveys at this time reduces the Probability that
the challences that face NAEP and sAss will be met Successfully.
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December 2, 1¢87

Leigh Burstein, Co-Director .
CRESST Quality Indicators Study Group

Center for the Study of Evaluation

UCLA Graduate School of Education

Los Angeles, CA 90024

Dear Leigh:

I appreciate being included in the NAEP/SASS merger meeting., While
you did not specifically request feedback from in-house participants,
my perceptions as a relatively naive newccmer may provide vou with a
perspective that you would not get otherwise. First I'l1l summarize
what I heard. Then I'll summarize what I think.

What I Heard

There was general concensus that the separate, primary purposes of
both NAEP and SASS are important. If (or however) a merger is

implemented, the inteqgrity of those separate purposes should not be
compromised,

A racurring set of concerns focused on the relationships to be studied
if a merger occurs. What relationships between and among varjables
will be examined and, more important, why? There also seemed to be

Someé concern that ary reported relationships might be misinterpretted
as causal.

Another set of concerns focused on the burden of data collection on
HAEP and/or SASS participants. The greatest fear seemed to be a
potentially negative correlation between burden (actual or perceived)
and validity of the data. There was also some concern regarding the
payoff to schools for participation. Pertinent information in readily
useable form was suggested as meaningful renumeration.

A number of participants suggested using existing NAEP data to inform -

any decision concerning a NAEP/SASS merger., Specific studies using
PAEP data could focus a series of research questions about American
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schools that might, or migtt not, be efficiently/effectively addressed
via some form of merger (e.q., strong, mild).

Participants repeatedly questioned which SASS components should be
used in the event of merger. There was general agreement that not all
aspects of SASS would need to be included in answering the questions
addressed by the merger; hence, the continuing question -- what
questions/relationships will any merger specifically address?

What I Think

NAEP was designed to Provide national level data on student
achievement. SASS was designed to provide estimates of sckr0l and
staff characteristics that can be identified and aggregated at the
state level. The primary rationale for a NAEP/SASS merger seems to be
the ability to study relationships between student achievement and

school/teacher variables tihat may be used to inform scate, &s well as
national, level decision making.

I am convinced of the value (for the most part) of both NAEP and SASS
purposes, If the intent of a merger is to examine relationshgs
between student achievement and what goes on in schools, I am not
convinced that a NAEP/SASS merger (strong, mild, ot otherwise) is an
cfficient, defensible approach. what relationships will be examined?
Why? What relationships should be examined? Why? Are the *will be

examined® and “"should be examined" relationships the same? I fear
not,

As a researcher and citizen I want to know why and how kids know what
they know and what of that is attributable to particular teacher
and/or school characteristics, Knowing that years of teaching
experience and student test Scores are positively related does not
tell me why. 1In fact, I am not sure why studying that relationship,
Or any other (yet unspecified) relationship is important. I am
concerned that the instrumentation (NAEP, SASS) will drive the
questions asked and that the answers to those questions may have
little meaningful impact on wkat happens to kids in schools.

Two important, related issues were not explicitly expressed in the

meeting I attended (11/20/87). Those issues concern; (a) the




difficulty of uniquely attributing particular student achievements to
particular sources (e.g., particular teachers) and (b) the fact that
student achievement tests are designed to assess students' (limited)
knowledge, not teaching or schooling effectiveness. I raise these
issues because it makes intuitive sense that relationships between
student achievement and other variables (e.g., teacher/school
charactaristics) indizate that: (a) particular student outcomes may
be attributed to particular types of teachers or schools when, in
fact, the variance not accounted for may bhe more informative than the
variance shared and (b) student achievement test scores provide

acceptable indicators of the effects of teaching and schooling when,
in fact, such scores are but Proxy measures.

I look forward to receiving your summary of the merger meetings!

Sincerely,

sz

Doris Redfield, Ph.D.
OERI-CRESST Liaison
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November 19, 1987

Dr. Leigh Burstein, Co-Director
CRESST

Graduate School of Education
University of California, Los Angeles
405 Hilgard Avenue

Los Angeles, California 90024-1521

Dear Leigh:

This is in response to your request to attempt to capture the essence of

the discussions of November 18, 1987 concerning the proposed merger of the
SASS and NAEP samples. First, I believe there was strong concensus, if not
unanimity, that a complete merger of NAEF and SASS is not desirable. The
major points, as I recall them, in support of that position are as follows.

Interest in merging the samples seems to rest on the assumptions that
NAEP and SASS should be conducted vith the same frequency and

concurrently. No compelling arguments have been advanced to support
either of those assumptions.

If the SASS and NAEP are to be conducted biennially, they should be
scheduled in alternate years to spread data burden rather than
concentrating the burden through merging the samples.

The proposed merger of the samples as a means of providing data for
relational studies seems ill-advised.

Althought such studies may be informative and desirable, data bases of
the magnitude of those generated from SASS and NAEP are not necessary
for their conduct. The studies can be more effectively, and probably
more efficiently, conducted with smaller samples and stricter cont-ols
than those provided by NAEF and SASS.

In addition to the issues of efficiency and effectiveness, the following
points were raised relative to relational studies: a) the strength of
relationships berween student achievement and other variables is not
likely to change significant)y in the short-term. Consequently, there
is no necessity to collect data every two years to examine the
relationships; b) the existence of large data bases linking teacher and
school characteristics to student achievement may lead to inappropriate
analyses and erroneous conclusions due to the temptation to apply a
causal model to the interpretation of correlational stu'les; «c¢)
relational studies are most appropriately conducted on a longitudinal
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Dr. Leigh Burstein
November 19, 1987
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basis rather than through Cross-sectional surveys such as NAEP and SASS;
and d) the data on teacher and school characteristics collected during
the last two administrations of the NAEP have never b analyzed.

In the apparent absence of a model for the analysis and interpretation
of the data on teache the 1987-88 SASS data

influence the design.

Although the technical issues related to the meirger of the samples can
probably be satisfactorily resolved, the potential for
impacting participation rates in NAEP is

The primary goal of the NAEP is to describe what students know. That
primery goal should not be Jeopardized or subverted by burdening
Participants in the NAEP a vhich are, at best,
tangentially related to NAEP's major goal.

Although the above comments certainly do not reflect all of the
discussion concerning the issues, 1 hope that they at least capture the major

points. If any of My Comments need clarification, please contact me at 803-
734-8258. .

Sincerely,

Paul D. Sandifer, Director
Office of Research
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November 20, 1987

Dr. Leigh Burstein

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
145 Moore Hall

405 Hilgard Avenue

Los Angles, CA 90024-1522

RE: NAEP/SASS Merges

Dear Leigh:

This will be short. I am convinced by the manvy and

thoughtful issue papers that the merger idea has almost no
redeeming value.

There appear to be two possible reasons for the merger --
that it would allow us to Plow new research territory and that it
would be less costly to carry out the merged surveys than it
would be to do the two separately. Neither reason hLolds up.

1. Value to research: The long and fruitless history ot
attempts to relate teacher and staff characteristics and
be..avior as assessed by large scale survey instruments to
cross sectionally gathered student outcome data should have
convinced us long ago that it is only a mechanism for
generating meaningless correlation coefficients. Our theory
and our measurement sophistication are simply too weak to
overcome the inherent difficulties in attempting to
understand causal relationships with cross sectional survey
data. Part 4 jin the paper "Issues in the Combination of
NAEP/SASS: Conceptual Issues" raises the proper issue in a
carefully skeptical manner: "It will be necessary to
determine the extent to which a cross-sectional data set
would be an appropriate vehicle for investigating correlates
of achievement,.....". The NELS8S and the earlier HSB
longitudinal surveys are far better for such studies.

The only research reason I can imagine for combining the
surveys is to study the distributions of educational
resources among various sub-groups in the population --
something like Chapter 2 in the 1966 EEO Report. This might
be zccomplished more simply by augmenting NAEP with a few

carefully selected questions and perhaps with a schoo)
representative survey of teachers.

13




if everything went right, I suppose the cost might be

reduced. The large number of sampling problems set out

throughout the issue papers, however, are sufficient to
convince me that there is a substantial chance c¢f failure of
the effort. There is a tremendous risk in putting all of
the eggs in one weak basket. In light of the apparently
very sensitive nature of the NAEP data collecticn the
problem seems overwhelming. After all, at the present time
weé are not sure even of our capacity to carry out NAEP

without a hitch. Multiplied by 50 to obtain state
representative samples for NAEP the proposal to combine the
surveys seems like sheer folly. If we were to set up a
decis.ion model my prior is that the probability of a partial
or complete breakdown of the combined survey would approach
1.0 -- and there is a consicerable chance that the breakdown
could occur and not be identified for some time.

Best wishes,
Y
Marshall S. Smith
Dean
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December 3, 1987

MEMORANDUM

To: Leigh Burstein

-
From: Brenda J. Turnbull 15) |
Subject: Merger of NAEP and SASS

Thank you for including me in the meeting you chaired for CES on issues in
the possible merger of NAEP and SASS. The group raised a number of very
important substantive points that will surely be of interest to CES's
Advisroy Council. In this memo, I would like to emphasize a procedural

suggestion that I think would help CES and the Council in continuing to
clarify the issues.

I believe that the deliberations on merging NAEP and SASS should begin with
3 Systematic analysis o1 the questions that CES would like to answer—in
other words, the construction of an analytic plan for a hypothetical Gata
set. The staff time invested in such a Plan would greatly clarify both the
potential benefits and the limits of addressing these questions with
nationally representative (and State-representative) data. I think the
limits would come into sharp focus and would provide good reasons not te
undertake the merger, but if the merger did g0 forward then the planning
effort would have laid important groundwork for the eventual data analyses.

Constructing an analysis Plan would, for example, force CES staff to think
through a2 model of the determinants of Student achievement. Such a model
has an important bearing on decisions about data collection, as our meetirng
made clear. A model of learning as a long-term process leads to this
conclusion: cross-sectional data on the characteristics of teachers and
schools can help in 3nalyzing the factors that contribute to student
Progress over one year, but they will not be very useful in the absence of
data about the students® beginning achievement levels, which were shaped by
a multitude of factors at home and in previous schooling. By anticipating
the types of causal Statements that could conceivably emerge from the
analysis of a merged NAEP and SASS effort, I think CES would find these
Statements would be so hedged with caveats as to be fairly useless.

An analysis plan could do other things as well:

o It could include many descriptive questions that a merged data set
could answer. This would include quastions about the types of
students who receive instruction from teachers with particular
backgrounds and qualifications. However, even in this area a good
Plan would consider the cxtent to which this data set would
capture the important variation within schools.
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To the extent that CES wants to investigate causal relationships
between schooling variables and achievement variables, the
analysis plan should identify any such relationships that are best
address. ' with a nationally representative or state-

representative snapshot, as opposed to smaller-scale or
longitudinal studies.

It would include consideration of how often the data need to be
updated. As we discussed briefly at the meeting, trends of the
sort that SASS will capture may not be so fast-changing that they
require data points every two years, particularly with samples
that are representative of every state. A three- or four-year
cycle might be perfectly adequate. Collecting representative data
for only a subset of states in each cycle might be another
possibility, if the data could be weighted in such a way as to be
nationally representative.

Another immediate step for CES would be to look at the data already in hand
from teachers and administrators ir. the NAEP sample. What questions can
these data answer? How do they need to be supplemented? Is a merger with

SASS a way of supplementing them, or would smaller, more focused studies do
the job better?

In summary, I think CES has becun to ask good questions about the wisdom of

merging two large national efforts. Your summary of our meeting and the
other written comments will give the Advisory Council 2 gocd set of
arguments to ponder. My aim in this memo has been to suggest that good
research management really has to work backwards—to begin with a set of
questions one would like to answer, to construct analytic models that can
answer the questions defensibly, and only then to plan the data collection
that will fit the models. In this planning context, the considerable
respondent burdens of national studies can be weighed and justified.
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CRNIYR PUX LOUCALLION STATISTICS

Septecber 16, 1987

Merger of NAEP and School/Staffing Surveys

The Center for Education Statistics is developing new data collection systeos
responsive to statistics needs of diverse users. Among other things, the
Center is assessing the feasibility of a policy to begin combining, in 1990,
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) with the new School
And Staffing Survey (SASS).

As the Center progresses through this exercise with NAEP and SASS, +here are
three goals {t is trying to achieve:

1)

2)

3)

Collection and maintenance of a unified data set that could relate
specific policies, mixes of resources, and changes in the instruc-
tional system to outconmes;

Lessening of burden on schools, schouol districts, and teachers: and

Reduction of costs to the Federal Government for the collection of
these data.

While the goals appear valid and desirable on iheir face, they raise questions
of "why", "to what extent", and "how." Some questions, concerns and issues
include the following:

1)

2)

3)

4)

How can the Center deal with the conceptual distinction between
surveys «/ith different purposes and divergent universes: (a) one
sanple of all schools with grades in range of K-12 for SASS and

(b) three individual samples of U.S. schools for 4th and 8th grades
and 12th grade for NAEP?

Is the assumed reduction in data burden by combining the surveys in
1990 really a ghift in burden (fewer schools but more burden in
each school)? Will schools actually perceive a huge increase in
burden when they are included in the sanple? And, {f so, would the
quality of responses be affected for any of the parties (i.e.,
administrators, NAEP teachers, other teachers, students)?

Following the data quality question, above, should participating
schools be in rotating panels beginning in 1990 so studies of change
can be enhanced or does the data burden issue demand that each data
collection be from a fresh sample?

Year 1990 is intenced to be a practical trial of a State repre-
sentative NAEP (one course in one grade) together with merged data
collection about schools and teachers considering that the remaining
Schools and Staffing data will be collected bv a separate contractor,
what technical and management questions should be addressed (e.g.,
common ins“runents processed independently/or by one contractor for
inclusion into the data base)?



S)

€)

7)

8)

W1ll the integration necessitate design changes that wi shifzt
emphasis from the primary goals of each of the individual surveys?

Assuning a longer national survey and a shorter State sucvey of
teachers and students outcomes, what would be the consequences of
examining relational questions at the national level vs. on a State-

by-State level (assuming that the sample for the NAEP portion is a
State sample in 1990 or 1992)?

Should the cluster size in the teacher sample be increased to permit
statenents abor* the set of teachers in a school? The issue is one
of Leing able to represent the set of teachers as a characteristic
of a school, rather than having only a small cluster of teachers
that would allov statements about teachers in general with no 1link
to specific scheools.

Given tha. NAEP ganples teachers of students to describe teaching
methods and SASS samples teachers in schools to determine teacher

characteristics, can these two goals be achieved with a cocmon
sanple?

How can this merged system best be managed, given that it recuires
(a) test administration, (b) surveys to be completed by students,
teachers and administratcrs, c) large scale data management and

(d) both grantee managed NAEP and Federally managed SASS components.
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Issues in the Combination of NAEP/SASS

Conceptual Issues

This issue paper deals with four sets of conceptual issues related to
the merger and use of the data in a merged NAFP/SASS.

1. Comatability of Objectives

In 1978, in its continuing quest for comprehensive and dependable
information on student achievement, in Section 405(k) of the GEPA.
Corgress cpecifically directed NAEP to carry out certain assessrent
activities:

0 collect and report at least once every five years
data assessing the performance of stidents at
variaus age or grade levels in each of the areas of
reading, writing and mathematics;

© report pericdically data on changes in knowledge
and skills of such students over a periocd of time:

0 conduct special assessment of other educational
areas as the need for additional national
information arises;

O provide technical assistance to State educational
agencies and to local educaticnal agencies on the
use of National Assessment cbjectives, primarily
pertaining to the basic skills of reading,
mathematics, and cammunication and on making
camparisons of such assessment with the national
profile and change data developed by National
Assessment

Historically, NAEP has collected same information on characteristics of
respordents’ cammmnities, including the region of the camtry in which the
cammunity is located, its size, and sociceconamic status. MNAEP has in addition
measured a few student background variables, such as race ard ethnicity, age,
sex, ard p-rents' educational attaimments. The cbjective of this collection of
background varizbles is to be able to translate them, together with the
assessments, into meaningful guides to educational practiticners for the
improvement of education.

The School and staffing Survey has as its immadiate abjective to ~reate a
caprehensive data base that can be used to (1) profile the nation's elementary
and secordary teaching force: (2) enhance assessments of teacher supply and
demand by teaching field, level and location: and (3) examine school policies
and practices, administrator characteristics, and teacher workplace
conditions. The ultimate abjective to which the SASS data contribute, along
with other data acquired in CES surveys, is the discovery of those conditions,
methods and practices that seem to> make for better and more effective teachirg
and learning in the nation's schools amd to make thac information available to
those who make policies for, and those who operate, the educational enterprise.

Q
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To achieve the abjectives to which the School and Staffing Survey
contributes, it is necessary to measure the effectiveness of teaching and
learning in the nation's schools; i.e., to assess educational progress, and to
be ab]l ' relate differences in effectiveness to the varying characteristics
of tea.r ., administrators, schools, and the cammnity. To have a separate,
and even partially duplicative, student evaluation as a part of the SASS is
unacceptable fram the standpoints of cost to the goverrment and burden on the
schools, teachers and students. Therefore, CES muist explore the questions of
links between NAEP and SASS, including particularly costs and feasibility.

However great may be the campatibility of the objectives of NAEP and SASS,
there remain great difficulties in making the process and procedures equally
campatible, and there are sanewhohavegraver&servationsthatm)dmm
data useful for a greater range of purposes will undermine the assessment's
capacity to perform its basic mission effectively. There is concern that the
dnutionofrmmesarﬂdjstortimofpxpossmnrsultfrmextensiveuse
of NAFP for district or school huilding comparisons, or from efforts to 1link
NAEP to other assessments or data collection efforts.

There are two very specific procedural considerations in cambining NAEP
and SASS samples. The NAEP sample of schools is limited to schools containir.y
4th, 8th, and 12th grades; the sample of teachers is derived from the sample of
students within the schools. In contrast, the SASS school sample ircludes all
schools, and the teacher sample is a probability sample of teachers in all
qrades. To accammodate these differences while maximizing the utility cf the
data acquired, it will be necessary to analyze the costs, burdens and benefits
of a variety of sampling approaches.

Finally, there is the problem of linking ane survey prrcess that is
deliberately insulated from Federal cperation so that there will ke no Fedearal
test of students or Federal evaluation of teaching methods, ard ancther survey
process that is operated directly, or through a contractor, by the Federal
govexrrmer.:c.

2. Potentjal Added Value of a Merger

The potential analytic advantage of merging SASS and NAEP is that the
resulting dataset would contain more carprehensive information, and therefore
would permit the investigation of more relaticnal issues. There are two
distinct ways in which this would come about: by increasing the information
base at a given organizaticnal level, ard by permitting a new cambination of
organizaticnal levels to be stidied. The organizaticnal levels of interest
here including the student level, the teacher level, the school level, and the
district level. The relaticnal issues are primarily those of studying
correlates of student educational achievement.

Increasing the information base at a given organizational level applies
particularly to teacher infarmation. NAFP currently permits student outcomes
to be related to a small set of teacher variables, e.g., measures of special
training. Merger with SASS would introduce additional teacher variables, sucin
as:




These additional variables could serve as potential predictors of student
ostcumes, either singly or through development of multivariate models.

The new canbination of organizational levels that would result from a
SASS/NAEP merger is the student/district cambination. The merged dataset would
allow study of district variables as predictors of student outcomes. This is
not currently possible, since NAEP does not collect data at the district sevel
and SASS does not collect data on student outcames {(except for overall
graduation rates and ccllege application rates). District characteriscics that
could be related to stuuatt achievement include:

o Teacher Pay Scaq.as

O Graduation Requirements
© Hiring and Retirement Policies

- Again, the additional variables might be of interest as individual predictors
or as camponents of multivariate models.

There are two basic questions that might be considered in this context.
First, how valuable wouid the additional analytic capabilities resulting from
the merger be? Second, to the extent that they are valuable, is it better to
merge the two surveys or to simply augment NAEP to include more potential
predictors of student achievement?

3. Tvpes of Relationships to be Investigated

The preceeding issue — the petential added value of a merger — is
samewhat abstract, in that it adiresses the general value of relating student
ocutcames to variables measured at higher levels of agmeqation. It is also
necessary to consider the potential utility of studying specific relationships,
and to decide whether cambined SASS/NAFP data set is the best vehicle for this
endeaver. Although this paper is not the appropriate place for setting out a
list of specific relationships that night be stucied, it does seem valuable to
consider a dichotamization of rel ‘onships into those that are established and
those that are hypothetical.

An established relationship, e.g., the effect of instructional time on
achievement levels, could be addressed in two ways: It cauld be further
confirmed, or it could be refined and stulied in finer detail. Further
confirmation would entail exterding the results of case studies or of
relatively limited surveys to a national population. Refinement would involve,
for instance, establishing the differential effect of instructional time cn
different sub-populations, e.g., on di€ erent ethnic groups or in different
regions of the country.

A case can be made, however, for not conducting this type of research.
The alternative would be to accept an established relationship as given, and to
simply measure the indicator, i.e., the correlate of achievement. If this
approach were taken, then the case for merging SASS and NAEP would be less
strong.

Alternatively, the cambined dataset could be viewed more in terms of
exploratory analysis, i.e., as a tool for formulating aid testing new
relationships. Although new relationships do not necessarily imply new data

liu
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elements, they tend to do so, and the exploratory approach could well lead to
lengthier survey instruments. This could lead to valuable research results.
On the other hand, it might be more effective to comduct this research through
special studies, rather than appending it to a major national survey.

4. Utility of Cross-Sectional Data

When investigating the correlates of educational achievement, it must be
recognized that current achievement level is not simply a function of the
curent educational enviroment. It is, rather, a amulative function of
educaticnal inputs that started in kindergarten or earlier.

Longitudinal studies, e.g., NELS, can measure educational inputs over a
period of years, and attempt to develop models that predict or explain
variation in educaticnal attaimment. Alternatively, studies that include
pretests and posttests can measure changes in educational attairment, and
relate these to current inputs.

Both SASS and NAEP are cross-sectional studies, ard will remain such,
whether they are cambined or kept separate. It will be necessary to determine
the extent to which a cross-sectional dataset would be an appropriate vehicle
for investigating correlates of achievement, and to consider enhancements that
might make the dataset more appropriate.

1i?




Linkage - Merger of NAEP/SaSc
Item B. Merger Lesign Issues

ISSUES IN THE COMBINATION OF NAEP AND SASS

Global Sampling Issues

D. The primary issue to be resolved is that the samples for NAEP
and SASS vere originally designed for two different purposes.
There is some concern regarding combining the tvo surveys,
since the final semple design for the combined Burveys wvould
necessarily be a compromise which may satisefy neither get of
goals. Items I. - IV. below describe the essential
differences betveen the tvo survey sample designs, and item V.
describes vhat compromises look most appealing at this time.

I. Question 1 : How can the Center deal wvwith the conceptual
distinction betveen surveys vith different purposes and
divergent univerees?

Issue: NAEP ancd SASS currently use different sampling f.-ames.
A sample design that would be used for both surveys must meo<
the needs of both surveys. Since the universes are different,
this means that wve would like to maxaimize the overlap betwveen
the tvo frames and samples, and use stratification to define
relevant sets to use in estimation.

NAEP studies three universes:

1. the set of all schools vnich have a grade four;
2. the set of all schools wvhich have a grade eight; and
3. the set of all schools vhich have a grade twvelve.

vhereas 5ASS gtudies one universe: the get of eall schools
vhich ncve any grade in the range X-12 inclusive. The sample
design must sccomodate both (or all) universes to allow
estimation for the entire U.S., vhile at the @ame time

.each™ofthe -three- universes. {Schools vhich fall into ai least
|'one G¥ the three NAEP universes comprise 96. 2 percent of all

schoole in the U.S. vhich have @ grade in the range K-12.
- . -- "—”—"—

Question Numbers refer to numbers used on the document: HMerger ~f
NAEP and School/Staffing Surveys

alloving the time geries establishea for NAEE_LQ_copgfnue—fQF“:



Question 6: Assuming a longer nataonal survey and a shorter
State survey, vhat would be the consequences of examing
relational questions at the national level vs. on a State-by-
State level?

Issue: NAEP and SASS currently provide estimates at different
levels of aggregation. The design of the sample for SASS
alloved for State-by-State comparisons for schools and
teachers, vhereas the other comnarisons to be made from the
survey (e.g. public vs. private gchools and teachers) wve. =
only incorporated into the design assuming national level
comparisons. The issue here is really the importance of the

relational questions relative to other goals from NAEP and SASS.

NAEP for 1990 is intended to be:

1. Nationally representative for grades four and eight;

2. State representative for the assessment of progreses in
mathematics for grade tvelve; and

3. Nationally representative for all other assessments in
grade twvelve.

SASS for 1990 is designed to provide:

1. National ectimates for characteristics of schools

2. National estimates for charecteristics of teachers

3. State comparisone for characteristice of achools

4. State comparisons for characteristics of teachers

S. National level comparisons betveen public and private
echools

€. National level comparisons betveen public and private
schocl teachers

7. National level comparisone between elementary and secondary
schools

8. National level comparisons betveen elementary and secondary
echool teachers

9. National level comparisons betveen fields taught for
secondary school teachers

SASS can also provide national level comparisons; for example,
it can be used to make comparisons of large vs. small gchools
or teachers, or for urban ve. rural schools or teachers, but
the sample design for the 1988 survey did not explicitly
account for these comparisons.
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Question 5: W.1ll the integration necescitate design
changes that will shift emphacs:s from the pramary goals of
each of the aindaividual surveys?

Issue: NAEP and SASS currently provade estamates for different
substantive populations. NAEP provides estimatecs of:

1. the assessment of progress for students;
2. the characteristics of teachers as they relate to
progress.

HAEP can provide estimates at the national level for school or
school characteristica, and at some levels belov national
(e.g. regional, wurban/rural), but the gample is not wvell
balanced across states for the school estimates. This is due
in part to the emphasis on teachers and students, and in part
because of the clustered nature of the sample, wvhere counties
are usca as the first estage units.

SASS provides estimates of:

1. characteristics of teachers, and
2. characteristics of schools and school districts.

An integratec survey wvould attempt to cptimize the sample so
as to provide the best estimates for all of thece goals, while
at the same time considering some of the relational issues.
The last issue (II. above) focused on the relacive importance
of the level of aggregataion. This issue 18 more concerned
vith the relative importance of the variables being studied at
the same level of aggregation.

Guestion 3: Following the data guality guesticn, above, should
participating schools be in rotating panels beginning in 1990
80 studies of change can be enhanced or does the data burden
issue demand that each data collection be from a fresh sample?

Issue: NAEP and SASS are both recurring surveys, but neither
of the current sample designe take accouat of the possable
efficiencies of a rotation desaign. Both designs call for
unduplication betwveen the twvc gurveys and NELS:88 in 19as8.

The KAEP sample design gelects counties or groups of counties
as the firgt stage of selection, vith schools at the second
stage clustered vithin counties (initially thought tc keep
test costs dowvn, though this point is under contention now).
SASS is designed eselecting schools as PSU’@ from a list, with
an area frame supplementation for private schools. If a
rotating design vere to be implemented, to aeet the objectives
of both surveys, the rotation could occur at either of two
levels: the county level and the school level. Determination
cf the design for the combined surveys will be a function of
the costs and size of the survey.



If the combined survey vere & state sample for all grades, 1t
may be that there would be enough schools an sample that tne
coet savings realized from the elimination of betveen county
travel wvould vanish. 1If the combained survey vere only a
national sample for parts of NAEP, it may be that eavings
vould be substantial for NAEP to start with a sample of
counties as PSU’s. Hovever, the advantages of a rotatang
design are reduced for NAEP because different topics are
agsessed each time; the recurrence of topics is staggered.

Current proposals: eome ideas on a combined d»aign.

The sampling frame for the combined surveys wvould be all
@schools vith any grade in the K-12 range. Schools vould be
allocated to multivariate strata, vith one cf the
stratification variables being vhether a school has a grade 4,

» Or 12, some combination of 4, 8, or 12, or none of these.
Estimates vould be made for SASS from the entire gample.
Estimates wvould be made for NAEP for grades 4, 8 and 12 usang
only the appropriate strata.

Determination of the number of echools and teachers to be
sampled wvill be a function of gseveral factors:

1. The cor .£ of interview: g schools, teachers, and students.

2. The typez of analysis to be conducted using schools,
teachers, and students, and the relative importanze of
each of these analyses.

For 1990, the sample for the combined survey should be a
national sample vith state supplementation for the portions .
of SASS and NAEP that wall require state estimates.

The determination of vhether a rotating design should be used
vill be a function of:

1. Whether the analysis of data from the combined sample wall
have a component related to school context.

2. Whether there may be a problem wvaith burden if echools are
sampled repeatedly. This may be 8 nonissue if large
echocls will fall into sample with certainty for a state
sample.

Covan/TODO/NAEPSSS1. ISS
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Linkage - Herge: of NAEP/E/5Z
Item B. HMerger Design Iccues

ISSUES IN THE COMBINATION OF NAEP AND SASS
Analytical Sampling Issues
The most important issues for NAEP and SASS related to the use
of the data are the production and maintenance of *ime seraies.

© For NAEP, a time series ueing the universes of schools with
N

grades 4, 8, and 12 for national estimates of student ~

performance in various subject areas are of paramount
importance.

o For SASS, development of a time series nationally
is as important as the primary cross-sectional goals:
school and teacher estimates for the publaic/praivate sector,
for the elementary/secondary sector, for states, and for
secondary schocl teacher estimates by f eld taught.

These pramary goals are sorevhat in conflict with each other, .

and individually could lead to different sample designs. The
praimary sampling question is howv the analysis plan can be
used to determine hov to develop the sample design.

Question 5: Will the integration necessitate design changes
that vill shift emphasis from the primary goals of each of the
indavidual surveys? and

Question 7, part 2: Given that NAEP samples teachers of
students to describe teaching methods and SASS samples teachers
in schools to determine teacher characteristics, can these twvo
goals be achieved vith a common sample?

Issue: What is th importance of the relational snalysas
relative to the primary goals of the individual surveys? and,

Issue: In establishing a model for the relational analysais, one
muet consider that there are different and varying influences
to consider. For some portion of the sample, a class or
subsample of gtudents will have only one teacher (e.g. fourth
graders), and so some inferences can be made involving specafic
teachers tied to clusters of gtudents. For another portion of
the sample, a subsample of students in a specific grade will
have several teachers, and Lhe degree of overlap betveen
teachers and students in a achool vill be very fuzzy (e.g. 12th
graders). Firally, some students in a gchool may have just
trangferred in, vhereas other sgtudents may have gone through
several grades in the same school wvhere they are nov sampled.

*Question Numbers refer to numbers used on the document: Merger of NAEP and

School/Staffing Surveys

Q

119




I d

"What teachers to sample” i1c a furction of what influences are
t> be considered in the model. Kow much can be concsidered
realistically in a model? What is practical to collect? What
doecs one do to reflect all of these influences? Or 1s the
issue one of selecting only certain anfluences to be included
in the model?

The relational analysis can be conducted at geveral levels. In
a model of inputs related to outcomes, several sectors may be
important factcrs:

1. Effects of specific current teachers;

2. Effects of past teachers, represented as a set;

3. Effects of a particular school in terms of envaronment:

4. Effects ol a particular sgchool district in terms of
characteristics of the local population;

. Subject mitters covered in the past and present;

Instructional practices used in *‘he past and present;

. Other factors (e.g. demographice) which are needed as
controls.

NoOw

It may al<o be importart to consider characterisitcs of other
students in classecs in vhich the sampled students are located
as another set of environmental effects. A third class of

[

—factors might relate to parents and other non-schcol or

.
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non-teacher related items.

Some sampling decisions are related to the planned ana.yses.

Should a large sample of schools be taken vithin a county to
provide estimates of school district envaironment. Should a

small sample of schools be taken vitihin a county to optimize .
the sechool estimates nationally and by state? Should s large-
sample of teachers be taken vithin a achool, both to relate
teachers to students and also to provide a8 measure of school
environment? Should a small sample of teachers be taken within

a8 scaool to optimize the teacher estimates nationally and by state?

There are also some issues of trying to oversample certaain
subpopulations to make comparisons. We can oversample schools
in certain types of school districts or counties to engure
large minor:ty representation for comparisons. We can
oversample teachers by area taught or by characteristics
identified in a ecreening interviev. We can oversample
students, and ultimately parents, again after a screening
interviev, to represent minorities or other factors important
to a relational analysis. The decision regarding oversampling
of miriorities is entirely a function of vhere it is most
importent {c the analysis to have comparisons of minorities to
the balance of the sample. If this is only important to the
relational analysis, the oversampling occurs at the last stage.
Other comparisons may demand oversampling of minorities st an
earlier stage.

11
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Agenda item: B

Issues in the Combination of NAEP and SASS

Respordent Burden

One of the stated cbjectives for cambining NAZP ard SASS is to reduce
the respondent burden. By using a cammn sample of schools for both
surveys, a significant reduction of burden at the school level may be
achieved.

The 1988 SASS will sample approncimately 13,000 public and private
schools, 65,000 teachers, and S, 600 public school districts. If the
recamendationsof the Alexander/James Study group are implemented,
the NAEP sample would increase in size to include 700,000 students, and
approximately 14,000 schools and 60,000 teachers. A cammon sanple of
schools cmldreduoethemmberofsd\oolsbya factcr of 1.5 to 2.
However, several additional points need to be cited.

o meassmedreductioninhmdenbymnbrﬁ:gﬂxemeysmay
really constitute just a shift in burden fram many schools with
relatively light burden to fewer schools with substantially
increased burden. If the schools perceive this as increased
burden, wi'l the quality of responses to lowered?

o Reducingthemmberofsdmoolsinﬂiiswayismrelatedtoteadner
burden. ‘Ibtheextentthattheteadmersanpls for the two
surveys are non-overlapping, teacher burden will not be
substantially reduced.

o Ifacmbinedteadxersanpleisused,ﬁmeb.xrdenmthe
individualtead:erwhoisnspaﬂingtobomﬂxem
and SASS data requests will increase significantly, perhaps
by as much as 50 percent.

o At same level, burden may became so large that we lose the
Cooperation of our data providers. The 1987-88 SASS provides some
insights into this potential problem. 1) The sample in same small
states exceeds SO pervent of all schools. 2) In five large school
districts, more than S0 schools have been selected, ard in New
Yark City 190 were selected. The Center myy also anticipate that
sanestatsmydmsemttoparticipateinane@amed
State-representative NAEP when the naticnal student sample reaches
700,000.

Other approaches to controlling burden include:
© Control sample selection at the school level to ensure that a

school ismuyimludedeveryothermxveycycleoreve.:yﬂﬁ.m
Cycle.
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© Incorporate matrix sampling into the questionnaire design for
SASS. However, this would limit the usefulness of SASS for o
relational analysis. )

© Reduce the questionnaire content and target questicns at
relatively nmarrow topics of interest.
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Issues in the Combination of NAFP and SASS ! )

- Management

I. NAEP and £75S are operated under different management structures.

A.

B.

NAEPisoperatedasagrantwithanextemalgcvemame
structure.

1. Funding for NAEP cames under a special NAEP
line in the Education Department budget with
authorization and appropriation set by Congress.

2. Grant awards are made through a campetitive
process, currently defined by general
Department regulations and in the future
by requlaticns specific to NAEP.

3. Decisions about the design amd policies of
NAEP are, by statute, made by the NAEP
governing board, the Assessment Folicy
Committee (APC) and its subcomittees -
e.g., Learning Area Committees, the
Background Review Cammittee, and the
Technical Advisory Cammittee. The OFRI
Assistant Secretary is an ex officio member
of the APC.

4. Project activities are carried out by the grantee,
cxrrently Educational Testing Service, and its sub~
contractors - i.e., Westat has responsibility for
sampling and field operations.

S. Anmalyses and reports (including publication approval
and dissemination) are done by the grantee ard, to a
lesser extent, secordary analysts.

6. The grantee develops a clearance package which is
reviewed by CES, FEDAC, and QMB.

7. Additional NAEP related planning activities are being
cz:rﬂuctadbyaOonsortimmAssssmnt, organized by
the Council of Chief State School Officers and fimd.d by
ED and NSF.

SASS is operated as an interagency transfer/agreement
with the Bureau of the Census.

1. NﬂingforSPssispartofthegenenlfmﬂimfor
CES in the ED budget.

2. Decisions about the design amd policies of SASS
are made by the Education Department.
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3. Planning activities have beecn carried out by CTs,
byRandLn*ﬁe.rcontxacttoCEBardbyﬂue&xreau
of the Census.

4. SanplinghasbeendonebyCEBardmemmauofthe
Census.

S. Field operations for 1988 will be canducted by the
Bureau of the Census.

6. Analyses and Reports for 1988 SASS data will be done
by CES and under campetitive contract.

7. Publication approval and dissemination are determined
W m.

NAFP and SASS have certain goals in cammon.

A. Provide timely, useful infcrmation to a variety
of audiences.

B. Control operating costs.

C. Control respordent burden.

D. Beresponsivetoﬂ)eintexestsardmof:
O data providers at State ard local levels, and

© the Education Department, the U.S. Congress,
QB, etc.

NAEP and SASS interests partially overlap both in content
and respordents

1. NAEP's focus is on factors most related to assess-
ment outoomes, especially the classroam and instruc-
tional practiosinthes:.:bjectmtterareaofthe
assessment. (NAEP teacher sample consists of each
student's current teacher in the assessment subject. )
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2. SASS provides more depth on teacher .
experience and attitudes. (SASS teacher sample
consists of a randam sample of all teachers in
in the school.)

Student Assessment Instrnuments (NAEP only)

Coordination of NAEP, SASS, and NELS for 1988

A.

CES reviewed school ard teacher questiocnnaires from
NAEP, SASS, arﬂms:aaarﬂrecmne:ﬂajdman;s for

CES recammended a target of zero school overlap in

samples for the three surveys in 1988. All parties

agreed Aand cooperated. Westat/ETS drew the NAEP sample

in June; NORC drew the NELS:88 sample in July based in
part on Westat/ETS information; and CES and the Bureau of
ﬂ\eCersusaxedrawingﬂueSASSSanplsbasedinparton
NAEP and NELS information provided by NORC. (SASS public
school sample was campleted in August but the SASS private
school sample has not yet been capleted.) ‘

CES sent two letters to Chief State School Officers, a
June letter describing our plans for coordinating the
surveys and an Augqust letter reporting near zero public
school overlap nationally and specific sample information
for the State.

V. Coordination of NAEP and SASS for 1990

A. CEs staff to develop milestones for coordinated planning

and implementation of 1990 surveys.

~
B. CES staff to develop (1) analytic agenda and (2) model

C.

Leee e,y

for integrated samples for NAEP and SASS with both input
ard review by outside pecple.

Mitansmbedevelopedwiﬂxmgranteearﬂs.hss
itenstobedevelopedbyCESandmreauoftheOexsus.

1. NAEPitenswillbestmrglyinﬂuencedby
the Consortium of Assessment and other
scholarly/field input.



2.

2.

-f -

SPssitenswillbeselectedbyEDinlightf
of scholarly, Sield input.

CE 1 be actively imvolved in the

cooswination of these two developmental
processes.

a. CES to negotiate comitment to
cooxﬂinatimwithsonm'tthgnntee

b. cmtoreviwallinstnmmstopm-
videcoordinatimacmsscmnmitems

€. CES to monitor instrument development
arxicorrvenemeetingstoi.rmwtpmblens

Cm_work with field coordinated across NAEP and SASS
projects.

a. State coordinators in field collections

b. CEIS

C. rield input for design and instrumentation
d. State cocperative program

mspgnnteecocpentimardeffortneededtocollectSASS
items/instruments in overlappiny schools.

1. Design issues in overlapping schools

a. School Questiomaire: cne instrument
or two? bridges (bench marks)?

b. Teacher Questicrmaire: cne instrument
or two? bridges (bench marks)?

C. Teacher samples within schools
1. school contact
2. possihble overiap of NAEP and
SASS teacher samples

Data gharing agreements

mgranteemﬂ&ueauofthewnsuscocperatimam
effort needed to draw ard implement overlapping
samples. (See V C 3, above. )

[23




VI. Management structure issues

A. Congressicnal action_could change NAEP governance
structure — uncertain.

B. Budget levels will affect sample sizes, analysis efforts
trade-offs, etc.

’

C. Field response could affect target samples as well as
respanse rates.
—
D. TField advice: Don't put two different data collections
‘ in any school. If information is needed for two surveys
from any single school, then be sure to fully integrate
school cantact and data collection in that school.

12




Item VIII December 10, 1987

CRESST QUALITY INDICATORS STUDY GROUP

Report from Meetings on CES Merger of NAEP and SASS

ITEM VIII

Letter to Participants Regarding Summary and Recommendations from
Meeting
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TO: Members, Advisory Council on Education Statistics (ACES), CES
Emerson J. Elliott, Director, CES

FROM: Leigh BursteiW Lo

R™: Summary and Recommendations from Meetings on Merging NAEP and
SASS, November 18 and 20, 1987

The enclosed materials constitute my report to ACES from the
November 18 and 20, 1987 meetings organized by the CRESST Quality
Indicators Study Group on merging NAEP and SASS. The packet
includes a summary and recommendations based on the discussions
at the two meetings and on the written statements provided by
meeting participants and other invited consultants. In
addition, selected materials provided to participants prior to
and during the meeting, lists of meeting participants, and the
full texts of statements provided by participants and
discussants. I apologize for the amount of material; however,
it 1s my understanding that ACES members have had differential
exposure to the questions and issues that led to merger
discussions. Therefore, I decided to be inclusive, thereby

allowing the audience the discretion in judging their information
needs.

To expedite consideration of the essential questions
addressed by this activity and the recommendations it generated,
a statement of the background of the meeting and discussion of
the primary recommendations follows in this cover memorandum.

The CRESST activity was in response to conilicting advice
received by the Director of CES. ACES had previousl, recommended
that a merger of NAEP and SASS proceed. This recommendation was
in keeping with the recommendations on linking data collections
from the report on alternatives for a national data system on
eler antary and secondary education prepared by Hall, Jaeger,
Kearney and Wiley (December 20, 19335). Yet other segments of the
educational community questioned the advisability of the merger

on a variety of technical, substantive, practical, and political
grounds.

The purpose of the meetings was to bring together persons
knowledgeable about educational research, statistical, and policy
analytic issues that CES’s data collections (including NAEP,
SASS, Longitudinal Studies) are intended to address to:

S PV
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a. Consider the range of issues that CES had already
identified and review its available documenta‘ion
regarding these issues;

b. Augment CES'’s prior analyses with other evidence that
bears on the perceived benefits and costs of the
proposed merger;

C. Assess the likely consequences (e.g., for knowledge
production, enhancing policy analysis capabilities, |
improving or degrading the quality of data ) of the ‘
merger;

d. Recommend options with regard to the decision process on
the possible merger and the steps that should be
undertaken in advance of a final determination to
proceed with the merger.

Participants were provided in advance specific questions and
issues that the meeting was intended to consider and a set of
pertinent documents. Two 5-1/2 hour meetings were scheduled
with a day in between to accomodate the schedules of the desired
participants and to allow time to prepare information from the
first day’s discussion assist the second day’s deliberations.

Without going into detail, despite the diversity of
perspectives and interests represented in both days’ meetings,
there was consistency in the basic issues that needed to be
addressed and considerable consensus about the primary
recommendations. Briefly, the list of issues is as fcilows:

1. What does "merger" mean and how comprehensive (with
respect to instrumentation and to samples) should it be?

2. What analytical purposes should guide any merger
decisions?

3. What are the likely consequences of alternatives with
respect to respondent burden and costs?

4. How does the question of the desirable/necessary
cycle/periodicity and timing of SASS (or parts of SASS)
interact with the above?

5. What sets of analytical exercises/special studies should

be undertaken to address the merger issue in both the short run
and the long run?

The recommendations that achieved a general consensus from
the meetings and written statements are:

1. A major merger of the guestionnaires and samples from
NAEP and SASS should NCT be attempted in 1990. The risks of
burdening NAEP in 1990 are too great; Moreover, too little is
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known about how SASS will actually function at this time to
assess the benefits and consequences of strong ties with NAEP.

2. Whether NAEP and SASS should merge in 1992 or 1994
warrants further study including analyses of existing data from
the two surveys gathered through the 1988 data collection.

3. Regardless of the extensiveness of the eventual merger,
the analytical purposes that should quide merger efforts should
be those dealing with informing the policy analytic process
rather than enhancing capabilities to conduct school effects or
effectiveness research in an integrated national or state-
representative data base. An example of a policy analytic
purposes that could be served through a “merger" effort are the
gathering and maintenance of national (and perhaps state
representative) indicator series dealing with questions of access
and participation (e.g., which kinds of students receive

instruction in which kinds of schools from which kinds of
teachers?)

4. For the snort term (e.q., 1990), a small set of teaching

and schocling conditions questions selected from SASS could be
administered with NAEP to enhance its ability to serve policy
analytic purposes. To this end analytical work using past NAEP
collections of teacher and school characteristics as well as
other efforts to identify specific policy analytic purposes to be
served should be carried out in time to modify and augment the

1990 NAEP school and teacher characteristics questionnaires.

5. A three-year or even a four-year cycle for the major sSass
data collection should be considered with at least part of the
resource savings shift ' to conducting special studies (e.q9.,
longer term study of fiow of teachers into and out of the
workforce for a panel of schools and disti-icts; augumentation of
NAEP data collection in 1990; studies of the consequences of the
intensity of respondent burden and costs consequences of major
merger). Alternatively, the SASS instrumentation can be broken
up into smaller sets which could be fielded on different cycles
with perhaps a core set maintained on a more frequent cycle.
Spreading out the SASS cycle would also postpone collection

activities in ways that would place less strain on plans for the
1990 NAEP.

6. Postponing major merger discussions beyond 1990 provides
time and resources to consider {through design and other special
studies) the costs and benefits of developing a merged sampling
universe across the major data collections (including NELS as
well as NAEP and SAS).

7. Attention is needed to the benefits accrued at
che school level from participating in these surveys.
“Contributing to national well-being" is increasingly losing out
given the extensiveness of data collection demands and
competition from data collection with greater extrinsic rewards.
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The above conveys only the tenor of the discussions and
written statements. Participants seemed genuinely concerned that
the primary purposes of NAEP and SASS not be sacrificed or
damaged by a hurried decision to merge the two. CES is
undertaking major modifications z2nd extensions of its
data collection responsibilities over the next few years. Under
such circumstances the participants seemed to feel that time
devoted to fielding and reporting these collection efforts in an
effective and credible manner is critical. Discussions of
mergers of these data collections need to proceed at a more

deliberative pace than at present. There is just too much at
stake.

I hope that you find the enclosed materials informative. I
look forward to meeting with you to clarify and discuss any
aspects of the meetings, documents, and issues.
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