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PROCEEDI NGS

Agenda Item Session 3. Cross-State Conparisons

DR. DUNBAR | thought we mght just allow a
little bit of tinme inmediately after Bob's presentation for
any clarification questions, and then we will nove directly
on to the discussions.

DR. LINN:. Good norning, everybody. WAs anybody
surprised that there was a two-hour delay this norning?

Well, it is nice to be back here. | didn't know
how many people would be here after yesterday, with the
weat her coming up here. Let ne get started.

What | was supposed to prepare a paper on was
| ooking at the possibility of adjusting for differences
bet ween tests, so that you can nake conpari sons across
states, as the primary interest.

In doing that, one of the things about getting
old is, you start renenbering when you were in graduate
school and things like that. It turns out that this desire
for being able to adjust for differences to equate tests if
you will, or link themtogether so that they can be
i nterchangeabl e, is not exactly a new i dea.

When | was busily working on nmy dissertation in
1964, there was a synposium at NCVE, National Council on
Measurenent in Education. It had four md-20th century

superstars, John Flanagan, Bill Engoff, E.F. Lindquist and



Roger Lennon. In that synposium they were | ooking at
equating non-parallel tests, the topic of the four |ead
articles in the first issue of the Journal of Educational
Measurenent in 1964. Not nuch publication way back then, |
guess.

So anyway, | had a quote from each of the four of
them You can read themas well as | can. Flanagan was
poi nting out sonething that was on peoples' mnds |ater
when the NRC conmttee that | will tal k about | ooked at the
issue of trying to link all the tests together across the
country. It would be group specific. You can always get a
conversion, but the conversion you would get on one group
woul d not hold for another group.

Li ndqui st simlarly was arguing that if you have
non-parallel tests, you just can't use them
i nt erchangeably. And Roger Lennon made the point that what
you have in a conversion is going to be group specific.

Now, these reservations of these four individuals
that had very high status within the field of educati onal
measurenent at that time didn't dissuade anyone, as far as
| can tell. Right after they published their papers, the
ESEA was passed, the first version of what is now No Child
Left Behind, through several reauthorizations. That was
passed in 1965, and that led to a desire to be able to

aggregate scores across states.



Now, it actually was a simlar problemin those
days, because nobst everyone was using one of six or eight
di fferent standardized tests, and so you weren't talking
about 50 different tests. Not that every state has an
entirely different test, but we have noved in that
direction, certainly.

So this fed this desire to be able to aggregate
results across states, and that led to the thinking about,
could we do a big equating study. The anchor test study
was -- a lot of the design for that was in the mnd of Dick
Yaeger at the tinme he was working for the Departnent of
Educat i on.

So they brought together sonme conmttees and
| ooked at the different standardized tests, reading tests,
math tests. After reviewng the content of the math test,
they concluded that it was not reasonable to try to equate
all the different math tests. They just were too different
in terms of how nmuch enphasis was put on basic skills, how
much was on one kind of mathematics versus another. But
t hey decided that in reading, there was enough commonal ity
that it nade sense, at |east at the elenentary grade
levels, to try to equate them

So this very large national anchor test study was
| aunched. It had | ooked at grades four, five and six in

reading only. The study | would say was |argely



successful. You had the eight major reading tests at those
grades that were put on a common basis, |inked together.
They did a | ot of checking, sonmething that is an idea that

| think nore equating studies ought to be |ooking at. That
is, the degree to which the transformati on you have is

real ly invariant across subpopul ati ons.

They | ooked at that for various subpopul ations in
t he anchor test study, and the results were pretty
prom sing. They weren't perfectly invariant, obviously.
Even versions of the SAT would not be perfectly invariant,
but they were reasonably close, and so that provided sone
assurance.

The other thing that the study did was take one
of these tests, the netropolitan reading test, and say that
t hey woul d develop norns on it, national norns. The
nati onal nornms were better than any of the individual test
publ i shers were able to do because of the nature of the
cooperation that they got that is harder for individual
test publishers.

So it was pretty successful. On the other hand,
it was limted to only one subject, reading, in only three
grade levels. Furthernore, it wasn't long after the
results were out, and you could start maki ng a conversion
fromone test to another, that every test publisher that

was included in the study revised their tests. So you had



a new set of tests out there that were being adm nistered
for Title 1 purposes.

So Title 1 went in alittle different direction.
They said, what we will dois, we will just let the
publ i shers' percentile rank carry the day, only they
converted themto this, at that tine a new scale that no
one had ever heard of called normal curve equival ents
[NCEs]. Certainly we had heard of normal transformations
and standard scores, but the NCEs were thought to be pretty
cl ever, because they corresponded with the percentile ranks
at three points, so they just set the standard deviation,
the nean, to 50 so that would correspond to a percentile
rank of 50, and then a standard deviation so that a score
of one or 99 on an NCE would be the sane as the percentile
rank.

So this was a kind of standard score aggregation,
and results were then aggregated wthin states, because
districts were often the ones deciding which of the
standardi zed tests were going to be used, and then
aggregated it again up to the national |evel.

The assunption that it is okay to do that was
never, so far as | could discover, seriously challenged. |
think that is largely because nobody paid nmuch attention to
the aggregate results when they got aggregated up to the

federal level, not even at the state | evel nuch.



Well, if you go forward a bit to the standards-
based assessnent novenents, which is continuing today, all
of a sudden the chall enges becone a | ot greater, because
each state by requirenents in the forerunner of No Child
Left Behind, | ASA, back in the '90s when that was a
reaut horization of Title 1, encouraged the states to
devel op their own content standards and then have
assessnments that were in line with them Now, |ASA did not
have the kind of teeth that No Child Left Behind has, but
in any event, there was a novenent in that direction.

Well, dinton was President. 1In the State of the
Uni on address in 1997, he called for sonething that upset
both the left and the right. The left, because as Chuck
Rebennon has qui pped, the left was upset because he was
calling for a voluntary national test, and the right was
upset because he was calling for sonething national that
woul d | ead to a national curriculum

So as often happens, when Congress got upset
about this notion of a voluntary national test, they cane
to the National Acadeny. The National Research Council put
t oget her several different studies, one of themto | ook at
the voluntary national test itself, and another one to ask
the question, if we have all these tests, wouldn't there be
sonme way to find an equating. So it is back to the 1964

guestion. These tests are not really parallel, but can't



we equate themin sone way.

So this led to the charge to the one committee
that led to what is known as the uncommon neasures report
that was chaired by Paul Holland. This was the charge to
that coommttee, that they were supposed to investigate the
feasibility of devel oping a comon scale that can |ink al
the existing comercial tests and tests that the states
m ght have in one formor another so that you coul d nove
fromone to the next and treat them i nterchangeably.

Those of you that know Paul Holland, and Fred
Mosteller was al so on the commttee, these are
statisticians that are consistent with Judy Singer's
coments yesterday, they don't want to be presented with a
probl em and then cone back with an answer that says no, you
can't do this. So they struggled with it quite a bit,
because their viewis that the statistician should be
provi di ng hel p, not just saying you can't do sonething.

But this is the conclusion that the commttee
ended up with, the first and primary conclusion, that it
just wasn't feasible to conpare this full array of tests
t hrough the devel opnent of a single equival ency |inking
scal e.

Now, why is that? There has been a fair
consensus, | would say, in the field of educational

measurenent in |looking at what is required to be able to



equate. A fairly recent paper by Neil Dorans and Pau
Hol |l and | ays out the five conditions or criteria for
figuring out whether or not you can equate tests. These
are listed here. You have the sane construct, and that you
have the sanme reliability -- reliability is inportant
because if you are a person bel ow average you prefer a | ess
reliable test because it gives you a better chance of
getting closer to the nean, but if you are sonebody that is
way above average, you would |like sonething that was quite
reliable -- the equating function should be symmetrical so
that you go fromX to Y or Y to X, you shouldn't have
different functions doing that as you would if you were
doing two different regressions, and there should be equity
so that it would be a matter of indifference whether they
got formX or formY. Then you have this population

i nvariance, the thing that was | ooked at in the anchor test
st udy.

There is a fair anount of research that attenpted
to do things |Iike equate education tests to NAEP. \When
that was | ooked at nore carefully, the general conclusion
was that the linkages just don't hold up in a way that you
woul d need them for an equati ng. This is froma paper
t hat Dave Thissen gave at ETS this sumer, in July, which
think suns up well the reason that you can't have the

i nvari ance that you hope you woul d have on the equati ng.



The reasons for that are sinply that if the states have
different content standards, this inplies that they al so
are neasuring different constructs, or trying to neasure
different constructs with the tests that they put together
based on those content standards.

I f you | ook around the states, they have
different nunbers and different types of itens. Sone have
nore constructive response, sone have nultiple choice.

They are of different length, and if you have different
| ength you can be quite sure you are going to have
different reliability.

I f you think about what the content standards in
the state tests are about, it is to encourage instruction
to nove in a particular direction. So to the extent that
that happens within a state, you are going to fail to neet
the equity requirenment, because if you are targeting a
particul ar set of content standards or teaching it in the
case of the teacher, it is going to matter to you whet her
you get that state test or sonme other test that you weren't
studying for.

As | said, there was disconfort anobng conmttee
menbers of the comon neasures report, in part because they
as | said would i ke to come up with an answer, that you
could do certain things, even if you couldn't do everything

that you wanted to do. There was also a feeling that there



was a | ack of any good quantitative index of how bad it
woul d be if you treated scores as if they had been equated
or linked in sonme way.

So there was anot her conclusion in the unconmon
measures report which I will just let you read, that tries
to qualify things, saying that it m ght be possible to
calculate this linkage, but that it would depend upon a
bunch of factors, |like how simlar the content was, how the
tests were used, and to the extent that they differed on
these factors, it suggested that the |inkage m ght not be
t hat usef ul

Now, one problemw th that is that it was not
very clear about which of these factors is really going to
matter, and what interpretations are going to be justified,
as opposed to which ones are not, so what the criteria are
for doing that.

Well, Congress didn't |ike having an answer of
no, so there was another conmttee started. This is known
as the enbedding commttee, and it was chaired by Dan
Koretz. The idea of enbedding was, instead of trying to
equate all these tests or link themtogether externally to
NAEP, what if you took sonme bl ocks of NAEP itens and
included themin the state tests, enbedded themin the
state tests.

This commttee also came to the concl usi on that



was consistent with the uncommon neasures report, saying
that while you could physically do that, it was not going
to lead you to a common scal e that woul d have the
properties that were desired.

Now, | think a problem not just with these
reports, but with the field in general, is being able to
sort out what inferences can be validly nmade if you nake a
| i nkage, and which ones cannot. For that, you need nore in
the way of a quantitative index that tells you how far
short of a satisfactory equating a particular |linkage is.

That is a problemthat Neil Dorans and Paul
Holl and in particul ar have worked on, and several other
peopl e too, | ooking at how can we index the degree to which
you really lack nmeeting this criteria of invariance across
di fferent populations. So they used a coupl e of
guantitative indices to track the degree of invariance that
you have. They applied these indices to a bunch of
different situations, sonme of which everyone woul d agree
that the equating is just fine, two forns of the verbal
SAT, one to another, for exanple, or tw fornms of the ACT
mat hematics, one wwth the other. Then they also applied it
to situations that everyone would agree is a silly thing to
try to equate, like the verbal and math tests. So you can
do the arithnetic for a verbal and math test, but if you do

it, what you expect to find is that the invariance is going



to be very poor.

That is exactly what these indices show They
al so provide sone internediate information, |ike situations
where people think it is reasonable to at least try to have
sone kind of conversion, and that would be as an exanpl e
the SAT math with the ACT nath. These are obviously not
paral |l el measures, but they are at |east targeted at the
sane popul ati on of potential college applicants, and they
are both mat hematics tests.

VWhat they found is that indeed, that sort of
concordance |inking has an internedi ate val ue of these
indices. | think that is encouraging as a way of trying to
sort out and quantify the degree to which you are falling
short of this goal of having tests that are equated.

NCLB has just increased the demand for conparing
the results. The conparison happens with or w thout us, so
to speak. If you look at the recent article in the New
York Tines, for exanple, conparing the proportion of kids
meeti ng standards on state assessnents versus neeting it
on NAEP, | have been guilty of doing those kind of
conparisons nyself as | will show you in a mnute. NCLB
al so has this newrequirenent. It used to be that nost
states participated in state NAEP, |like 40 or so, before
they had this requirenent, but in NCLB all states have to

participate in reading and math at grades four and ei ght



every ot her year.

We just had the second round of that, the first
being in 2003 and the second in 2005, where every state is
included in the NAEP reading and math at grades four and
eight. So that provides you with a better basis of | ooking
at the possibility of linking state assessnents to NAEP

Way that may be of interest is illustrated by
this graph of results for 33 of the states that had
mat hemati cs assessnent results in grade eight in tine to be
included in Lynn U pton's Ed Wek piece. This shows the
percent of the students who are proficient or above at
grade eight according to the state assessnents.

You see sone peculiar things. One is obviously
that the variability is huge, and furthernore, it doesn't
seemto make a whole | ot of sense. For exanple, you have a
conpari son here of M ssouri and Tennessee, where the
proportion neeting the standard in the state junps from 16
percent to 87 percent. It seens intuitively not very
possi bl e that the mathematics treatnment in grade eight in
Tennessee is that remarkably nmuch better than the
mat hematics treatnment in Mssouri.

This doesn't necessarily inply that the test is
harder in Mssouri, but it does show that the standard, or
sonme conbi nati on of where the standard is set and the test

difficultly. [If you look, on the other hand, at state NAEP



for these sane 33 states, you see the variability is nuch
|l ess. Furthernore, the variability that you do see, which
states are high and which states are | ow, makes nore sense
in terns of what other things you know about those states,
i ke performance on the other tests, what the education
level is in the state and so on. So the high percentages
in the state NAEP results at grade eight and a half are
Connecti cut, Montana, South Dakota and W sconsin, and that
conpares to the | ow percentages of Al abama, M ssissippi and
New Mexi co, which | think arguably nakes a whole | ot nore
sense than the differences that you saw on the state
assessment .

| f you plot these one against the other, what you
also note is that there are only two states that are above
that line of agreenment in terns of percent proficient or
above. Mst of the states are belowit, all but two
obviously; that is 31 out of 33. The relationship is
pretty weak. Renenbering that these are state aggregates,
the correlation is only .34. | conpared that to what the
correlation would be for fourth grade reading with eighth
grade math, and that correlation is nuch higher than . 34.
It isin the paper. | didn't put it down here what the
nunmber was. So now we are tal king about mat henatics tests
-- two different mathenmatics tests at the sane grade as

opposed to different content, different grades.



Vell, this whole synposiumis about this
dat abase, so what does all this have to do with the
dat abase? As we tal ked about a | ot yesterday, the hope is
that it can be used to make causal inferences about federal
prograns. W talked a | ot about the challenges of doing
that. My focus is not on that obviously, but rather on
usi ng the database to nake these |inkages between state
assessnments and NAEP

Don McLaughlin and his coll eagues have focused on
this quite a bit over the |last several years. |In 2002 they
gave a paper in which they | ooked at fourth grade
mat hemati cs using the 2000 assessnment for 29 states, where
t hey had dat a.

This is a chart fromthat report show ng what
happens when the performance standards on the state
assessnments were linked to NAEP. Wat you see is, that red
line is show ng situations where the precision is fairly
good, and the |ower |evel standards in particular often are
not so good. But for the proficient and advanced | evel s,
there seens to be a pretty good | evel of precision.

What you saw in that chart is that the state
st andards span over 100 points on the NAEP scale. The NAEP
scale is set up so that wwthin a grade |evel you have a
standard devi ation of sonmething |ike 40, so that 100 points

is a pretty wide spread for |ooking at sonmething |ike



performance standards that m ght have the same nane,
proficient.

They have al so | ooked at state readi ng
assessnments at grades four and eight, and found results
fairly simlar to what was just shown there. They are not
alone in doing this. Henry Brown at ETS has done sone
work, a kind of refinenment of Don's technique, that takes
into account using the NAEP sanpling weights, injecting
NAEP procedures, to conme up with what Henry calls a
wei ght ed aggregate mapping to get the estinmates of what the
i nkage is between the state assessnents and NAEP

They | ooked at the 2000 mat hemati cs assessnent
results again, the sanme ones | just showed you, that Don
and Victor [Bandeira de Mell o] had done, and | ooked at it
using their technique. Wat they found is that the mapping
| ooks pretty nmuch the sanme. There are very simlar
mappi ngs with the two techniques. They al so show sone
fairly substantial differences. Here is an exanple of a 95
percent confidence interval for two states that do not cone
cl ose to overl apping, and where the proficient level is set
in those states.

Well, it seens to ne that it is clear fromthose
exanpl es that the database can be used to nmake the Iinking,
to get sone sense of where the state perfornmance standards

fall. 1t does have a good deal of uncertainty, so this is



not as precise as you would want when you are equating and
you start using those scores interchangeably, but at |east
it gives you ballpark figures. Henry Brown and his
col | eagues have suggested that they don't think this
approach should be used for naking a big deal about smal

di fferences, but they suggest that with confidence
intervals you can at | east see conversion differences and
have a good judgnent on that.

It is not that clear to ne whether or not the
advant ages and di sadvantages of using the linking like this
as conpared to sonething else, |ike |ooking at standard
scores, or back to the good old days of NCEs, the norm
equi valents, to be able to have your aggregate results to
make sone ki nds of conpari sons.

An attenpt at a few concl usions here. Nunber
one, | don't think this desire and request for com ng up
wi th common scale is going to go away. |f anything, it
seens to nme it has just gotten stronger over the years.

The second thing is that NAEP can be used to |ink
state standards to the NAEP scale. Don and Henry's work,
for exanple, illustrate that. There are, however,
considerations -- you have to think about how this is going
to be used, because the stability of the |links to NAEP and
the interpretations nay be questionable. The |inkage you

have in 2003 may not be the sanme as the |inkage you have in



2005, so that is a lack of invariance that is inportant if
you are going to be tracking things over tine.

Peopl e who object to using NAEP in this way
usual ly point to the different contents in the notivation
as well as to the differences in the content. The
framework for NAEP is not the sane as | said yesterday as
t he content standards of various states.

Dave Thissen put it this way | ast sunmer at the
ETS Iinking conference. It is a good rhetorical question,
whi ch summed up very well the notion that notivation may in
fact be a critical elenment if we are going to try to use
NAEP in this way.

The fifth thing is that it does seemclear to ne
that the strict equating, the requirenents for it, the ones
that | listed from Neil Dorans and Paul Holland, are not
going to be net for the linkages that people are interested
in between state tests and NAEP, or between one state test
and anot her.

Finally, I would Iike to see a good deal nore
work along the lines of Neil [Dorans] and Paul Holland to
have a better way of judging just how far away from
achieving invariance that you want for an equating we are
with different kinds of |inkages.

"Il stop there. | can stay here if there are

guestions or cone down there, either one.



DR. DUNBAR: Are there questions for Bob,
clarifications on points in the paper?

PARTI CI PANT: | have two questions. One, when
you nentioned that the stability of the links is possibly
guestionable, is it possible to |look at that a slightly
different way? If you nake a link say in 2003 and then you
go back and you make a link in 2005 and you find that they
are different, is that going to be a basis for judging
whet her state standards have changed?

DR. LINN: Well, that would be one
interpretation, but it could also nean that the difference
in how much work has gone into preparing kids for the state
assessnent over that two-year period nay have noved whil e
not novi ng performance on NAEP very nmuch. So it would be
anbi guous as to which of those would be true.

| did a study a nunber of years ago, in which we

|l i nked state assessnment to NAEP, and | ooked at the

stability over -- | think it was a two-year period, | can't
remenber for sure, well, it would have to be, because NAEP
is only adm ni stered every two years -- | ooked at the

stability, and the stability was not very good. So the
equating function that you had in one year was not the sane
one that you would have two years |ater

So that is a kind of invariance that | think we

would like to have if we are going to treat these scores



i nt er changeabl y.

PARTI CI PANT: The second question is maybe off
the wall, but let me try it. | guess it is basically
accepted that the validity does not lie in the instrunent
itself, but inits uses. | wonder if it is possible to
make a distinction between psychol ogi cal uses and program
eval uation uses.

| think in ternms of Dorans and Holland's work on
popul ation invariance, very interesting and inportant work
interms of comng up with tests that say, you give an
i ndi vidual a choice, do you take test A or test B,
presumably they want to take the easiest test or what have
you, and if there is no difference, then that is good for
t hem

But | wonder in a program eval uati on cont ext
whet her you need the sane | evel of precision. For exanple,
your point about the SAT and ACT having internediate
i nportance, but anyone who | ooks at those two tests woul d
agree that they are indeed different tests, but they
correlated over .9. In a lot of variables that we |esser
social scientists are able to construct and neasure, what
have you, we would be thrilled with a reliability of .9.

So it may be that for our purposes, we don't need
such stringent standards.

DR. LINN:. | would agree that the standards that



you need if you are going to be maki ng an adm ssi ons
deci si on about an individual applicant for college, that
the precision you need there is greater than you need for
sonme ot her kinds of conparisons.

| guess that is why | would argue that | ooking at
sonet hing |i ke what Don has done or Henry Brown has done,
and thinking of it as giving you approxi mati ons coul d have
utility, even though it would not stand up to a cl ose | ook,
is this really equivalent in all the usual senses.

PARTI CI PANT: Bob, could you discuss inferences
bet ween conpari son over tinme of sane grade |evel versus
change fromthird to fourth to fifth, in ternms of |inkages?

DR, LINN. Well, linkages that you would get for
NAEP, it is only going to happen at certain grade |evels,
So you're not going to be able to | ook at the vertical
scale without this big gap between fourth and ei ghth grade,
obviously. But if you thought of equating two tests that
did have vertical scales, | haven't actually thought about
this, so this may not be wise to say, but it seens to ne
that you mght very well find that the inplications about
the vertical scale would tell you that the vertical scales
are actually quite different. So if you equated the two
different scales at fourth grade and fifth grade and sixth
grade, you mght have quite different equating functions,

or noticeably different equating functions, because the



contents of the tests are not going to map in exactly the
same way.

St eve Dunbar was tal king about that indirectly
yest erday when he was tal ki ng about how as you go up in the
grades, what it is you are trying to neasure is shifts, and
the different test publishers don't shift in exactly the
sanme way, | don't think

PARTI CIl PANT: O course, the unanswered question
here is roughly speaki ng how good are the various state
tests. You are giving us an excellent analysis of the
extent to which they relate to each other. There is the
remai ni ng question of how good they are both technically in
terms of content validity, for exanple, and in terns of the
plausibility of the cut scores for proficiency, et cetera,
all of which could be independently esti nated.

If we are going to think about using these
results for program eval uation, we have got to get sone
sort of a grip on how good or bad the various state tests
are. It is a matter of sone interest to the |egislatures,
| think.

So is there any work correspondi ng to Dorans and
Holl and' s studies on the validity issues?

DR. LINN: Not that I know of. What states are
putting together for the peer review process that we tal ked

about a little bit yesterday, the peer reviewers are



| ooking at the issues of the validity of the tests. Bil

[ Schafer] could say nore about that than | coul d, because
|"mnot a peer reviewer. But certainly the technical
quality of the tests is in the mnds of the peer reviewers
and the state people who are trying to put together the
evidence to pass nuster to get their tests approved.

It would be nice to have all that information
conpiled in sone way and nade not just for the decisions
that have to be made by the Departnent of Education, but
for the evaluators and researchers to be able to | ook at
the basis of the conclusions that peer reviewers cane to.

Bill, do you want to coment on that?

DR. SCHAFER: Yes, thanks for the |ead-in, Bob.
Actually, | think there is a wealth of information that is
avai l abl e on these topics, if not in state websites, at
| east avail abl e and probably avail abl e by request from
st at es.

| think you will find that virtually every state,
for exanple, will have alignnent studies that are done by
external agencies that conformto standard procedures, and
t hose agenci es produce reports. Peer reviewers review
those reports regularly. Techni cal adequacy is a
fundanmental ly inportant area in peer reviews. Again, there
are technical manual s that acconpany the tests, so the

technical quality is sonething that can be docunented.



DR. LINN: Thank you.

DR. DUNBAR | amgoing to suggest that we hold
any remai ni ng questions for Bob until the general
di scussion, and nove on wth David [Thissen]'s remarKks.

DR THISSEN. 1'd like to thank my friends at NRC
for inviting me up so | can see sone snow before Chri stnas.
|"d like to thank Bob for a great paper to allegedly
di scuss, but actually to use as a junping off point,
because it taught nme things, as Bob Linn's papers al ways
do, and provides a lead-in to a few coments that | wll
try to make as quickly as possible to keep us on schedul e.

That will be nmade sonewhat easier, by the fact
that | got this ready early this week, and then yesterday
vari ous someones said nost of the things that | have in
mnd to say. So | wll try and do this to the extent
possible with the cross referencing to yesterday. There is
a witten version, and since it was witten before
yesterday, it doesn't actually have the cross referencing
to the things that other folks were saying.

The database which is the victim | nean subject,
of the workshop, invites conparison across states.

Anything in the United States, it seens, that has nunbers
for nore than one state invites conpari sons across states.
A significant obstacle to that, which was nentioned

extensively yesterday, is that all states use different



state assessnent systens, and they have different score
scal es.

Bob's presentation rem nds us that the idea of
trying to make conparable scores fromtests that differ
i ke that has been happening. The idea has been
circulating for at |least 40 years. Test theorists have
been fairly negative about that idea for at |east 40 years,
and practice has tried to ignore that negative for many of
t hose years.

| f one is concerned about the |ack of
conparability of scores across the states, one answer is to
do only within-state anal yses, which Bob didn't go on so
much about in his talk, but was the first thing that his
paper lists as an alternative.

Setting that aside for the nonent, Bob talked in
hi s paper about two strategies for conmbining results across
states. One was using standard scores or effect sizes,
whi ch wasn't so salient in the slides that Bob just showed,
but it is in the witten version of the paper. The other
i s about |inkage.

This | eads ne to doing the discussant thing,
which is to cherry pick, to pick and choose topics to go on
about, possibly to do sone pet peeves. So | would like to
talk alittle bit about using standard scores or effect

sizes in these concatenati ons across states, and then tal k



alittle bit about linking to NAEP. After that, | hope |
will leave nyself tinme to say sone nore general things
about what one mght be able to do with these data or data
i ke them

Before | read Bob's paper, because it was before
it was witten, | |ooked at sone of the materials that were
circulated to the workshop planning commttee, papers that
had used the database for various purposes. | noticed that
in the process of making standard scores or effect sizes,
that often it seened that because the database includes
school |evel data, that in order to get standardi zed scores
or effect sizes, the way that was bei ng done was to divide
by the standard deviation of the school neans.

It occurred to ne that that mght | ead to sone
uni nt ended interpretations under some circunstances.
turned out not to be entirely alone in this idea -- Judith
Singer went on for awhile about this yesterday afternoon
for those of you who were there -- but | amgoing to tel
briefly ny story about it.

It seens that the standard deviation of school
means includes at |east four things, and | say at |east,
because | can always m ss things, but when I thought about
it, I could think of four pieces that it includes. It
obvi ously includes variation anong students, which Bob has

poi nted out privately on occasion cannot be | egi sl ated



away .

Aside fromthat, another couple of conponents are
size of the schools and the sociol ogy of assignnment of
students to schools, as well as school effects. That is
what people are concerned with in the analysis of this
dat abase.

But letting that trail away a little bit, ny old
friend Howard Wai ner visited the Carolinas a couple of
weeks ago and was giving tal ks, one of which had this
extrenely | arge equation. He was tal king about school size
as a variable. He had the slide that only had the very
| arge equation on it. | copied it, but decided to add sone
wor ds.

This is fromthe first course in statistics, and
it remnds us that the standard devi ati on of school neans
beconmes small er as schools becone |arger. Wy do we care?
VWhat | think should be the sane in terns of an effect size
is the sane difference in the kind of units we usually use
to score tests, which are usually referred to the standard
devi ation of students, of sonme reference popul ation.

Now, the sane difference on that scal e becones
larger or smaller if you divide it by a larger or smaller
standard devi ation. The school |evel standard deviations
becone | arger or smaller sinply by making schools snaller

or larger. This varies between states. Sone states have



| arger schools or nore |arger schools than others. So if
you do divisions by school |evel standard deviations, you
could get differences between states that in sone sense,

with some other standard deviation, wouldn't really be

t here.

The third conponent is particularly salient to
me. | don't know how many of you live in communities |ike
| do, Chapel Hill, North Carolina. The way students are

assigned to schools is fascinating. At least in ny hone
town, the newspaper reports it every year, and the school
board goes to a great deal of trouble gerrynmandering schoo
districts, busing people, trying to arrange the assi gnnent
of students to schools so that the students in a school are
as heterogeneous as possible in a town full of college

pr of essors.

The effect of that is to make the school neans as
simlar as possible, so real estates don't vary
particularly much within the town. But this kind of effect
on the school nean makes it have | ess variation than one
m ght thi nk.

| thought of another -- | think nmy | ong sentence
fromthe ETS conference may have been i nconprehensible, so
| got a shorter rhetorical question for this one, which is,
what if the standard devi ation of school neans is nearly

zero. That doesn't happen for a variety of reasons, but it



is an interesting gedanken experinment. That woul d nean you
woul d di vide by zero and your conputer program would crash
if you did this.

How coul d that happen? You get a state that has
very large schools, you assign the students to schools to
maxi m ze w thin-school variance and m nim ze between-school
vari ance, and then have either no school effects, or school
ef fects that counterbal ance the effects of background
vari ables, and you could wind up with very little variation
bet ween school neans.

This has been a | ong pet peeve, which expands a
l[ittle bit on things that Judith Singer was saying
yesterday. A student-level standard deviati on which you
can get for nost of these state tests would be a better
denom nator, | think, for standardi zation

But now we get to ny next comrent, however, which
is going to link into the second bit. Even if you
standardi ze the tests in sonme way that is referred to the
student scores, you may not get conparable results. This
is what Bob tal ked about quite a bit nore extensively,
using linkage to NAEP to try to nmake these non-conparabl e
scores relatively conparabl e.

My story about this -- these are the covers from
the commttee reports, which are colloquially entitled No

Sub-1 and No Sub-2, that Bob tal ked about. | got involved



in this because in the 1990s, we did one of the Iinkages of
a state test in North Carolina. | thought it was cool at
the time. W used sone interesting statistical procedures.
My nmenory is that the first tine | spoke about that in
public was at a conference at NISS, the National Institute
for Statistical Sciences. M vague nenory was that Don
Rubin was the discussant. After | said | thought this was
cool, he raised sone very serious questions about whether
it would be invariant across subgroups that we hadn't
checked. That was m |l dly enbarrassing.

But it turns out that after some thought, these
reports rai sed some questions about NAEP can actually be
used to line up disparate assessnments. You can read the
books, but I'll do a couple of short versions. This wll
get to the issue of, does this mean sonething for program
eval uation, | think.

There is sone | evel at which grossly one ought to
be able to line up one math test with another math test,
but where grossness ends off and you need to be reasonably
preci se can easily get into the range of material you m ght
work for even for aggregate program eval uati on.

Here is sonmething that could happen. States A
and B perform about equally on NAEP. State A does better
onits test. |If you hypothetically gave that test in both

states, state B does better on its test. The reasons given



for this were nentioned yesterday. Stephanie Stullich's
presentation tal ked about curricular and bl ueprint

di fferences. Laura Hamlton tal ked about different stakes.
This is sonething that coul d happen.

But to get away from sonethi ng that coul d happen
to sonmething that did happen, what you m ght want to do to
check equating state tests to NAEP or linking state tests
to NAEP woul d be, have sonme states that actually gave the
sane test, where students took NAEP, and see how that cane
out .

Now, because states use different tests, that
al nost never happens, and it didn't really happen here,
either. There are four states over here, anonynously
called states one, two, three and four, which in 1990 used
as their statew de assessnents four admttedly different
tests, all of which were published by CIB in California.

If my nmenory serves nme, it was three different versions of
CTBS, and one was still using CAT-5.

However, those tests had been in-house linked to
each other, to the CAT-5 NCE scale. Courtesy of Bob's
talk, we all know what NCE scales are now. | had never
known nyself. |In any event, the popul ation state nmeans for
the four states are quite close. State one is highest, the
other three are very closely clustered.

Now, in 1990, NAEP TSA was adm ni stered in those



states. State one was highest, but state two, which is
tied for second over here on its statew de test, was | owest
by a chunk on NAEP. State three conmes across the m ddl e,
and state four dips dowmn to be over there. So you have got
states over there and over here, and they are not really
very close. They are not in the sanme order, they are not
in the sanme spacing. The spacing is sort of neaningful.

This is the kind of result that led to the
conclusions in the NRC reports entitled No Sub-1 and No
Sub-2. It leads to the conclusion that there is no
guarantee that |inkage to NAEP or anything el se can nmake
conparabl e scores obtained with different state
assessnents.

That was the pet peeve portion of the discussion.
| would Iike to get on to saying sone positive things,
because in discussing the synposiumin advance, we were
told we coul d nake suggestions about what m ght be better,
what could be added to the data set to inprove things. So
| put together a little bit of an overview of what | think
we would like to have in order to do the kind of program
eval uation that is discussed here. W would |ike to have
student | evel achievenent scores on conparabl e neasures
reflecting progress toward the sanme curricul ar goal s.

Actual ly, David Goodwi n's introduction to the

whol e wor kshop yesterday basically said this. The slide



may be plagiarized, but | did it in advance.

What are avail abl e are non-conpar abl e neasures of
different curricula. The first thing | would put in this,
whi ch has been com ng up and com ng up and coni ng up, was
Judith Singer's nost inportant point at the end of her
di scussi on yesterday, which is that student |evel results
in a dat abase woul d hel p.

Many states are at this point in devel oping
student | evel databases. Last night we had a fairly
ext ensi ve di scussion of how this could be done. Even
t hough I was taking for the sake of argunent the negative,
| was pointing out it would cost a great deal of nopney and
woul d take creative solutions to the privacy problem we
were pretty much in agreenent that this could be done, and
woul d take away a whole lot of the difficulties with using
thi s database for many of these purposes that we have been
tal ki ng about.

The |l ack of conparability of achievenent tests
across states is another matter. At the very |east, that
is difficult to solve, nost likely it is inpossible to
solve. That may not be so bad. This doesn't stop anyone
from doi ng anal yses wthin states.

Cross-state conparisons nmay add relatively little
information. |If one wants to do cross-state conpari sons,

we tal ked about using neta-analysis to conbine the results.



Usi ng neta-analysis to conbine results when you have all of
the data seens a little bit odd. Meta-analysis is a set of
techni ques built to work around the fact that the neta-
anal yst only has summaries. |If you have all the data, you
can sinply analyze all the data.

However, there is a time honored tradition in
nmet a- anal ysi s called vote counting, which doesn't depend on
metric conparability of the results, and mght be a way to
conbine results across states that wouldn't require
standardi zations that |lead to disconfort or Iinks to NAEP

This is going to end. This is the last slide. |
was both timd about it and a bit proud of it when | nmade
it, because | thought | was going to say sonething very
strange. The little recipe on the slide suggests an
approach to the analysis of these kinds of data which was
not actually the kind of approach | was seeing in the
papers that had previously used it that we were given in
advance. | thought | was going to be off the wall deviant
in saying this until Judith Singer did this whole bit nuch
better than | amgoing to do it, for half of her talk at
the end of yesterday. So now |l amin this awkward position
of saying, “ne, too.”

But the idea is that instead of approaching this
dat abase with the kind of data analysis that says, “what we

have in the database are school neans for these states, now



what can we do with themto answer the question?’, we wll
have to adjust for this and nake that correction, and
conbine in this way as a sequence of data anal ytic steps.
We could do sonething rather different, which is to ignore
the data for awhile, to devel op what woul d probably be in
t hese contexts of program eval uation for educational
interventions, to develop a student-, school -, maybe state
mul ti-1evel nodel which would be the nodel that included
paranet ers whose estimates woul d answer the research
guestions you have. That is, nmake the nodel to give you

t he answer you want, never mnd the data. That is step
one.

An exanpl e of such a nodel would be the kind of
nodel s that Yeow Meng Thum tal ked about yesterday. | wll
| eave those as exanpl es, because ot her folks make multi -
| evel nodels too, and | ama test theorist and | don't want
to stand up here and get nyself in trouble endorsing one or
the other. But that would be the kind of nodel.

Now, you can't estimte the paraneters of one of
those nodels fromthe data in this database, fromthe
aggregate data, but you could figure the inplications of
the nodel for the aggregate data, and then you could figure
out what you could estimte and what you couldn't, at which
poi nt you would have two choices. One choice is, you could

say that with these aggregate data we can't really figure



out enough fromthese data to make it worth it, and you
stop. That would be one option for an end. The other is
that you could figure out what assunptions you were nmaki ng
very explicitly about what Judith Singer referred to
yesterday as the mssing levels. The student |evel would
be mssing. The inter-class correlation anong students
woul d be mssing. You could figure out if you could get
sensi bl e answers w t hout know ng those, and go ahead. But
in the process you woul d have made very explicit what
assunptions you were nmaking in order to answer the
gquestions with the aggregate data.

As | say, this is a “nme-too” thing. If you want
to see a better description of it, probably go for Judith
Si nger's di scussion.

That was the last slide, and | think | better
stop. Thank you very nuch.

DR. DUNBAR  Any brief questions for David? Wy
don't we nove right on? Don.

DR RUBIN. | was really glad I got invited to do
this. | have been nore or |ess disconnected fromthe
education community for awhile, and it is nice to see a |ot
of faces that | haven't seen for actually decades. M chael
[ Scriven], the last time | saw you nust have been three
decades ago, is that right? It is nice to see that we

haven't changed, either. That is always good news.



Wen | was first contacted about this conference,
| had the feeling that it was a focus on causal things.
have been doing a | ot of causal inference in the | ast
coupl e of decades. Sonetinmes | work with nmedical people,
sonetimes with econom sts, not as nuch with people in
education. And of course, | was sort of turned off with
the idea of using these very observational databases to
have nmuch chance to doing anything really in terns of
eval uating progranms. The challenges to doing it are so
great for data that aren't even renotely collected for that
specific purpose, to do evaluation of interventions. It
doesn't nean it can't be done, but Dave [ Thi ssen] comrented
at the very end that what you can do is, you can say what
you can do, and then add statenents about what the
assunptions are that you have to nake to add to the data to
reach sonme concl usions that you m ght want to reach is an
i nportant idea.

In other words, to draw an inference you al ways
need sone assunptions, especially when you are draw ng
causal inferences. You always need sone assunptions, and
you are fortunate if you have data. The better the data
are, if it is a joint random zed experinent, the fewer
assunptions you have to nmake. You still have to nake
assunptions. But the worse the data are, the nore you have

to supplenent the data with assunpti ons.



Sonetinmes the assunptions are fairly plausible.
Certainly we accept all sorts of conclusions, causal
conclusions, for which there is no random zed experinent to
ever justify it. W are happy to do that, and they nake
good sense.

The one exanple that cones to mnd, we al
believe -- we should believe, at least -- that cigarette
snoking is a cause of lung cancer. |If you snoke
cigarettes, three packs a day, you are nore likely to,
causally nore likely to get lung cancer than if you don't.
Yet there has never been any random zed experinment that
supports that. There has been no random zed experi nent
wi th human beings, but in fact, there has been no
random zed experinment with animals. They have tried. They
have tried to do |l ots of random zed experinents with rats,
w th dogs, where they are forced to snoke by having
cigarettes in a snoking environment for their whole |ives.
They don't get lung cancer. Sonetines they get other kinds
of cancers like skin cancers, but they don't get |ung
cancer. Yet we all believe and shoul d believe that snoking
causes |ung cancer.

Wiy do we do that? Wiy do we believe that? One
of the main reasons is an analysis |like the one Dave just
menti oned, which is called sensitivity analysis. At the

time that the snoking controversy was rising in the mdto



| ate '50s, the tobacco industry had a consultant naned R
H Fisher, who is also a fanbus geneticist, who was
claimng that it was probably sone common unnaned genetic
factor. |If we could neasure and adjust for this factor,
the rel ationshi p between snoking and | ung cancer would
di sappear.

What Kornfeld did, who is statistician at the
Nat i onal Cancer Institute, he did what is called a
sensitivity analysis which was very nuch |ike what Dave was
doing. He said, let's suppose there is an unneasured
factor, sone other genetic thing. How strong would that
factor have to be to nmake this observed associati on between
snoki ng and | ung cancer disappear? It turned out that the
relati onship would have to be much stronger than any ot her
genetic factor that has ever been around. It would have to
be so strong that Fisher and others classified it as an
incredi bly strong genetic factor. So at that point Fisher
was silent, and people accepted that it was probably true.

Logically, what is true? Lung cancers take 30
years to develop, typically 20 years, 30 years to devel op
and rats and dogs don't live that long. So it is a slow
gr ow ng cancer.

But anyway, it is in support of Dave's very
inportant point that if you are going to use data like

these that are not collected well for the purpose of doing



causal inference, don't just use them but use them
intelligently, which neans to nme doi ng exactly what he was
tal king about, which is to say, here are sone concl usions
based on data. In order to nmake them causal, we have to
add all these assunptions and carefully think what those
assunptions are, and try to |look for evidence supporting
t hose assunpti ons sonewhere el se.

Now, the other topic that was nore the focus of
Bob's presentation was test equating. It brought back
menories of a conference at ETS that Paul Holl and and |
organi zed probably close to a quarter century ago, which
ended up in a book that Paul and | edited together.
think it was entitled Test Equating. Academ c Press
published it in 1984 or sonething |like that.

But | have thought on and off about sonme of those
i ssues since then, but not that nmuch. At the tinme of that
book, | was at ETS, and Paul and | were actively invol ved
intrying to do equating for ETS. At the tinme there was a
change in New York state |law, sone truth in testing | aw
that you had to release the itens that were used to produce
the grades on the test. Before that they kept this item
pool, and they kept it secret. They never told the kid
whi ch question he got right and which question he got
wong. But after this, at the end of a test you had to

release all the items. So ETS had to decide to either get



out of the business of testing in New York -- but that nade
no sense because other states were going to follow-- or to
change their way of equating the test. They couldn't take
a pool of itens and randonmy sanple within item pools.

One of the things that Paul and | proposed and
did was sonething called section pre-equating. | think it
is still used at ETS. It was based on m ssing data
technology that was just in the forefront of statistics at
the tinme, alot of it based on sonething called the EL
al gorithm which has becone very, very popular in recent
years. It was in a paper that was witten in 1977

So we used that. One of the key ideas there is,
when you think about equating these tests, you think about
what would | really like to have if | could get all the
data? Wiat would all the data be? David, in your witten
version of your talk, | think you may have nentioned this,
maybe not, but all the data here would nean if each kid in
every state took every state's test, and they took that
other state test first, so there are no practice effects of
taking the other test. This is obviously inpossible. You
can't take every test first. But it is a way of thinking
about what the ideal data set would be, and then fromthat
you can do everything. Certainly you can do everything
t hat anyone is tal ki ng about doi ng, because that is a

super-big data set.



How far off is our existing data set fromthat?
The question here is -- the discussion has all been on, the
existing data are there anyway, so what can we do with them
that is worthwhile. That is a passive attitude in sone
sense, the data are there, what can we do with them and
that is okay.

And of course, in that view what we have got is a
bi g bl ock diagonal 50 by 50 matrix. Across the colums are
the 50 different state tests, and little sub-colums in
that are the different itens on the tests. The rows are 50
bl ocks of rows, or each rowis a state, and within each
sub-row is a kid who is taking that test. So you get this
matri x of existing data. They aren't |like the ideal data
because all they are are the diagonals. You' ve got
individuals in the state taking that state test, running
down t he di agonal

There is sonme ot her background information that
may be common across all the states |ike the NAEP stuff.

So that sits out there as a giant covariate, that is fully
observed on everybody.

The question is, what can you do with this big
matri x where you can only get block diagonal. WMaybe there
is a nore active proposal, sonething that nmay be far out.
Properly deserved so, a reaction from nost people in the

audi ence and naybe everybody, is that you are nuts to



propose this, it couldn't possibly work. But let's think
about what we could do to enrich the data set so that maybe
we could get alnost all the answers that we could get in
this ideal data set, if everybody took every test first.

That is why | amcycling back to this idea of
section pre-equating. Let's suppose that you took a snal
section of each state's test and took a small sanple of
each group of kids within each state, and gave themthe
test, give themdifferent sections of the test. So you had
all these different test forms, hundreds and hundreds of
them but every section of each state's test appears once
in one subgroup of kids with every section of every other
state's test. So you have these overl appi ng pieces.

Wiy do they have to be overlapping? Right now
you just have the margins. You have Chio's test in Chio.
You get to estimate the nean and variance in that state.
But maybe with these overl apping tests you get to estinate
these correlations as well.

By doing the proper sanpling of who is going to
take these sections of tests, you nmake sure that they are
randomwithin the state. That would give you an
opportunity, of this giant matrix where we just have
exi sting data down the diagonal, you would now be
supplenenting with little pieces off diagonal.

What can you do with that? It turns out that the



sanme m ssing data technology that is being used to section
pre-equate tests can be used in principle to get all the
means and all the variance and all the co-variance and al
the correlations anong all the different tests, and all the
different subtests. It is a gigantic conputationa
pr obl em

Wen these al gorithns were proposed in 1977,
everything was a giant conputational problem | renmenber
when | was an undergraduate at Princeton in the '60s, the
mai nframe conputer that filled up a roomal nost this size,
the nmenmory was 28,000 words. Ww, was that huge. Probably
90 percent of you have these little pocket things that have
50 tines that nuch nenory. The only way Princeton could
afford it was it was bought by National Energy for doing
things for the fusion projects. It cost mllions of
mllions of dollars then, the equival ent of hundreds of
mllions of dollars now. Conputing has gotten really
cheap, so the conputational burden to this isn't that nuch.

VWat is the real burden? The real burden would
be making up the test forns, doing the distributionin a
way that it would be approximately random getting all the
States to agree to give these different subtests.

The idea is that you take the regular test and
you add sonething at the end, a small section at the end,

it my make the test 15 mnutes longer. So each kid



doesn't have to do that nuch nore than they did before, and
each kid is doing sonething different. This idea of
ordering is the way it was done 20 years ago at ETS. You
take this section, you don't really put it at the end, but
you put it in the mddle of the test, so it is an

equi val ent section with sonme other section, and sonetines
it is practiced, sonetines it is not. So you
count er bal ance that out of the procedure.

The assunptions under which this stuff works, you
are relying on normal distributions to sonme extent, but
tests pretty nmuch are. Even subtests pretty nmuch are. You
don't really need normality; you need sonething nore
general called ellipsoidally symetric distributions, where
you have linear regressions and stuff. So it could work
pretty well. It works pretty well for section pre-
equating, | think.

You have to define what these subsections are and
how t hey m ght be comnmobn across different states' tests,
but it gives you a trenendous |ot nore information, because
in fact, what it does give youis, it gives you an
estimated i deal data set that | tal ked about before. This
ideal data set is if every kid took every test fromevery
state unpracticed. That is what you get to estimte by
this. That is a pretty nice hunk of data. And because

there are so many kids in so many states, the burden per



kid isn't nmuch. The burden per state for getting the
information, yes. But if you really want the ideal data
set to have, this is the way to go after it.

So that is ny suggestion. | am prepared now to
get attacked. Maybe | should say, because | was here in
spirit yesterday, it does also suffer fromJudith Singer's
coment that you need individual |evel data. Here, when
you are doing the equating part of this, when you are doing
t he subsections, you need individual kid data to get the
correl ations.

You don't need individual kid data on a |ot of
the data. On a lot of the data you can just live with the
nmeans and variances, but for sone subsections of the Kkids
you need individual kid data, and maybe that is okay.

Maybe that is all you need. Maybe you can get it. It is a
guestion of, is the benefit fromhaving this data set, the
ki nd of anal yses that you could do fromhaving it, worth
the extra effort to get the extra data. |'mnot an expert
in that at all.

Thanks.

DR. DUNBAR  Despite our scheduling, our speakers
have nore than cooperated in giving us still plenty of tinme
for questions and discussion. So we will open up the floor
for that.

Is it nore than a nodest proposal to suggest



augnenting every state's test wwth 39 others, plus?

DR. CHESTER. M tch Chester fromthe GOhio
Department of Ed. It is a great proposal. Probably the
hurdles to get there are huge, and the incentives, and so
forth. But it does nmake nme wonder whether there are
naturally occurring situations, such as kids' nobility
bet ween states, where if you could link the records, you
woul d have a | ot of issues around whether or not you have
got representative sanples and so forth. But maybe there
is a potential where there are sonme naturally occurring
sets of students who are taking nultiple tests, multiple
states' exans.

PARTI Cl PANT: |If you actually wanted to think
about doing this, it would seem|i ke NAEP would provide a
framewor k where you are already sanpling students in every
state, and you al ready have bl ocks that you are
count er bal anci ng. You coul d probably do the math and see
how many different bl ocks you woul d have to have to
represent how nuch content in how nuch state.

The requirenent that all states participate in
NAEP has |l ed to sanples that are nore huge than NAEP knows
what to do with, so there m ght be sanples there to use up
for this purpose.

| did also, related to this point, want to point

out that Don MLaughlin had done an earlier study where in



four states they got individual results on NAEP |inked with
i ndi vidual results on the state assessnents. It shows
variation in correlation, but that is the kind of data that
allows you to begin to answer sone questions about how much
of a difference did the violation of various assunptions
make in the way in which students or schools would be
ordered by different state assessnents.

PARTI Cl PANT: This relates to the first two
presentations. Bob Linn tal ked about NAEP |inkages. In
your paper you were using proficiency scores, basically.
Dave [Thi ssen] tal ked about NAEP |inkages. You were
tal king first about school nmeans and then about going to
student neans.

But to raise the issue that was rai sed yesterday,
what ki nd of advantage do you get in making NAEP |inkages
by noving fromproficiency scores to paranetric data, nean
scores and so forth, which we know is not feasible quite
yet, but may be at sone point.

DR. THI SSEN. Well, | was tal king about the
scores and the neans because | defaulted that. There is
al ways nore information in the scale scores than there are
in the categorical data. 1In all these tests the
categorical data are just obtained by dividing the scale
score range into chunks. So |I think that where one can, if

one wanted to do the kind of devel opnent of relations anong



tests that Don suggested, one would tend to do it with the
scores.

Bob and I wll put words in his nouth and he can
take them back out. He was tal king about these anal yses
that Don McLaughlin did, the very early ones, answering
this question of whether NAEP can be used to shed |light on
what is in some sense the very obvious fact that cut scores
for what is called proficiency are extrenely different from
state to state. That is the reason that 80 percent of the
students in one state are called proficient and 20 percent
of the students in another state are called proficient.

At the very gross level of the difference between
80 and 20 percent, | see no problemw th using NAEP to draw
the conclusion that the NAEP cut points are different. But
| al so showed you where NAEP neans are differently ordered
t han state neans, which one would hope are on equated
tests. So at sonme point you go fromgross differences that
you can infer from NAEP are not quite stacked up right,
that you can infer from NAEP are due to the tests being
different, to sonewhat finer differences which probably are
due to things like the fact that the tests neasure
di fferent things, and notivational circunstances are
different and so on.

Don [Rubin]'s proposal of this extraordinary data

collection -- and it would be extraordinary, | certainly



never thought of anything that extraordinary. But | think
that a difference -- this is not by any neans a

showst opper, but the nerger of the kind of nodels that |
was tal king about at the end of nmy presentation that Judith
Singer introduced yesterday, and Don [Rubin]'s presentation
is that part of those nodels would, | think, have to dea
with the fact that the different state tests and the NAEP
don't really nmeasure the sane aspects of proficiency.

There is this broader and narrower kind of aspect of

achi evenent tests that Steve tal ked about yesterday. There
are differences in curricular enphases.

So the nodel would have to be sonewhat different
than section pre-equating, which was built for forns of
tests that are supposed to be parallel at the end. That is
not a showstopper, that is just nore nodeling. But it
woul d have to be explicit in there that you are not
actually making a table that -- if you produced sonething
that | ooked |ike conparable scores fromall the states, you
woul d have to be in your analysis nmaking up the conbi nation
of achi evenent that this superordi nate neasure neasured.

It wouldn't presumably be exactly what NAEP neasures or
exactly what any of the states neasure, but rather
literally a construct, neaning sonething the data anal ysts
constructed. You could do it, but it would be an

advent ur e.



PARTI Cl PANT:  Your | ast point, that is sonething
| have been thinking about quite a bit as well. Yes, we
have the ideas of pure construct in our heads nost of the
time, but how do we normally deal with it? W feel around
using various tests to get at various aspects of the
construct. W never pretend that a test set out to neasure
math i s exactly that.

So to sone degree, again “ne too,” | wll follow
and a nore pragmatic | ook at the whole situation. Wile we
can work on statistics that show devi ations, popul ation
i nvari ance, we should be continuing those studi es across
time. It is not one set of stuff.

VWhat do you normally do when you have differences
over tinme? You average. The linking questions, we could
perform sonme averagi ng over them and basically say that
this is the best we can do, on a construct that is
approxi mated as best we can right now.

So | amoperating on a so-called satisfying
principle in a conplex decision making environment,
involving instrunents we have to construct. So | couldn't
think of a design that Don [Rubin] canme up with, but it
really sounded interesting. It |eaves aside the
possibility for averaging over all the different scal es
that come up with sonething on which everything is wei ghted

in sone way. Al we can say is, it is math of sone ki nd.



PARTI CI PANT: | want to add that | conpletely
agree with Dave [Thissen]'s point. This reconstruction of
this hypothetical giant matrix doesn't depend upon the
section pre-equating assunptions. It is what you do with
it that depends on the section's pre-equating assunptions.
All it is doing is saying, “let's suppose that underlying
this data is a giant nultivariate normal distribution, and
| amgoing to fill it all in. | amgoing to get all the
means and vari ances and correl ations, and assune they are
related, that's all.”

Now, if you then do sonething with it in sone
section pre-equating way, that is right, you are naking
sonme sort of assunption like that. | conpletely al so agree
that the kinds of things you would like to do with it are
to say, this state had a good idea here, this state had a
good idea there, this state had a good idea here, and pick
and choose the subsections of the different states and nake
a hypothetical giant test that nobody took, but everybody
has paraneters for it that are state | evel paraneters, and
you then get an answer for that test, an estinmate for that
test, that nobody took. And you can change the test,
dependi ng upon what you want to ask.

So it has virtues like that. It is an idea that
has a lot of richness to it, | think.

PARTI CI PANT: | understand how engaging in this



enterprise would help us to understand better how the tests
in different states are conparable or non-conparable to
each other. But fromthe standpoint of the program

eval uation of federal prograns, presunably the prograns are
i npl emented in such a way that we get a neasure of the
effect of the programin each state.

So fromthe standpoint of understandi ng program
effects, the value of the state test and differences in the
state tests is understandi ng heterogeneity in those effects
across states. So what | amnot clear about is why we need
to know about the conparability of tests across states to
under stand those effect sizes for the programeffects. Can
we use current know edge about differences across states to
| ook at heterogeneity in the effect sizes as a noderator
vari abl e?

DR. RUBIN. | guess there would be two answers to
that. One is that this proposal is just to address the
construction of this ideal data set, and not say exactly
how you were to use it.

The issue of effect; effect is a tricky word. Do
you nean causal effect, like the effect of an intervention?
O do you nean an effect like, “lI did a random effects
nodel and each state has an effect, or each school program
has an effect?” Three different things.

PARTI Cl PANT: Let's tal k about the causal effect.



DR. RUBIN. CGoing back to the first comrent |
made, you really are dead doing that unless you bring in a
huge nunber of assunptions, which is okay, but you better
explicate what assunptions you are making in order to get
t here.

For that, | agree. |If you are only | ooking
within a state and say, we just inplenented program A, and
now we would Iike to know whet her program A for the state
works in the state. You don't have other state data
necessarily, but let's suppose you did, so that you
woul dn't only have before and after A in that state, but
then you had an adjacent state, Virginia and Maryl and or
sonet hing, where Virginia didn't do it. So now you get
nore information to try to calibrate what happened in
Virgi nia because Maryl and didn't change.

There woul d be differences which | don't Iike,
but the idea is that even if you are only interested in one
state, what is happening in a neighboring state where there
was no change, can be useful

This was used, for exanple, in a study by [Al an]
Krueger and David Card, which evaluated the m ni num wage.
So they went into Pennsylvania and New Jersey. New Jersey
changed its m ni nrum wage and Pennsyl vania did not in one
year. They | ooked at Burger Kings and MDonal d's as

restaurants to see what the unenpl oynent rates were like in



the two states before and after the change, using the state
that did not have the change in m ni nrum wage.

PARTI Cl PANT: So in those situations where
federal prograns are not inplenmented nationally, but in
certain states and not other states, then conparability
coul d hel p.

DR. RUBIN.  Yes, because wages neant the sane
thing. If you paid people inlira in one state and dollars
in the other, you first have to go around and say how do |
convert lira; it makes it harder. So if you had this giant
data set, it gives you a | eg up on addressing those
gquestions, even if they are focused only on one state.

PARTI Cl PANT: (Comments not picked up by
m crophone.)

DR. RUBIN. For that, |I think it would actually
buy you even nore, because you get to define the outcone
test that you wanted, not corresponding to any state's
test, but to sonme conposite test that no one ever gave
anybody, which would be considered to be fair across al
the states perhaps. Then you can use units in states and
kids within states, and you would have a | ot nore structure
totry to build on.

PARTI CI PANT: I n order to nmake these conparabl e
i nferences, for exanple on effect sizes, would there have

to be a uniform nmethodology for all the states to nake a



determ nation of effect sizes? Wuld that then have to be
established by the Departnent of Education and CES and

ot her commnalities, so that you have got different
measures, nmaybe different achi evenent |evels, different
ways of setting achievenent |evels? But then the
statistical analysis, would that have to be uniformin
order to make these inferences across states and across
tests?

DR. RUBIN. | don't see why. The thing that has
to be carefully designed is the sub-sanples of kids who
were taking the state and the sub-sanples of sections of
tests. But they would be given in the sane way that the
regul ar states' tests are, because that is part of the
action right now So | don't think you want to actually
change the individual states' tests, because that would be
too hard.

PARTI CI PANT: (Comments not picked up by
m crophone.)

PARTI Cl PANT: But we were trying to build the
dat abase fromraw data, and then doing all the inference at
sonme uniformlevel. So you're right. | think |I probably
m sunder st ood what you sai d.

Once you create this database fromthe states’
raw data that they give back to you, then the analysis to

buil d the database and the analysis of it would have to be



uni form

DR. DUNBAR One nore question.

PARTI Cl PANT: Can you explain howthis is
different from No Sub-2?

DR. RUBIN. If I knew what No Sub-2 was, maybe |
woul d be abl e to.

PARTI Cl PANT: Maybe David [ Thi ssen] can.

DR. THI SSEN: See, No Sub-1 and No Sub-2 -- well,
No Sub-2 was tal king to sone extent about using data
designed not quite as el aborate as Don [Rubin]'s. Don's is
really big. But what No Sub-2 said is, you couldn't take
that [conmments not picked up by m crophone] -- | guess what
wasn't thought about was this idea that we evolved to up
here in this discussion of making up a score scale that is
referred to a construct that doesn't actually nmatch any of
t he above. That is, take math; it is not math as defi ned
by NAEP' s blueprints and itens. It is not math as defined
by ITBS. It would have to be either sonething el se or
possi bly even a nultivariate sonething el se.

| don't think the commttees of No-1 and No-2
considered that. What they said is, you wouldn't get
conparabl e scores if you just nmade one to one concordance
t abl es between scores on NAEP and scores on | TBS, because
that woul dn't give you the sanme shufflings of many answers.

We may have actually conme up with an idea of that



out of all those commttee neetings; in nmy nenory it was
sonet hi ng that never actually cane up

DR. RUBIN. Does that nmean | get ny expenses?

DR. DUNBAR: One nore question from Laurie W se,
and then we're going to have to stop for |unch.

DR. WSE: (Comments not picked up by
m crophone.)

DR. DUNBAR That's right. Well, on that note,
think we wll close this session. Join ne again in
t hanki ng all of our speakers.

W w|ll break for approximately one hour. W
reconvene at 1:20 sharp.

(Wher eupon, the neeting was recessed for |unch,

to reconvene at 1:20 p.m)



AFTERNOON SESSI ON

Agenda Item Session 4: New Qpportunities

DR. KINGSBURY: Good afternoon. |'m Gage. |
work with the Northwestern Eval uati on Associ ation

| was asked to talk a little bit about sonme of
the ideas that m ght be used to bring the SSASD dat abase a
little bit closer to the ideal, fromthe point of view of
program eval uation. So for today, | amgoing to take off
my psychonetrician's hat and talk a little bit with ny
eval uator's hat on. Psychonetricians' hats are notoriously
hard to put down, so | will probably pick it up as we talk.

"Il talk a little bit about the strengths of the
dat abase as it currently exists, and then I'll talk a
little bit about sone of the weaknesses it has for program
evaluation, and then finally 1'Il tal k about sone ideas
that m ght be used to nove it alittle nore in the
direction of the ideal if not to the ideal. Then |l
finish wwth an exanpl e of application of one of those
i deas.

The strengths of the database are pretty clear.
There is centrality, a broad variety of data brought to a
common | ocation so researchers can get at it. That puts us
ahead of where we were ten years ago pretty dramatically.

There is substantial breadth in the database.

Even though not all students are included in the testing in



i ndi vi dual states, enough of themare included to make it
interesting for use in a program eval uati on standpoi nt,
even when you are trying to evaluate a programthat is a
wi de-rangi ng federal program

The database currently has state |evel
consistency. I'll talk alittle bit nore about that
because it goes to the question that was raised this
nor ni ng, not suggesting that there is any consistency from
one state to the next to the next. But for a change, we
have gotten to the point where there is consistency within
a state and a fair anount of data within a state that can
be used to | ook at how students performfromone grade to
the next to the next.

It is not as crystal clear as that. There are
still a fair nunber of states that use multiple test
vendors to provide their tests at different grades, and as
aresult, in those states the consistency isn't clean, but
substantially better than it used to be.

There is a notivational consistency that has been
lacking in the past. Let nme tell you a little bit about
that. The problemthat we have had in doing eval uations
since the dawn of tine is that when you are trying to do an
eval uation study, you have to coerce people into doing
things. One of the things that you al nost al ways have to

coerce people into doing is taking sonme sort of pre-post



measure, Or sone continuous nmeasure so you can identify
change.

It is not always the case that the individuals
taki ng those assessnents are the nost notivated people in
the world. They are not always the | east notivated, but
probably closer to that end of the spectrum So as a
result of No Child Left Behind, we have at |east relatively
consi stent notivation across states, and certainly decent
consi stency of notivation within states. 1'Il get back to
this whole issue of notivation in alittle bit.

The last thing that we haven't had before is
| ongi tudinal information. It hasn't always been easy to
capture longitudinal information, particularly to deal with
the kind of tine series analysis that starts before a
program goes into place and follows inplenentation and then
asks questions after it has been inplenented. The
| ongi tudinal information that we get fromthis database and
that is caused by No Child Left Behind enables us to ask
guestions using data fromtoday for a programthat won't be
i npl emented until tonorrow. That puts us in a very strong
position with respect to tine series and things |ike that.

Enough about strengths. | don't like to talk too
much about strengths; it wears ne out.

There are sone substantial weaknesses in the

dat abase, and they deserve to be thrown out so we can



figure out howto fix them The first one isn't actually a
weakness of the database, and that has been brought out
fairly quickly and fairly conpletely by Mchael Scriven's
tal k yesterday.

VWhat we can do with this database is | ook at
| ongi tudi nal data and not create random control design
experinents, at |east not using backtracking data. | kind
of dislike the term quasi-experinental, just because |
think it suggests sonething that nost |ongitudinal designs
aren't. So | suggest elimnating the words quasi -
experinmental fromyour vocabulary if you can, and consi der
a longitudi nal design which, rather than being quasi-
experinmental, is a process to ferret out the truth, just as
an experinmental design is.

So if we think about a |ongitudinal design, and
we think about it creating evidence beyond a reasonabl e
doubt, | think was the term soneone used earlier, that is
probably a good place to stand. But sonmewhere in this
process, the parts of the Departnment of Education m ght
want to talk to each other so that we can get to the point
where | ongitudi nal data analysis isn't considered a second-
class citizen in ternms of identifying causal factors that
enabl e student grow h.

One of the things that you always |ike to see as

an evaluator is an indicator of how well and to what extent



a programis being inplenented in a particular site. So if
you are doing a nmulti-site analysis, you know that site one
i npl emented reasonably well, site two inplenented not at
all but they had the materials, and site three inpl enented
extrenely well, because know edge of the inplenentation is
i nperative to figuring out whether what you have is kind of
a dosage or whether it is an issue that a program sinply
doesn't work. So that is extrenely inportant to have, and
unfortunately we don't currently have that in the database.

There is also a small problemw th inconsistency
before and after No Child Left Behind. Before No Child
Left Behind, the data for state tests wasn't necessarily
al ways captured in the nost notivated of settings. It was
very comon for teachers to try to get their students to
attend to the test by saying things like, “you will never
get a result fromthis test, but do your best anyway.”

That is not the best of all possible worlds. So
we have an inconsistency before and after No Child Left
Behind in terns of notivational factors. W also have
i nconsi stency before and after the tests being used, in
terms of whether or not there was a proficiency |evel
established. A lot of things cause that difference, and
those differences are going to play out in unknown ways
when we try to do eval uati ons of prograns.

There are different tests. You know t hat



al ready. There are different score types, and that is
probably a useful thing to tal k about, since everyone el se
has, so | feel conpelled.

The different tests in different states have a
variety of different score types that are available. One
of the strengths of the database right nowis that it has
given us a common | anguage for dealing with those different
score types. That is a good thing. The bad thing is that
not all score types are available for all tests, so sone
tests have vertical scales, sone tests have scales wthin a
grade, and sone tests don't actually give scale scores, but
drop things into buckets. So there is a substanti al
difference in the level of granularity and the type of
anal ysis that can be done with different score types.

We consistently see people try to anal yze
percentile ranks as if they are score scales, and it is not
necessarily the best thing to do, fromeither a statistical
poi nt of view, psychonetric point of view or an evaluative
poi nt of view.

The last one | wanted to nmention as an indicator
of weakness in the database is that we don't have an
i ndi cator of differential accuracy. For the evaluation of
a federal program one of the things we are going to need
at sone point down the road is an indicator of how well a

particul ar test does in nmeasuring the performance of a



particul ar group of students.

So, for instance, if we are studying students at
risk and we are using -- let ne take an exanple from sone
work we saw this norning. W know that South Carolina has
relatively high standards relative to the rest of the
world. As a result, atest that is designed to identify
whet her students are proficient or not in South Carolina
probably isn't going to be overly well designed to neasure
subtl e di fferences between students who are struggling. So
t he psychonetrics involved in the test may get in the way
of our evaluation, depending on what state we are | ooking
at, depending on what their proficiency levels actually
are. It is sonething to keep in m nd.

Unfortunately, right now in the database we don't
have an indicator of the reliability, validity, information
functions, or anything like that, that are associated with
the individual tests. The data exists; it is just not
neatly available for the evaluator to use.

Enough for being a downer. Let's talk about sone
suggestions for change, which is why | amhere in the first
pl ace. One of the first things | would suggest is creating
a score validity indicator. Wat | amthinking about here
is, wthin any school in the database, there will be a
certain nunber of students who respond to a test, and the

test is either far too difficult for them or the test is



far too easy for them Those students tend to get scores
that aren't the best indicator of the student's

achi evenent, but we don't treat themany differently for
the nost part than we do students who are smack dab in the
m ddl e of a neasurenent range for a test.

So it mght be useful on a school |evel to have
an indicator that tells us what percentage of students in
the school got a score that would be considered in the
invalid range. | would call invalid pretty nuch anyt hi ng
that is at or near chance, pretty nmuch anything that is at
or near 100 percent accuracy, because once we get to those
points on the scale, regardl ess of the psychonetric nodel
that we are using, what we have in the data is a
substantial anmount of noise conpared to a relatively snal
signal. That is particularly true for the students who are
performng at the |lower end of the distribution. The
anount of noise that gathers in a score for a student who
is really struggling with a test is surprising.

So it would be useful to have a score validity
i ndi cator at | east on the school |evel, which is our | owest
level. CQbviously that only gives us an indication of what
percent age of the students were giving us noise rather than
signal, and it is up to us as the analysts to figure out
how to make use of that information

The second thing | would suggest is an



i npl enentation survey to go along with the devel opnent and
i npl ementation of a new federal program It doesn't seem
like too high a cost to a school that is getting additional
nmoney fromthe federal governnent to ask them how and to
what extent they are inplenenting the program

Even though self report isn't always extrenely
accurate, it is better than no report at all. So having
i nformati on about whether or not materials are being used
as they are planned to be used, or infornmation about
whet her funds are being used as they were intended to be
expended, would be really useful if we wanted to nake
causal statenents about the inpact of a federal program
W need to know how the federal programis being
i npl emrented and whet her the federal programis being
i npl enented as we expected it to be in the various sites.
That isn't a small problem

| have been in a nunber of school districts that
have had new readi ng adaptations for years before materials
get out of the closets in sonme of the schools. So that is
a substantial problem The nature of the problemis that
it tends to bias the results. It is not a matter of
accuracy, it is a matter of bias. So you end up with, for
the nost part, if there is | ess than decent inplenentation,
with less than optimal effect sizes, because the folks

aren't using things the way you expected themto.



The other thing that inplenentation would give us
woul d be an indicator of the extent to which the programis
being inplenmented. As any good formative evaluator wll
tell you, that is at least half the battle.

| amgoing to take a slightly different approach
to this cutoff score thing than nost peopl e have suggested.
| am going to suggest that we try to avoid using cutoff
score anal yses whenever possible, because to use a
technical term they are really |ousy for eval uation
pr ocedur es.

If you are trying to identify a change that may
be relatively subtle, and may be centralized to a
particul ar group of |earners, having information that takes
a score scale and throws out nost of the information by
putting kids into finite categories isn't a good way to
identify subtle effects, and m ght be a good way to
identify really big effects. But it is unlikely that nost
of our prograns are going to be in the really big effect
category, at |east given past experience.

It is just including all of these score types
that you possibly can in the database. | would further
suggest that you recommend to researchers that they avoid
using cutoff scores for an evaluation of federal projects
whenever possible, because it is really not a good

approach. Cutoff scores are useful for a lot of things.



They are useful if you want to identify if a student is
going to go on to the next grade. They are useful if you
are going to identify whether a person becones a nurse or a
doctor. But they are not overly useful if what you want to
do is do an analysis of a program and ask the question,
“What is its effect size?”

A test change indicator would be useful. Right
now i n the database | couldn't figure out any way to see
whet her either the standards that the state was using, the
test instrunent that the state was using, or the
proficiency levels that the state was using had changed
fromone year to the next. So that is a pretty nonviol ent
thing to add, and it would be real useful for an eval uator.

Last point. | would suggest that we consider
connections to other data sources. The anopunt of data that
is out there in privately held databases and in state held
dat abases is huge. By limting ourselves to school |evel
data, we take away a lot of the tools that an eval uator
woul d |i ke to have, |ike student scores. So the idea of
actively seeking out sources of data and connecting the
dots.

For instance, let's give an obvious exanple, the
NAEP scores fromthe states don't seemto be included in
t he database. So that would be a real obvious one, but

there are probably a mllion others. Since |l amtalking, |



get to use ny favorite exanple.

One of the things that we do in our spare tine at
Nor t hwest Eval uati on Association is create databases.

Ri ght now, we have a growth research database, which as
about 35 mllion |ongitudinal assessnent records, student

| evel data going back as far as 1995. This data isn't on
the state assessnents, but it is an additional indicator of
what the students can do.

| think it is probably inportant to realize that
we don't really need to have information on the state
assessnents fromtop to bottom \What we need to know is
how t he students are doing, how the schools are doing, how
the districts are doing, how the states are doing. So
connecting the dots to a lot of different data sources is
probably a stronger position to stand in.

The data in ny particul ar database are connected
to the NCS school identifiers. | think a |lot of databases
are starting to use that as their common process, because
it mkes it real easy to go fromone year to the next and
know how t he common core data matches up, know how NAEP
data mat ches up, and know how what ever other data you have
of interest matches up. So that is probably an easy way of
identifying and maintaining consistency in the schools.

The grow h research database, if you think about

just that exanple, could provide researchers with a drill-



down capacity. So if we are |ooking at the inpact of a
particular programin a particular state, and we see that
there is an effect at the school |evel, the next question
that | think nost people would like to ask is, does that
school level effect trickle down to be a student |evel
effect. That is sonething that you can't answer w thout
the right data. So if you connect to, for instance, the
grow h research database and 47 ot her databases, you give
researchers an opportunity and the ability to decide to do
it or not.

So what | would suggest in closing is that
whenever there is a question about including data or not
including data, include it. It may cost you a little bit
more to collect it, but it costs you a lot nore if you
don't have it, and you decide later on that you need it.
So | woul d suggest erring on the side of inclusion. I
woul d al so suggest not m nim zing what other fol ks can
bring to the table. The federal governnent can collect a
substantial anmount of information, but there are other
fol ks out there that have information, too. So it would be
useful to catch what they have and use it as we can.

Thank you.

DR. LUCAS: Don't go away. W have just a few
m nutes for questions. | have a question. M question is,

“What ki nds of changes, especially connected to your | ast



poi nt about how all these other entities have data, as we
t hi nk about adding the data to the database, what kind of
changes do you see m ght be needed to make sure that the
dat a added has sufficient quality?”

DR. KINGSBURY: That is an excellent question.
One of the points that | didn't have a chance to nake was
that different databases that are out there are kind of
variable in terns of the level of quality that they have.

| don't think there has to be a huge anount of
wor k done, because some of it can be left to the evaluators
t henmsel ves. The other thing I would suggest is that we
m ght not even have to add the data to the database. There
are | ots of database processes that create |ive connections
to ot her databases. So one of the things you m ght want to
consider is not taking on the task of making ot her peoples
data perfect, but allowit its inperfections and require
the researchers to identify those. Then if you identify
specific problenms with specific research databases, then
you nmake those known.

So for instance, the database | was tal king about
has substantial limtations. It has only those school
districts that are working with us. It only has school
districts that have gone out of their way to purchase our
services, so it is a very self selected group. So that

woul d be sonething that the researchers would want to take



into account. It is not exactly a quality issue, but it is
an issue of self selection that is inportant to consider.

PARTI Cl PANT: Just a qui ck point about the
dat abase. You nentioned that it would be good to be able
to link to other databases, and | agree whol eheartedly.

But the CCD indicator is on there for each record. W put
that on there so you could take these data and downl oad
them and match up to your schools.

DR. YEN: | just wanted to build off of sonething
that Gage said. Sone of the discussion or the unani nous
opinion is that score scales or scale scores, or sone kind
of nore continuous scores, are nore useful than the
proficiency |evel designation.

One of the things that Gage said is that it is
going to be very difficult to find programeffects if you
are only using the gross categories rather than the score
scales. | think this is relevant, because as we hear from
the folks who are now in charge of this database, in
essence they have nmade up their m nd about what they want
to do, and they don't really want to hear a different
opinion. They say, in effect, “All | care about is
proficiency because that is what No Child Left Behind is
about .”

But | think in communicating with them they also

care about finding programeffects. | don't think anyone



in the federal governnment wants to know, we spend all this
nmoney, and there really are effects out there, but we are
not going to be able to find them because we are using the
wr ong dat a.

So | think there is a marketing issue here,
communi cating with them saying, if you want to find
programeffects, these other kinds of scores will be nore
hel pful to you. It is not just an issue that a kid doesn't
turn fromnot proficient to proficient overnight. There is
a growh that goes on there. These other kinds of scores
can help nonitor that growth and denonstrate that grow h,
which is a very positive thing for the nation. | would
think that is conpletely consistent with No Child Left
Behi nd.

So | am |l ooking at Steve, because | don't know
who the right person is to do this, but sonebody witing a
summary of the main ideas com ng out of this workshop
shoul d be marketing sone of the main ideas so that people
who are listening to this can understand it, relative to
what they care about.

DR. KI NGSBURY: Thanks, Wendy. You said it nuch
better than ne.

DR. LUCAS: W have tine for one nore, then we
have to go to the next speaker. But we nay have sone tinme

at the end.



PARTI CI PANT: | wonder if you could comment on
t he possi ble tradeoff between the conprehensiveness of the
dat abase, adding all these other things, and the tineliness
of the data, that is, howlong it would take to get it put
toget her, and consider the alternative. You put out a core
set of data, but you have the linkability, so that as other
information is available, different people can |link them
in.

DR. KINGSBURY: | guess ny initial bias, having
t hought of it for five seconds, would be to tend toward the
|atter, put out that which we have and create links to
t hose other things that exist and m ght be useful.

| think, as you know, about nine-tenths of the
battle in creating a database structure that is useful is
maki ng sure that the data is accurate that is inside it.
That is an inportant issue, but I don't think it is an
i ssue that we want to spend a trenmendous anmount of tinme on
if we can hold the researchers responsible to do part of
it, and if we can enable the research as we find out
specific problens wth databases.

DR. LUCAS: Now we are going to hear fromDr.
Kashka Kubzdel a.

DR. KUBZDELA: Hello. M presentation is
factual. | amnot here to nmake recommendati ons on the data

system but perhaps it can tell you about possible capacity



of states to do the kinds of analyses that people are
tal ki ng about here.

This is a new program It is called the
St at ew de Longi tudi nal Data Assistance Grants Program It
was aut horized in 2002 by the Educati onal Techni cal
Assi stance Act, along with the Education Sci ences Reform
Act. It was funded for the first tinme in 2005, and there
is anticipated nmoney in 2006, about $24.8 million per year
so far.

Eligible applicants are the principal education
agencies of the 50 states, the District of Colunbia, the
Commonweal th of Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin
| sl ands, American Sanpa, Guam and the Commonweal th of the
Nort hern Mariana |sl ands.

The primary goal of the programis that it
provi des conpetitive grants to state educati on agencies to
enabl e themto design, devel op and inpl enent statew de
| ongi tudi nal data systens to efficiently and accurate
manage, anal yze, disaggregate and use | ongitudi nal
i ndi vi dual student dat a.

The long termgoal of this programis to increase
t he nunber of states that maintain statew de | ongitudina
data systens in order to assist themin generating and
using accurate and tinely data, to neet the reporting

requirenents at all admnistrative levels fromfederal to



| ocal, support data driven decision naking at the state,
district, school and classroomlevels, and facilitate
research needed to elimnate achi evenent gaps and i nprove
| earning of all students.

In particular, data systens devel oped under this
program shoul d make it possible for SEAs [state education
agenci es], LEAs [local education agencies], and researchers
to conduct val ue-added research that utilizes links to
| ongi tudi nal data on students, teachers, prograns,
initiatives and interventions, in order to help identify
the nost cost-effective solutions towards inproving
instruction and student achi evenent.

An additional goal of this programis to | everage
the work supported with grant funds, to facilitate the
desi gn, devel opnent, inplenentation and use of our
| ongi tudi nal data systens by other state and | ocal
education agencies. This wll be achieved in part by
discrimnating | essons | earned and non-proprietary products
and sol utions devel oped by the recipients of the grant.

In order to qualify for the grants, the states
have to neet a nunber of requirenents by the end of the
project that is funded by the grant. | will just summarize
them here to give you an idea of what will be covered in
t he end.

States are starting fromdifferent points, so



sone of these things have already been done by sone of the
states, and sone states are starting from scratch, and thus
have a | onger way to go. But, by the end of the program
the state nmust have an enterprise-w de data architecture
that includes a data nodel, data dictionary, business rules
and quality assurance procedures. The architecture nust be
based on analysis of current data systens, plans for future
enhancenents and anal yses of infornmation needs across the
SEA and district programoffices, schools, classroons and
federal reporting requirenments. So this programis really
ainmed to support the devel opnent of data systens that neet
a wide variety of needs.

The architecture has to be relational in nature,
and allow users to readily link records across tinme and
across information systens. The data types and itens to be
included in the systemnust, at a mninum include all data
el ements required for NCLB reporting, be maintained in a
| ongi tudinal format, allow for neaningful |ongitudinal
anal yses of student academ c growth and factors affecting
it, and preferably also include data el enents necessary for
research to address the effectiveness of educati onal
prograns, devel opnent, finances and other central education
policy issues.

The state, of course, wll have to have a uni que

per manent statew de student identifier. The data wll need



to be vertically integrated, to allow for easy novenent of
data fromlocal to state to federal levels. Also, there is
a maxi mum participation of all LEAs in the data system
requi red before the project's concl usion.

Ef fective procedures for protecting the security,
confidentiality and integrity of data are al so required.
Q her requirenents include procedures for assuring
technical quality of data and the |ongitudinal data system
they will feed into, to maximze the validity, reliability
and accessibility of statew de cross section and
| ongi tudinal data at all adm nistrative |evels for
eval uation and deci si on nmaki ng purposes. A data warehouse
or conparabl e neans for managi ng and storing |ongitudinally
i nked data and making it accessible and useful to key
st akehol ders, especially teachers, schools and districts.

Timel y and ongoi ng exchange of data across
institutions within a state, especially between districts,
potentially al so between secondary and post secondary
institutions, tinely and ongoi ng provision of high quality
data reports and ad hoc anal yses to teachers, schools,
districts and other constituents such as parents, school
boards, state and |ocal officials, business community and
the general public, and tinely, effective and ongoi ng
training of intended users of the intended data system

The state nust al so devel op cl ear procedures and



insure tinmely and ongoing restricted access to data for
policy oriented research in conformance w th FERPA

requi renents, and facilitate anal yses and ri gorous research
to evaluate the effectiveness of prograns and efficiently

i nprove student | earning and academ c achi evenent.

They nust devel op and i nplement within the first
15 nonths of the project clear evaluation criteria for
determ ni ng successful devel opnent and i npl enentation of
the data system and on an ongoi ng basis evaluate its
quality and effectiveness in neeting the reporting and
deci si on support needs of all of its key stakehol ders, so
that the states find ways to nonitor that what they devel op
is actually useful. Also, they nust evaluate the
ef fecti veness of the data systemin catal yzing inprovenent
in academ c achi evenent of all students.

The state nust al so coordinate the use of state
and | ocal resources available for educational data systens
with the use of federal funds under this grant program to
i nsure that noney fromthis program suppl enents and not
suppl ants avail abl e state and ot her funds, and insure that
the statew de | ongitudinal data system devel oped under this
grant will be sustained over tine.

Forty-five states applied to this programin its
first year; the applications were reviewed by 20 external

techni cal experts who eval uated applications for the



content, quality and feasibility of the data systens
proposed. Reviewers also judged the |ikelihood that each
proposed project would have a substantial inpact on
generating and using accurate and tinely data to neet
federal, state and |local reporting requirenents on allow ng
for val ue-added and ot her diagnostic policy rel evant
research on engaging in data-driven decision nmaking and

i nprovi ng student achi evenent.

| don't need to go through the process because |
amrunning out of tine. [See Dr. Kubzdel a s Power Poi nt
slides for additional information.]

The conpetition was announced in April of this
year. The application was at the end of June. A panel net
in Septenber, and awards were announced just a couple of
weeks ago in Novenber. Many of the awarded projects began
on Decenber 1, and will have to conclude by the end of
Novenber 2008, since it is a three-year grant. Gants
could be for up to six mllion dollars over a nmaxi mum of
three years. As | nentioned, 45 SEAs applied and funding
was sufficient to fund the top 14 applications, ranging
from$1l.5 to $5.8 million

The grants for those interested were awarded to
Al aska, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Florida,

Kent ucky, Maryland, M chigan, M nnesota, Onio,

Pennsyl vani a, South Carolina, Tennessee and W sconsin.



| just quickly wanted to | et people know what
were the common needs specified by applicants. Sone SEAs
have devel oped their system conponents as an information
need arose, and now are recognizing that they don't have
sone of the basic infrastructure behind other existing
systens, and that this is a real barrier to efficiency or
continued growh of their data systens. The proposals
of ten included devel opi ng an enterprise-w de architecture,
conprehensi ve data dictionaries and ot herw se wor ki ng
across prograns to build a conprehensive data systemfor
the state.

I ntegrating existing databases was a big part of
many proposals. The SEAs wanted to take apart the data
silos that support teacher certification, accountability,
student special [education] program participation and
others into a single informati on system Many states, in
addition to |inks between program staff and student data,
are planning to take fiscal and facilities data to student
out cones.

Access was a commpn thenme. States with existing
systens wanted to see themused fully for decision support.
Many of the proposals included devel oping data portals or
dat a war ehouses that would be available to district and
school staff nmenbers as well as the SEA. Many states are

incorporating security features into their data systens to



all ow researchers access to data wi thout revealing student
or staff identity. Many states are devel oping solid plans
to pronote research and use the results for decision

maki ng.

School districts need training in order to put
accurate tinely data into the state system and to use the
data that is in a systemfor inproving classroom
instruction. |t appears that hardware and system
devel opnent often fails to include support for participant
training. This was a comon need, and sone states have
very el aborate staff training plans at all admnistrative
| evel s, including schools.

There is nmuch variability across districts
student information systens, which often represents a
si zeabl e investnment fromthe district. A nunber of states
are adopting common data standards that build vertical
integration, again allowing the data to be noved from |l oca
to state and federal.

Anmong t he awarded applications, the common
approaches, all states are |everaging existing work to get
a dollar value for every dollar of grant noney.
Integrating different systens was a common thene, but once
t hey proposed to integrate finance, school facilities,
st udent denographi c performance and accountability data,

they are al so including postsecondary data so that it could



measure over time factors associated with student | earning.
A nunber of applicants proposed to expand their
current elenentary and secondary systens to include
post secondary students, noving fromK-12 to K-16 or K- 20,
and often including preschool and sonetines before. O her
states' applications included devel oping a standard
el ectronic student transcript. This is for the purpose of
nmovi ng student records between states.
Several SEAs proposed partnershi ps outside the K-
12 systemto gain information or expertise. One SEA
proposed to work with the state's health and human services
agency, another to work wwth a major research university.
Sone exanpl es of innovative ideas. Three-state
col l aboration to establish a common system buil di ng on
uni que strengths and contributions by each state. That is
W sconsin, Mnnesota and M chigan. Providing a gui debook
for other states to use in devel oping | ongitudinal systens.
Finally, plans for future grants. |If thereis
funding in 2007, we w |l announce the conpetition in
probably sumrer, fall 2006, award the next grants probably
in early 2007, and we will |learn from experience from
current grantees in howto revise and shape the
appl i cation.
So hopefully that will provide sonme other neans

of anal yzi ng dat a.



DR. LUCAS: | think we are out of tinme. It is
time for the next session, so thank you.

Agenda Item Session 5: State and District
React i ons

DR. HENRY: For this session we are going to
provi de a state- and school district-level perspective in
reaction to what we have heard so far. | think it would be
a good thing to begin by introducing ourselves. W are
goi ng to have about three basic phases to this. W are
going to go in the order that appears on the program and
each participant wll have about five mnutes to give an
overview. After we have gotten through that cycle, we have
sone general questions to submt to our panel, and then we
will open it up for general audi ence subm ssion.

Geno, do you want to introduce yourself?

DR, FLORES: Sure. I'mGeno Flores. | am
currently a deputy superintendent of the school district in
San Diego City Schools, but previous to that, when the
organi zation of this synposiumstarted, | was deputy
superintendent for the state of California, in charge of
t he assessnent and accountability branch of operation.

DR OREILLY: I1'mJoe OReilly. I'mfrom Mesa
Schools in Arizona. It is about a 75,000 student district.
| amthe executive director for student achievenent

support, which neans | oversee research and testing and



community relations. | have also worked on the state
techni cal advisory commttee. | have been involved at the
U S. Departnent of Education's reviews for my AASA on
standards and accountability and assessnment systens through
the No Child Left Behind reviews. So | have had sone

experience wth that also.

DR. CURL: | amCory Curl. | amin the office of
the deputy comm ssioner. | amin the testing departnent of
education. | do a lot of different work. | amprimarily a

data consuner in ny work, and try to always be there to
provi de high quality data for all the decision nmakers that
| answer to. | also work with the federal EDEN [ Educati on
Dat a Exchange Network] project, so | will be speaking about
that a | ot today.

DR. HENRY: |'m Steve Henry. | am general
director of research, evaluation and assessnent for Topeka
Public Schools, where | have been for about 20 years, past
presi dent of National Association of Test Directors,
frequent peer reviewer for the feds, and also incom ng
division H vice president for the school evaluation and
program devel opnent di vi si on.

DR TAYLOR " m Robin Taylor. | amthe
associ ate secretary of education in Del aware, responsible
for assessnent and accountability. | amresponsible for

student, school, district, state and educat or



accountability, licensure certification as well as
t echnol ogy.

DR. CHESTER. Mtchell Chester, associate
superintendent with the Chio Departnent of Educati on,
responsi ble for policy devel opnent, strategic planning and
accountability prograns.

DR. HENRY: And Robin, we wll begin with you.

DR. TAYLOR | thought | would spend a few
mnutes talking a little bit about the background of data
collection in Delaware. There are four broad points | want
to make in ny five m nutes.

We are that small, cute state that Gary [Mron]
referred to yesterday. W have a uni que student |ID system
in Del aware. W have had that since 1984, so i ndividual
student data collection is not newto us. W also have a
statew de pupil accounting system It is a software
application that is used by nost of our districts. It is
voluntary; however the state pays for it, so it doesn't
cost the districts anything to do data collection if it is
used, or touse it. So there is somewhat of an incentive
t here.

The departnent maintains a system W have a
comon data dictionary across all the districts in the
state, and there are certain data elenents that are

transmtted to a statew de database at certain points in



time, and those points in tine are alnost on an hourly
basis now, so it looks like it is real tine.

One of the features of doing it this way is that
for exanple, when a new student shows up at a school, there
is a look-up feature, where the school secretary can | ook
up to see if the student already has a unique IDin the
state, and if the student does, they can register the
student very easily. They just say that the student
entered the school on such and such a day. That sort of
feature allows for the school where the student exited to
be notified right away. The records get transferred
el ectronically, the electronic records and the state
testing information gets transferred to that new school
i medi ately. So they do have sone kind of information
about the student when they enter the new school. So that

kind of information is captured and transferred very

easily.

We have been at this for about 20 years. W are
that small cute state -- | amgoing to keep rem ndi ng you
of that -- with a very large, rich data set, that is being
expanded. It is K through 12 right now, and we are trying

to expand it to PKto 20. So we are trying to get it out
t hrough the university systemand out into the world of
wor k, so we are working on that.

The four points that | want to nmake focus a | ot



on data integrity and data quality. Data integrity is a
really critical piece, whether we are tal ki ng about

dat abases at the state | evel or whether we are tal king
about themat the federal level. By that, | nean data
integrity basically exam nes the validity by which the

i nferences can be drawn fromthe sel ected data.

Here is an exanple. This is what | nean. |[|f you
are | ooking at |ongitudinal data, you have to be aware of
the sources of error that are there. For exanple, you can
have the best unique identification systemor student |evel
dat abase, but in your student denographics, if the student
re-enters each year and that creates a new record each
year, and you are trying to |look at data that is correct
over time, you have got to have certain controls to insure
that it is the sane student with the sane record. So you
have got sone real considerations there. You have to | ook
at the structure of that student |evel database. You have
to be aware of that, and you have to nmake sure that you
control for certain things.

It does happen that individual student data
changes over tinme, especially things like LEP [Limted
English Proficient] status, special ed services and status,
those sorts of things. So you have to be able to explain
that in any kind of |ongitudinal database.

The other thing is that business rules or



decision rules, cut scores, those sorts of things, change
over time, so you have got to nmake sure that you have a
systemthat captures the old and the new and can explain
the differences between the two.

Data quality, got to have controls in place.
States have to do this. W have to insure in our new
federal A-133 audits that down to the student record |evel,
data is accurate. So data quality is very inportant in
t his.

The last point | want to make, since | only have
one mnute left, is that the context of all of this is
critical. Yes, you can use a scale score to show grow h,
that is great, but you have got to have context in all of
it.

So as we go along, we will make sone nore points.

PARTI Cl PANT: We will next hear from Joe
OReilly.

DR. O REILLY: Wen | was first asked to be here,
it was being described to ne as, “Wuat do districts think
about this state | evel database and data collection?”, |
t hought, that is easy, they are oblivious to it. Even the
best inforned are probably vaguely aware of it.

My next reaction was to picture a [Gry] Larson
cartoon of two deer standing in the forest. One, which we

will say is an AIR person or a Wstat or maybe a state NAEP



coordinator, puts his armaround the other who has a
birthmark which is white and red and white and red in
circles and says, “Bumer of a birthmark there, Bob,” and
it is atarget. Mny tinmes schools feel like they are a
target when we hear that the states or the feds are going
to collect data fromus. Wat you call data collection is
what we call taking staff and student tinme. So that is the
first reaction of people.

As | listened to the papers, one of the things I
t hought about was, | experience what is going on day to day
internms of what we are doing at the state | evel and the
school |evel on getting sone of this data in. As | think
about the NCLB, it has had a really big inpact over the 20
years | have been involved in this, watching how our data
has gone. W still have the involuntary non-national test,
which is what we nostly tal ked about there, but there are
ot her things that have gone on.

The states are nore alike in terns of the grades
tested, who is tested and when. The denographic
information is nomnally at |least to say we are collecting
sone of the sane subgroups. Sonme of the work previously,
like the SIP initiative, resulted in a |ot of our student
dat abases having — many tines — the sane data definitions,
so they are SIP conpliant, that we school districts buy

from vari ous vendors.



The peer review system Bill [Schafer] has
tal ked about it, but | think that has had a big inpact on
gui di ng people. There is an extensive guid which is about
40 pages long, with detailed rubrics as to what is
expected, so it is a big docunent describing what is it
that is expected of states. Then the state people are
going forward and doing reviews, so they are being brought
along and trained as to what is being expected of their
system

So who is tested and how they are tested is
becom ng nore and nore alike. Special ed students, ELL
[ Engl i sh Language Learners] students, and that sort of
thing. O the 95 percent tested of every subgroup, | can
tell you about the 12 Asian students in our high school in
the tenth grade who were not tested, and we had to track
down fromthe district why those 12 kids were not tested,
because we were at 94.4 percent of our Asians tested. So |
now know what happened to every one of our Asians because
of the new system In the past it would have been, “Oh, we
lost a few, we got nost of the tests in.” Now at the
school level, it really nmeans sonething to themthat
everyone is tested, and that they are tested in the way
they should be tested, so that it accounts for
accountability.

In the past, in our information systens, people



used to say that the database is out at the schools with
the schools. Wll, they weren't. The schools didn't care
about the databases, they cared about the kids. W in
research and sonme other areas cared about the quality of
our data. But now, for the first tine, | amseeing the
school care a |ot nore about the quality of the data,
because we have kids in different subgroups. So | just
wanted to nmention that.

Every state has a database that allows you to
| ook at who is there, how they did on the test, who is
tested, their perfornmance |evel and sone of the subgroups
they are in. So every state has that because they have to
report back to the districts.

One of the things that was nentioned was context.
Context is very inportant, because schools are focused on
ki ds and school s and achi evenent, and not on research.
have seen superintendents say things |ike, “you guys get
the treatnment and don't worry, 1'Il take care of you.” You
have got to do sonething for your kids, too.

The bubbl e kids that Laura [Ham | ton] nentioned,
that is sonmething we are having argunents on all the tineg,
or discussions about. W are doing an inplenentation now
with a reading program and it is “who do you treat, and
who do you treat first?” |If we have a system where they

are | ooking at the percent passing the standard, they are



going to treat very different things than if we have a gain
system So we have been going back and forth with the
districts.

DR. HENRY: You've got one m nute.

DR. O REILLY: One mnute, okay. The inportance
of addressing the issues, because if we don't do it,
sonmeone else will do it. Just for the Kids has cone to
Arizona; it's got all kinds of student |evel data. They
have gotten noney fromthe state to do it, because they
prom sed sone things back. The commercial researchers,
won't tell the Gage story, but he nmade a conparison between
hi s conpany and Gage's conpany because they know about
marketing and all that, but Gage, they are just interested
in creating good tests, not nmaking noney the way the other
peopl e are.

W al ready addressed the other thing, which
t hi nk hadn't been addressed as well until Wndy Yen
addressed it with her disconnect between what we heard the
ot her day, that we are just going to have performance
| evel s, and what we have been tal king about for two days is
all the other things that are needed. | think Wendy said
that very well

DR. HENRY: Now we will hear from Cory Curl

DR CURL: I'mgoing to speak fromthe state

perspective. | have been PBDM [ Performance-Based Data



Management Initiative] coordinator in Tennessee for two
years now. So when we are tal king about using school [evel
data to evaluate federal prograns, the EDEN data set is
what is nost famliar to nme, so | will be speaking a great
deal about that.

One thing I would Iike to make sure to coment on
to the U. S. Departnment of Education with PBDM is that they
involve states in this process fromthe very begi nning.
When PBDM started, they went around to every single state
educati on agency and asked us very specifically about what
data el enents we coll ect and when and who i s responsible
for those.

As they began to create EDEN, which is the
dat abase in the subm ssions system they always | ooked to
states as partners. They always spoke to us as if we were
partners in that process. So even though the U S.
Departnent was asking us for two years, two to three years,
to be duplicating all of our data reporting, you need to
send things electronically for EDEN, and we need you to
still send in your paper reports, | think a |lot of states
really bought into this process, because of the fact that
we were brought into it fromthe very beginning.

The other thing is that EDEN to us makes sense.
This is data that once it hits the federal |evel wll

actually be useful for sone basic program eval uati on.



What we have been doing, which is sending in |ong
M crosoft Wrd docunments with Iots of narrative in there,
with data that was typed in by various people, once we send
that off and it goes to the federal level, we don't really
know what it is going to be used for, if at all. Now we
know that this data is going to be used.

The data that is there is very specific. | think
it is very specific to what the goals of NCLB are. | think
that is why they are asking us for the achi evenent |evels.

It is also very nmuch mrrored in our other
federal reporting requirements. The sane data that we send
to EDEN is also the sane data that we are required to put
on our state report cards, so it is a fairly efficient
process for us.

VWhat | envision woul d happen once we submt this
data to the federal level is that then it starts to get
into sone programofficer's thought processes, and it spurs
nore questions that then they begin to take to devel op the
nmore formal program eval uations that go on

The data elenments in EDEN are extensive. |t goes
from AYP [ adequate yearly progress] assessnent data,
dropout data, graduation data, all by subgroups, financial
data on federal prograns, which | think is very useful
participation data in federal prograns, fromTitle 1

negl ected, delinquent, mgrant, a |lot of data on speci al



ed, a |lot of data on teachers.

Because this is data that we are famliar with
it is fairly easy for us to report it. | do believe that
in a few years, you are going to see fairly universa
participation in this process, especially if the Secretary
decides to nmake it mandatory.

But there is a | ot about EDEN that is not easy
for us, because we have been used to sending in paper
reports. A lot of the data that we are used to submtting
is at the state level. So the fact of drilling down to a
district or a school level is very innovative for us. In
fact, in ny state we won't be submtting any -- unless a
m racl e happens -- any federal prograns participation data
except at the state level, because it is just very
difficult for us to collect it.

So what we are trying to do is go forward and
decide what is the best way for us to begin collecting this
data. W believe it is at the student level. So that
means that we will begin to utilize the grant that we
received to start building in the processes so we are
collecting this data correctly.

One really good thing about EDEN is that it
really maxim zes the data quality. Wen we submt it
el ectronically, we are not just blindly sending it off. It

i's going through sone business rules, so if it is not right



it gets kicked back to us and so we fix it. The
definitions are clear across all the states, and there is,

| hope, going to be areally fantastic neta-data repository
that is going to be fascinating, not only for data

anal ysis, but for policy analysis on differences across the
st at es.

| imagine that EDEN will evolve a great deal over
time. | think the discussions that we are having here are
very val uable. What can we do to EDEN that isn't going to
be difficult for states, that can still nmake it nore useful
froma research-oriented perspective. | also think that as
states begin to use nore |ongitudinal growth neasures over
time, that there could be sone school -level, district-I|eve
and growt h- or val ue-added type statistics that m ght be
val uable to add in the future.

One thing that the U S. Departnent is willing to
do is to make EDEN avail able to researchers and to others,
which | don't think has happened yet.

VWhat | would say to the research conmunity here
is, states are at a pretty revolutionary tinme right now.

We have sone federal noney that we have never had before.
W have a |lot of pressure on us from our schools and
districts that want to have really sophisticated data
avai l able to them

We are making a |lot of changes. W have got



proposal s on the table every day saying which data are we
going to collect, how are we going to collect this data. |
think this is a great tinme for researchers to get involved
with your state progranms and say, if you just collect this
one elenent this particular way, it could allow us to
answer sone big questions.

So that is ny suggestions to you.

DR. HENRY: Now we are ready for Mtch

DR CHESTER: 1'Il try to speak up. | am going
to address the issue of research questions, | think
primarily in my comments, and | hope get a little bit to
the potential for |ongitudinal student-|evel data.

| want to make three points in regard to research
guestions. | hope that these are useful, given the topic
of using school -level data for evaluating federal prograns.
| suspect that what | am going to say goes well beyond
federal prograns.

The first point that | want to make is that the
questions that are often of interest are not so nuch
[ conment not caught by m crophone] and just to use the
exanpl e that Elizabeth [Stuart] used, “lIs investnent in
libraries helping literacy?”, but the questions are usually
nore nuanced that we are interested in at the state |evel:
“Under what conditions, or given this context, is this

investnment likely to pay off?”. It is not so much, “Does



it work or doesn't it work?”

Charter schools is another great exanple of that.
Charter schools are not a universal phenonmenon. The
question isn't so nuch are they successful or aren't they
successful. That certainly was the question when they were
starting up, but at this point intine it is, what do we
know about the situations where they are successful, what
do we know about the situations where they are not
successful .

This is critical around school inprovenent
efforts at the state level. G ven our ability to size up
district capacity, school capacity, what kind of treatnent
is likely to be successful? So the question isn't, “Is
treatnment A successful?” The question that really would be
hel pful is, “Under what conditions, what circunstances?”’

The second poi nt about research questions. |
don't think I heard a | ot about this, it may have been
touched on, but there was a discussion in day one about the
notion of counter-factual, and what is the correct
conparison group, what is the basis on which the concl usion
of effectiveness is net.

| woul d propose that a key counter-factual for
states right nowis whether or not a treatnment results in a
school or a district neeting a target. Certainly AYP is

the federal target. In sone states the target is also a



rating, how we classify schools into five rating
categories. So we are really interested in, given a
particular treatnent intervention, what is the likelihood -
- the counter-factual isn't so nuch did that school do
better than conparable schools. A key issue is, did that
treatnment, did that intervention, was it sufficient to nove
that school above the target. If it wasn't, the fact that
it hel ped that school performa little better than
conpar abl e schools doesn't quite get us all the way there.

The third piece of research questions is hel ping
unpack policy attributes that define effective state
policies. W have been doing a lot of thinking in Ghio to
try and be nore explicit about a theory of action, about
what is it we do as a state agency that has a payoff down
the line that has an influence on student achi evenent.

When we | ook around at the research in this area, it is
pretty thin. There is not a lot to draw on here.

There is general agreenent, and that | think
there is general buy-in, to the standards-based reform
notion and the notion of alignnent, clarifying what you
want kids to | earn, nmeasuring against it, holding people
account abl e, devel opi ng supports to get there, the whole
notion that the nore that systemis aligned, the better the
results are going to be. But there are an awful | ot of

bl ack boxes along the way, and for a state agency in



particular, there are a | ot of questions about what is the
state's role in that, how does the state best |everage that
happeni ng and so forth. So three notions around research
gquesti ons.

| want to say one thing about context and policy
context. Again, this circles back to ny first conment.
There have just got to be these huge interactions between
these treatnents and these interventions in the various
policy contexts in which they are enployed. If you are
doing research in Onhio right now, and you are conparing
i npact in Dayton to inpact in Colunbus, and you are not
awar e of what has happened in Dayton over the |ast decade
around comunity schools and the | oss of the student
popul ation and who is left in the school system you are
kind of flying blindly. So I think context is inportant,
and certainly varies fromstate to state. So having
information in the database about a variation in a policy
context, to the extent to which a state is enbracing
choices, is going toward vouchers and so forth, | think is
i nportant to understandi ng the phenonenon.

"Il close with a comment about | ongitudi nal
student-level data. One of the things that NCLB has done
is, it has provided an opportunity for states, including
Chi o, who weren't testing every grade three through eight,

now are testing three through eight. And given the fact



that we now have this data set, we are very interested in
linking it and meking sure that we have | ongitudi nal
records, and taking advantage of the data that that testing
regime brings to us.

So we are creating a statew de database, student
level I1Ds and so forth, and | think nore and nore states
are. There are states |i ke Del aware that have been at it
for a long tinme, well before NCLB

We have al so secured | egislation, because this
had major political ramfications, to get a state ID in
pl ace. When it was first put in place through |egislation,
it was very restricted inits use. 1In fact, it was of
l[ittle value to us, because it was so restricted in the
| egi sl ati on.

So | suspect there is opportunity here, and it
probably varies fromone state to another for the research
comunity, the U S. Departnent of Ed, to start to think
about how to take advantage of those states that are
creating these databases.

Thank you.

DR. HENRY: Now we have got a few prepared
questions to | ob out here to our group, and you can have
it, whoever wants to respond, all of you or selectively.

Here is the first question. A little context.

We know t hat the databases originally put together by AIR



was envi sioned for federal application. In particular,
there was a ot of interest in the potential for
application for federal program eval uations, which was a
central piece of why we are here.

But given that, what sort of applications do you
envi sion that m ght be possible at the state |evel or
district level? Anybody have any thoughts about that?

PARTI Cl PANT: One of the things that we tal ked
about, or that cane up yesterday, Judith tal ked about an
inventory of interventions and what worked and what didn't.
Otentinmes, principals are saying, we are working as hard
as we can, we are trying everything we can, what do | do?
They cone asking for advice, what works. |If we can tie
some of this and have sonme studi es done on what are the
interventions, what works with different popul ations, which
al so argues for student level data, if we are interested in
[imting those proficient students specifically -- I'd
rather look at limted English proficient students than
school s that have | arge nunbers of LEP students -- so
provi ding schools with informati on on what works and doi ng
research on what works with a database like this would be
very hel pful

It would be much better than the publisher who
comes in and does a nice little study. | saw in that week,

our kids increased 18 percent nore than the control group,



but they |earned | ess than one nore answer right on this
post test, which | know because | know what the test is.
Al that cones out is, they grow way nore with their
product than with the non-product.

So I would much rather rely on sonething |ike
this than sonme of the other data that we get out there.

DR. TAYLOR | think | would add, Mtch is right
on about the questions. To us at the state level, the
inportant thing is the questions that you want to ask as
researchers. W wel cone those questions. W wll give you
the data to do that.

The big issue that we have is, nost of the states
are now in the situation where we are buil ding student-
| evel databases. How nuch effort do we really want to do
to duplicate this at the federal level? It is a
duplication. To what extent do we want to spend noney to
duplicate sonething that states already have?

My question back to everybody would be, is there
a way to take what states are already doing, and take the
i ndi vi dual dat abases that states are already doing, and
hook into that, do sonmething with that, so that we have
sone sort of common context for sone of the data el enents,
not all of them but sone of the data el enments?

The other comment that | woul d nmake about that is

that you have to understand that comng froma state that



has a rich data set, we do still have a fear. It is not a
fear of researchers, it is a fear of reporting, and it is a
fear of how sone of the data is going to get reported by
sone third party entities, because they are still out there
ranki ng and tal ki ng about one district that out-perforns
the other district, and they are making those kinds of
judgnents, which gets totally away from program
effectiveness, and it | eave us gun shy.

PARTI CI PANT: [Initial comrents not caught by
m crophone] -- and hence, here is an area we could do with
sone extra help, here is an area where you want to read
what we have got before you propose sonething. | think
your nervousness about the | ead table approach is sonething
whi ch eval uators are now very worried about. But you have
really got to put that in capital letters at the bottom
It is not enough for themto think that rel easing research
reports is the end of the story. The end of the story may
be the end of you, not that story.

PARTI CI PANT: If I mght while the mke is
shifting over there, when | was director in Maryland, we
echoed the sane concern that you have about researchers and
having gotten burned a few tines, the discrimnation going
on ahead of our opportunity to comment on it.

So whenever we entered into an agreenent with a

researcher, we decided to wite in the need for not a



censoring, but an opportunity to review and comment before
publ i cati on.

DR. TAYLOR I'll be a little bit clearer. [I'm
not tal king about researchers, the kind of researchers we
have got in the roomtoday. |'mtalking about things that
are happening to states on websites, where we give data. |
wll be blunt, I amtalking about Standard & Poor’s and the
metrics that they use with your data.

So there is a gun shyness on our part that
doesn't have anything to do with real research. It has
sonething to do with taking data and using it in a certain
way .

PARTI Cl PANT: Well, there is a tension here.
Fromthe state perspective, certainly there is a need to at
the | east not tear down the efforts that we are making, so
we are kind of defensive on that.

But the tension on the other side is -- and this
is to Stephen's question about how this database can be
hel pful -- | think all of us in one way or another, we may
not look like it, are interested in learning from cross-
state conparisons. A lot of what we can learn by sinply
sticking wwth Chio's data is limted. The cross-state
conparisons may say to us, we should be | ooking at these
three other states, because they seemto be getting better

results than we are, or they seemto be closing the



achi evenent gap at a rate that we are not succeedi ng, and
we better find out what is going on in those states.

PARTI CI PANT: 1'Il speak a little bit to the
benefits of a nore broad database. Many federal prograns,
the outcone that they are looking for isn't just growth in
student achievenent. A lot of tinmes it is also educational
attai nment neasures and the ability to | ook at dropout
rates, graduation rates, across states and have the data to
provi de sonme context for those |I think is extrenely
val uabl e.

| shoul d probably say al so that one of the major
data policy issues going on in the nation right nowis a
maj or focus on how to nake dropout and graduati on data of
better understand, so that those cross state conparisons
can have greater validity.

DR. FLORES: Steve and | are hosts, and we are
supposed to hold back and |l et our invited guests speak, but
| would just like to chine in with Robin's coment. |
guess now that | have left the state, maybe the headache
won't be there as greatly, but | certainly was chasing our
good friends at the Harvard G vil R ghts Goup all across
the state of California, because |I kept saying everywhere |
went, that is not a dropout report, it is an accunul ated
pronotion index, and hel pi ng sonebody to understand the

di fference between the two takes too nuch tine. The



newspaper peopl e say, you know what? Never mnd, |'m going
to use the dropout rate, anyway.

So sonetines the story gets out ahead of you
before you get a chance to help the public understand
exactly what is being reported.

The only other piece, and then | wll leave it
back to our guests to speak, having been at the state
| evel, getting common core data elenents together is really
like birthing lots of elephants, especially in a |arge
bur eaucracy, because everybody has their owmn little silo of
data by various prograns. A sinple and yet crazy exanple
that | always gave was that in the California departnent of
education we collected data four different ways on sex. It
was boy, girl, male, female, A B, one, two and other.
There were lots of data elenents in the other col um.
Nobody wanted to give it all up just to be able to get to a
common way of collecting the reporting out. It takes sone
maj or efforts out of state |level and then to then inpl enent
those across a large state or any state was very difficult.

"Il turn it back over to our guests.

PARTI Cl PANT: | was thinking about this fromny
own experience too, to toss sonething in. | have an
exanple that isn't literally fromthis database structure
that we have been contenplating, but it deals with a

subpart of it at our state |evel.



Different el enents of the database content that
we have tal ked about exist in various places. Qur state
made available to us a statew de data set that had every
district, every school in the state, many of the variables
that are part of the other set. One practical application
that we nmade of that in our district was to just go through
the state files and find schools in the state that had high
concentrations of mnority and | ow i ncone students and yet,
despite that produced high perform ng, high scores for
their buildings. Then we contacted those schools and
districts to learn a little bit nore about their practices.

So the nore the better for this kind of data set
that makes inquiry based things like that. It doesn't have
to be a full-blown high-level research thing. As other
peopl e said, description is good, and supporting inquiry
and exploration is al so good.

DR. HENRY: Another question that we have to chew
on here a little bit is one that was touched on yesterday a
l[ittle bit, the unit of analysis, the | evel of analysis.
VWhat do you all think is the right unit of analysis? This
dat abase as currently configured seens to be oriented
toward school -level, that is pretty clear. \What sort of
fit is that? How do you feel about it froma state and a
district perspective? |Is that an appropriate unit to make

the unit of study or not? O would other things be good,



too? Conmrents?

PARTI CI PANT: | guess | don't have anything new
to say on this topic. It seens |ike the nore you can have,
the better. It seens to ne that one thing that NCLB has

shined a light on is the fact that when you | ook at
aggregate school data, you are not necessarily seeing the
whol e story. You may see a generally high-performng
school, but there may be groups of kids within that school
who aren't enjoying that |evel of success.

So | wuuld like to eat ny cake and have it, too.
|'"d like to have it fromthe student-level on up. | think
that part of the story typically is, the nore you can drill
down, the better you understand the story. | have paid
nore and nore attention to school finance and fi scal
managenent issues. \Wien your state data system as ours
is, is only robust at the district |level and not at the
school |evel, you are probably m ssing nuch of the story,
because nmuch of the story in school finance is probably
bel ow the district level. It is how funds are allocated at
t he school |evel

PARTI Cl PANT: Again, | would repeat a little bit
of what | have said. | have no problemw th student |evel
data, because | believe that is where you are going to be
able to answer your questions, and that is the only way you

are going to really be able to thoroughly answer your



gquesti ons.

So I think unit of analysis, clearly student-
level is the best. But |I would go back and | would ask the
very same question that | asked just a mnute ago. | would
refranme it, though. How can you do this? How can this be
done in such a way that it doesn't duplicate what states
are already doing? O is there a way that we can build on
what states are already doing, so that we can mnim ze the
cost and mnimze the human expense of doing all of this.

Creating a national student |evel database is
going to be extrenely expensive. But | do believe that we
need to work together to create comon data el enents, data
elements with a common definition across the states. That
woul d help all of us be able to do a better job of what we
are doi ng.

So | think there are a variety of ways that we
could think about this. W don't necessarily have to have
one repository. Maybe there is sone way we can have common
data el enents across the states. Maybe states can devel op
a student | evel database that everybody can tap into.

There are certain data elenents that are extracted, or that
are avail able for everybody to get, and there is sonme way
to insure privacy and security and all those kinds of

t hi ngs.

So | believe the unit of analysis should be down



at the student level. That is where the best information
is going to be, but we need to be smart about how to do it.

PARTI Cl PANT: So many options. | would say that
at this point, the goal of building state capacity to
manage this data is a nmajor priority. Mking sure that the
data that states are collecting is accurate and is the data
that we need to answer our questions is a top priority, and
provi ding access to that data to answer the questions is a
requi renent. But building that state capacity and nmaki ng
sure that that data is accurate for research is | think the
concern, and where the data is housed or who owns it |
think is secondary.

PARTI CIl PANT: There are a nunber of questions
that we woul d want student-level data for, but oftentines
our interventions are at the school |evel, so oftentines
school -1 evel data is enough.

The chal |l enges that are presented by the student
level -- I'"'mnot as up to speed on this, it wasn't really
made explicit, but it was like, “we can't go there,” so |
assunme there is sonme reason why the Departnment can't get
student-level data. But at |east we can get it from sone
pl aces where they have good data. |If we can at |east start
to get sonme of that data together and see what are the
chal l enges to analyze it, maybe verify that we can use

school |evel data, |ook at school |evel data and | ook at



t he sane question wth student |evel data, and neke sure
sone of your assunptions would be verified.

So | think there are sone very val uabl e reasons.
| would prefer student |evel data overall, but | think
there are sonetinmes when school |evel data would be
adequate. W should at | east nmake steps in the right
direction, even if we can't get the whole way with every
state having good student data and having the statistics
that could handl e the student database from every student
in the country.

DR. HENRY: Anyone el se?

PARTI Cl PANT: To sonebody |istening who ran the
only federal programon teacher evaluation, there is a
pretty obvious mssing link here. Wat about classroom
level ? | know it weaks havoc with the union situation,
but there are all sorts of ways; we won't have to threaten
teachers in a direct way.

But conpared with NCLB and anything el se we are
tal king about, this is all peanuts conpared with the
intervention of the teacher. Yet, we are not addressing
the mddle | evel of the aggregation problemat the
classroomlevel. This could be so hel pful, even if we nade
sl ow novenent towards that, perhaps with the elenentary
school s where the teacher is connected to the individual

students in a very nuch nore tight way than in the high



school, we could begin to get sone information

| remenber, Cory, in the early days in Tennessee,
when Bill [Sanders] was running the pilot studies, he
di scovered these two teachers in this one school who had
managed to produce an actual negative gain across a year of
teaching. He asked the principal about this, and the
princi pal said, “You have to be kidding, these are two of
nmy ol dest and nost reliable teachers.” Bill said, “Take a
week and talk to people, and then cone back and talk to ne
again.” A week later, the guy cane back and said, “Every
parent here knows to nove their kids out of these
cl assroons the nonent they are put in them Every other
teacher knows this, but | didn't knowit. Well, | |earned
sonet hi ng.”

Well, that is a lesson that we could learn with
the data that we have already in a nunber of states
actually be nade possible for the principal to use. It is
a shanme if we don't also address that in the course of our
remar ks here.

DR. TAYLOR | want to respond to that just
briefly. For the first tine this year, we are collecting
data at the teacher level. W know what teacher is
t eachi ng what students, so we have that information, and we
are trying to tie the percent of students being taught by a

not highly qualified teacher, we are trying to tie that



down so that we can answer that at the classroomlevel from
the state.

The unique thing in Delaware is that our schools
don't report. The state reports on behalf of all of our
schools. So we are trying to get that data. W have kind
of crossed the line with the union.

The other thing that we are doing is, we have a
st at ewi de educat or appraisal systemin Del aware, where al
teachers and building | evel adm nistrators are appraised
the sane way. W have had that since the md-80s. W are
doing version two of that. A very controversial piece of
that is that 20 percent of that is based on classroom
assessnent dat a.

There are two parts to that. One is the teacher-
made test and the other is the state assessnment down at the
cl assroom | evel. The question that the appraisers are
asking teachers is, “How nmuch did your students inprove,
and how can you show ne that using the data that you have?”
That data is com ng out of the state database.

So it is very interesting. That is being piloted
intw districts. So that is out.

PARTI Cl PANT: | just wanted to say sonething
about your plea to sonehow | everage the data that exists
and being built in states. | amtaking it back to you.

The National Center for Education Statistics has a forum



which is trying to work very hard to provide data
dictionaries and other fornms. |If they are not sufficient,
if they are not strong enough, if they are not doing that
job, then I think if the states voice that, rather than
have it be sonething that cones down fromthe federa
government, which is not ny decision, but if the states
voice a desire for it, | think that would be an answer, and
t hings could be taken to whatever |evel would be hel pful to
ever ybody.

DR. HENRY: W have crossed into our tine period
for questions, if there are any other questions fromthe
field that you would |ike to ask of our panel nenbers.

PARTI Cl PANT: A question regarding SIF. To what
degree is SIF incorporated into your data systens,
particularly relating to curriculumand assessnent? And
how much has SIF and the Departnent's support of SIF been a
factor in affecting your data collection systens and data
managenent and any other factors?

PARTI Cl PANT: We are beginning to explore the
option of collecting all of this data that we are tal king
about at the student |evel that we haven't been collecting
at the student level through a pilot with some districts
using SIF.

When we created our student |evel enroll nent

tracking system it was before NCLB, so there is a great



deal of additional student |evel data elenents that we
would like to collect so that our SIF is conpatible. So we
will be working with sonme districts. They will be able to
| everage the horizontal integration capabilities of SIF

and then we will be interfacing with themfor vertical
reporting. Then as we learn fromthat pilot, we have to
take it statew de.

PARTI Cl PANT: | would just add that we too
devel oped nost of our student |evel database information
prior to SIF. However, we are trying very hard to nmake
everything SIF conpliant as we nove forward. That is one
of our goals in the state with our managenent systens, all
of our managenent systens, actually.

DR. O REILLY: Arizona has devel oped their
student information systemnore recently, so it is SIF
conpliant. It caused changes in the districts that hadn't
changed over their student information systemto a nore
recent systemthat already was set up that way.

PARTI CIl PANT: It looks like the | ate afternoon of
t he second day of the ending session.

DR. HENRY: W did have anot her question that we
tal ked about. In fact, in June, when our steering
commttee got together and we brainstorned the whol e range
of topics to be considered for this session, one of the

areas that we got into was data quality. As it turns out,



that didn't formally get on the agenda, although severa
peopl e have brought it up.

But let's kick that around a little bit. What
t houghts do you have about data quality as it relates to
this database that you mght be able to relate to your
state and district perspectives?

PARTI Cl PANT: | just want to say, |I'min favor of

data quality.

DR. TAYLOR M, too. 1'Il be the ne-too on
that. |1'mthe one that usually has the -- when Mtch and |
go to neetings, I'mthe one that usually has the data
quality stories totell. | do have one that I will share

w th you.

| have been doing this for a long, long tinme, but
there is a new elenent to data quality that you have to
| ook at now, and that is the ganes that the schools and the
districts are playing wwth data elenents. It is not an
issue of, are they reporting; they certainly are, but |et
me give you a very clear exanple.

This occurred to ne last fall. It was through
our electronic audits that | caught this. One of the
phenonena that occurred [ast year is, we were getting ready
to send the test vendor our electronic student
identification system as to who was going to be taking the

ninth grade test, who was going to be taking the tenth



grade test. One of the things that | noticed is that there
were some high schools that pronoted one-third to one-half
of their ninth graders to grade 11, in the mddle of the
school year.

Well, guess what? They earned the Carnegie units
to be 11th graders, that is probably very true. They were
enrolled as ninth graders in Septenber, conme February they
are now 11th graders. They skipped the tenth grade test,
whi ch was the test that was being used for school
accountability. It was legitimate, and they had done
not hi ng wr ong.

But that brings up sone very serious policy
issues, and it is a data quality issue as well. The
outcones that are being used to judge schools aren't going
to be totally accurate because of sonme ganes that people
wer e pl ayi ng.

So | understand where people are com ng from and
what people are doing right now to gane them

DR. CHESTER | kid Robin. She thinks that is an
exanple of lack of data integrity. | say that is an
exanpl e of a state bureaucrat getting in the way of
i nnovation, which does happen with these data systens. |
keep getting that conplaint, that it forces people to put
kids in slots that they prefer not to put theminto.

Here is an experience that Chio had. | don't



know how generalizable it is, but we instituted a statew de
uni que student identifier [SSID] about three years ago.

One of the outcones of that was that in the short run, we
uncovered lots nore issues with data problens than we had
ever seen before. A lot of it had fiscal inpacts for the
state, kids being double counted and counted in a charter
school and in the regular school.

So the inplenentation of the SSID |et us be a |ot
nore precise about auditing data and validating data than
we had ever been in the past. The short-range outcone of
that was, it |l ooked |ike we had a | ot nore probl em probl ens
than we had ever had.

The reality is that we probably didn't have any
nore data problens; it is just that we now had the ability

to find them

PARTI CI PANT: | think we are running into sone
simlar issues. | think a lot of states have traditionally
collected a lot of their data at the aggregate level. So

we were counting on districts and schools to nake a | ot of
deci si ons about what that data | ooks I|ike.

For exanple, now we are noving to collecting data
at the student level. So when you | ook at our dropout data
at the individual student level, you wll find many
i nstances where students drop out of school several tines

during the year fromdifferent schools. Sonetines it is



within the sane district and sonetines it is not. So when
you are cal cul ating counts of students who dropped out, to
whom do you assign that dropout? 1Is it the first high
school, the second, all of then? And what do you do when
you aggregate it up to the district |level and the state
| evel ?

So those are a | ot of decisions that drive our
data quality that we haven't had to nmake before.

PARTI Cl PANT: | just want to make a qui ck commrent
on Cory's point. It has to do with transparency and the
busi ness rules and the decision rules. One of the things
that has to happen, the nore states build the student-Ievel
dat abase systens, there has got to be technical and
operational manuals that go along with the student database
systens, that clearly define the decisions, the business
rules, the data elenents, and includes a piece on what
qual ity assurances or what quality control is being done on
the data. So | just throw that out as well.

PARTI Cl PANT: Certainly what we are doing now is
much better than the self report that we used to have,
whet her or not they were English | anguage | earners. How
many kids figured, I'mlearning English? So that was a
real problem

It is nmuch better than it used to be. In Arizona

t hey have actually used the student database also for



funding. So if you don't have the kids in the right
program you are not going to get funded for that kid for
ELL or for special ed. So there are other reasons why the
data need to be accurate that people care a | ot nore about
t han research or even accountability purposes. So | think
that helps alittle bit, how the whole systemis being used
and not just for research.

DR. FLORES: Let nme just add a couple of quick
ones. Not to be narrative with exanples of poor quality,
but one of the issues | discovered fromthe state |evel
now at a large district, is that over tine, the traditional
enrol | mrent process of wal king to your nei ghborhood school
and filling out the papers and getting enrolled in school,
because of the requirenments of so many nore data el enents
inthere, it is only as good as that clerk at that school.
So you either have a massive training and professional
devel opnent requirenent, or you have got to create an
enrol Il mrent center soneplace else. | can't count on that
secretary at the school making sure that they have entered
everyt hing properly.

Simlarly, the other thing that happens very
comonly, especially around the start of the year, you
woul d | ove to have parents and children cone and enroll a
week before school or two weeks or sonething, with plenty

of tinme, but often they show up on the first or second day,



because they see the buses going down, and it nust be tinme
for school

Well, schools are loving, caring places, and
those clerks there are also |loving, caring people. They
don't want the parents sitting in the office, they want the
child in the class. So they will take down a nanme and
maybe an address and a few ot her pieces of information, and
send themon their way, always with good intentions that
they will go back and fill in the data |later, and | ater
never cones, until sonebody fromthe state agency says, we
are m ssing sone key pieces.

The only other [point] that | would add in, for
t hose of you who have nuch greater authority in
recommendations to the federal governnent is, give systens
time to get it, whatever the it is that you are going to
want. To suddenly ask for sonmething now, this year, which
sounds great, if you are going to ask for it in actual two
years fromnow, that is when you want to use it. But
suddenly trying to go out and get sonething is awfully
difficult.

An interesting issue for exanple would be the
highly qualified teacher. |If you are going to want to know
if they did it by examnation or if they did it by the
state house procedures, this is an inportant piece to know

if that is going to be an inportant elenent in your



evaluation reporting. |If so, that is a whole different
type of collection; are you qualified or are you NCLB
conpliant, yes, no, check the box.

DR. HENRY: W have tinme for probably one nore
guesti on.

PARTI Cl PANT: Do you find that when you share
research files with researchers, you hear back fromthem
about quality issues that they have run into?

DR. OREILLY: W are lucky if we hear back as to
what the results are. So, no.

DR. TAYLOR | would add that sonetinmes we do.
Sonetinmes they will call and they will say, what does this
mean, they will ask the context. So | would say that yes,
we do hear back

But Joe is right. Unless sonebody is calling you
and asking you for the data, you don't always know what
happens in the end. But for the nost part, nost
researchers that want our data call and ask what it neans,
and that is a good thing. Keep it up. That is what we
li ke.

PARTI Cl PANT: | wondered if you all could coment
on sonet hing that has been tal ked about quite a bit over
the past two days. W have heard a | ot about how difficult
it is to do any analysis on percent proficient type of

outcone data, if that was the only kind of data in the



dat abase. W have heard that one of the reasons for noving
to that is that that is what is required out of NCLB.

So | wondered if you could coment on whether you
actually maintain nore than percent proficient, and at what
| evel s you maintain it. Do you have means and vari ance,
means and standard devi ations, percentiles? Do you
calculate themonly at the state level or at the building
level ? | just wondered if you all would coment on that a
bit.

PARTI Cl PANT: W certainly have a | ot nore than
just the percent of students followng into each of the
performance |levels, right dowm to the student level. W
have all of that data, no question about that.

PARTI Cl PANT: | would echo that. W do a |ot
nore than just collect percent proficient at the school
level. W report a lot nore than just percent proficient
at the school level in our school report cards and things
like that. So the data is there, there is data.

| would also add that | very nmuch agree with you
and | very much think that you are on the right track
Percent proficient tells one story, but the scale score and
the standard deviation, all that kind of information, is
critical to tell the whole story. You have got to | ook at
the big picture here, you can't just focus in on one little

pi ece of it. So | would very much agree that other



information is critical to this.

PARTI Cl PANT: Even at the school |evel, we are
| ooki ng at sub-scales, not just scale scores. |In fact,
they don't | ook at scale score so nuch; it is performance
| evel and sub-scal es, where students -- where are they,
where are they strong, where are they weak, and how cl ose
are they to neeting the standard or approaching the
st andar d.

In fact, the grade levels all get together with
their kids com ng in who have not mastered the previous
grade standards, and their kids are listed fromcl osest to
pass and the farthest. Wat they focus on are the sub-
scal es, where kids have common deficits that we need to
work on. So it gets down to that |evel of specificity at
the classroomlevel, then at the school |evel there are
averages, and at the district, and it goes on up.

DR. FLORES: Coming from California, | would al so
add that the interesting piece, the public relations
approach as well, all that you see in the paper and all of
the reports al ways describe percent proficient. W are
trying to build an understandi ng of key policy nakers,
whet her they be state-appointed board nenbers or others,
about ot her ways of reporting change over tine, rather than
just percent proficient.

But many schools and policy people are stuck in



that realm because that is all they read, or that is what
gets quick press. Sonetines they mght think there is sone
devi ance behind wanting to report it differently, as if
people will take their eye off the prize of getting
proficient and be satisfied that we are being able to see
sone change or sone growth or sone inprovenent, and we w ||
have to quickly counter by saying, that is how we know t hey
are getting ready to be proficient. You have to try to
explain to them otherw se they think that we are trying to
hi de i nformati on.

PARTI Cl PANT: | would add one other thing. In
our accountability system our other indicator for
el ementary and m ddl e schools is the change in the percent
of students not neeting the standard. That is |ooked at by
scale scores. So that is what we | ook at for our other
indicator in elenentary and m ddl e schools in our
accountability system

PARTI Cl PANT:  Sonebody who has gone to districts
and states for data, | have always been nmet with very good
cooperation. The only fault there is in the collaboration
is usually on the part of the researcher. And of course,
you are under a tinme constraint. The researcher goes back,
gets the data, so happy, he forgets about what he is trying
to do for two nonths, and then go back to you. So you are

not at fault for not being able to respond i medi ately.



Amplifying on the point about using the
performance levels, it would be graded data. There is only
so nmuch you can do when you are trying to detect changes.
When we started using nmultilevel analysis and a new study
woul d conme in, so we can handl e categorical outcones, and
peopl e are very excited because there are a | ot of
categorical data, and let's take a look and see if it is a
tinme series of zero and one, and can we estinmate grow h and
then tal k about the reliability of the gromh that we are
obser vi ng.

There is not enough information, given the nunber
of tinme points you have, to give you a good estimate of the
sl opes. That ease of variability is not available for you
to study across individuals or across schools. That is one
maj or inpact of using the scale that has the graded
information. G ven the sanme nunber of tinme points you
have, you just have to log that data. A long tinme series,
| think you can do sonmething with it, but a short tine
series, you can't.

DR. FLORES: What | would request froma state
is, if that is the kind of data el enment that you would |ike
to have added to your database, that you do work with
states and districts to be thoughtful about exactly what
that definition of the data el enent would be, and then give

us enough tinme to inplenent it. Then we can report



what ever .

DR. HENRY: W have used up our tine. | would
like to thank our panelists for their contributions. W
are ready for a break.

DR. FLORES: There is a break of about 15
m nutes, and then we will start the next session right at
3: 30.

(Brief recess.)

Agenda Item Session 6: Larger Contexts for the
Dat abase

DR YENN Gven the |limted tinme we have, we are
very lucky to have Don McLaughlin here, who has done so
much work on this database, and who has lots of information
to share wwth us. So we are just going to charge right
into that. Take it away, Don.

DR. MC LAUGHLIN: First, | would |ike to thank
the NRC for inviting such smart and el oquent people here to
di scuss this database and issues about it that | have been
westling wwth for much of the last ten years. | would
like to thank the Departnment of Education for funding NRC
for this panel. | would like to thank all those people
representing states who over the years have provi ded data
for this database.

| have nore than a half an hour's worth to talk

about, so | amgoing to nove quickly, and I amgoing to



skip sonme of the slides.

The outline we can skip over. The history |
tal ked about yesterday norning, so | can skip over that. |
was going to talk a bit about inferring causality, but | am
in the ne-too node on that. | think that was di scussed
quite well over the last couple of days. | certainly think
there are a great deal of problens with trying to make
causal inferences, and with the kinds of data that we have
avai l able in the database, we need a |lot nore things |ike
random contr ol

What | want to tal k about, and | have five
different topics, are sone of the things |I have | earned
about the database, and sone of the constraints and how we
can deal with them | learned the idea of trying to cone
up with an approxi mate answer to the right question,
gquestions that people really want to know t he answer for,
even if you can only cone up with an approxi mate question
fromthose hours in the Gauss house with John Tukey back in
the '60s. | also learned fromhimthe inportance of
| ooki ng at data, not just theories.

So to discuss sone of these issues, | figured |
woul d | ook at the data because of things |Iike school versus
student. On the one hand, that is an issue of what
research question you are addressing, but there is also the

question of how nmuch difference does it nake. For the



guestion about the different nmeasures that you have in the
different states, there is the question of how nuch
difference it nmakes. You may be not matching the
assunption perfectly, but you may be nmatching it
approximately. So |et ne go ahead.

The first issue is, the school is the unit of
anal ysis. How different are student popul ati on achi evenent
statistics based on school averages fromthose based
directly on student records? | can nove quickly, because |
think that you all know about neans and standard
devi at i ons.

The database | amusing for this, if we are going
to conpare school and student records, you need student
records that you can aggregate to the school level. \What I
amreporting on is another four-state study that we did in
2003 in four states. W got the student state assessnent
records for all of the NAEP participants in fourth and
ei ghth grade reading for those four states, | think 40,000
students total. They were matched.

Then one of the first steps in doing an analysis
like this is to standardi ze the neasures across the state,
so |l did this for this analysis, for this report, to a nmean
of 250 in each of the four states and a standard devi ation
of 50 at the student |evel. Wat would the nmeans and

standard devi ations be at the school level? They aren't



affected. The standard deviations are 35 to 50 percent as
| ar ge.

The surprising thing, if you | ook at the paper
that was in the folders, across the four states these
statistics are worth noting, because there isn't a great
deal of variation between states and between the
assessnments. You notice the standard deviations are quite
simlar in reading and in math and in fourth and eighth
grade. So this tells us sonething about the nature of the
syst em

| like to | ook at popul ation profiles. The
popul ation profile is the graph of the achievenment neasure.
Thi s happens to be the NAEP achi evenent score by the
percentile of the population. You can do that where you
graph for each student the student score, or where you
graph the school nean of the student. What we see is that
the neans are the sanme. The variance for the school |evel
profile is flatter, it has |l ess variance, plus they have
the sanme shape. In fact, on both of these, if you get out
a ruler and neasure it, the tail-off on the left end is a
| arger tail-off. That is, it is a scanned distribution,

t he sanme kind of scan that shows up for the school and
student profiles. The distance between the first and 20th
percentile is larger than the distance between the 80th and

the 100th percentile.



How about relations? That is what we are nore
interested in. | took for this session one exanple. In the
four states | did regressions, predicting fromfree |unch
eligibility the achi evenent scores and record the standard
score difference associated with all versus none of the
st udent s.

Now, at the student |evel this neans zero or one,
where the student is or is not free lunch eligible on the
record. W find that the regression coefficient is, if you
pick two students and one is free lunch eligible and the
other isn't within each of these four states, you would
find that their scores on average tend to be about three-
gquarters of the standard deviation |ower than those
wi t hout .

If we first take school neans and then do the
same regression in school neans, if everything were random
there is no school effect. Wth the regression
coefficients, you would tend to expect to get the sane
result. In fact, it is a stronger relationship. This is
an ecological fallacy. |If you said this was the student-
| evel relationship, then it would be false, but this says
that there is a stronger relationship at the school.

I f you |l ook at two students, one is at the school
where 100 percent of the kids are free |unch eligible and

another is at a school where zero percent are eligible, and



| ook at their scores, they are probably going to be 1.1,
1.2 standard deviations different. So there was an over al
school effect of poverty.

Since this was matched state assessnment data set,
| ran the sane anal ysis using NAEP and found essentially
the sane results. Conpared to the state assessnents in
t hese four states, NAEP was sonewhat nore sensitive to
poverty, but there is the sane finding of the school |evel
rel ati onship being 50 percent stronger, or the B weight
bei ng 50 percent greater fromthe individual student
rel ati onship.

On to sone new data on the student versus
schools. | would like to say that | think there are many
research questions, as soneone pointed out. Federal
funding for prograns is inplenented at the school |evel or
above, so there are many research questions for which
| ooki ng at school -1 evel data is reasonabl e.

| wanted to nention, when you tal k about school -
| evel data, we have, at |east starting around 2002, the
subpopul ati on breakdowns. What we don't have is the
i ndi vi dual |evel scores. | should also nention that not
having to require the sanme data to be reported from each
state, the database does include things |ike scale scores
and percentil e ranks and nedi an score and raw score neans

and so on, as well as percent achieving cut points.



| asked Victor Bandeira de Mello, who is
continuing to collect the data, what the status was for
'04-05, and he said, “Watever you have on the websites, we
will pick it up.” W may have scale scores in one state
but not in another. The whole concept of this version of
the database is to provide information to the public that
t he public has provided.

Different tests in different states. W have
heard a | ot about how that causes difficulties in doing
analysis. | would ask the question, does it matter.
think this is another m ssing data problem an inputation
opportunity. This is the way | have viewed it.

Suppose that you have fourth grade scores in sone
states and no fourth grade scores in another state, but we
still want to |look at the relationship of sone input
factors to achievenent. |f we supposed an extrene, that we
were really looking at fourth grade scores to represent
schools, then we can take the third grade score as the
basis for inputing fourth grade scores. By the way, we
are standardizing it; | just use the third grade score.

In fact, as a digression, we found in sonme of our
student |evel analyses a few years ago that third grade
scores fromstate assessnents often correlate -- well, can
correlate nore highly in one state with the NAEP scores in

fourth grade, then in sone other state, the fourth grade



scores correlate with fourth grade scores.

When we are thinking about things at school -w de
reforms or anything where you want an indicator of the
achi evenent over all of a school, third and fourth grade
scores m ght reasonably be taken as two observed neasures
of the same latent trait. Obviously there is error
i nvol ved.

The question that | tried to put together sone
data on is, how nuch of an error; does it matter. The
question isn't whether percentile or scale scores are the
sane, of course they aren't the sane, but whether the
results of the anal yses would be the sane if a different
measure were used.

| think of as a nodel the t-test, and whether the
t-test is significant. |If we have an inputed val ue,
anot her score, that is correlated .9 with the score that we
want ed, then the student's t-value is probably going to be
about .9 as large in the sane range, to derive the
formulas. So if we are |looking for effects, where you
think you can right around 2.1 or 2.0, then .9 is going to
turn some of those into non-statistically significant
effects. On the other hand, if you have a strong effect
for the size of sanpling you run, you m ght have a T of
three, six, nine, 12, depending on the nature of the thing

you are testing, or where the Tis .1, .3, .5 it doesn't



really matter that we have sonething that is a .9 or even a
.7 inputer of the actual val ue.

So the critical statistic | |ooked at was the
correl ation between the neasures. What | did a few weeks
ago was extract a whol e bunch, sonme 27,000 correl ations
anong the school |evel state assessnent scores. These were
pairs of scores which only differed on one attribute. It
woul d be the sane grade, the sane subject, sane year, sane
school, and two different tests or two different neasures,
like the difference between a percent achieving a md-|evel
criterion versus a percentile.

We had in this analysis that | put together sonme
8,000 correlations that were between different statistical
summary neasures for the sane test in the sanme grade in the
sane subject in the sane year, and state. On the other
hand, only 95 correlations in five states that were between
different tests, that were in the sane grade, subject, year
and state, and had the sane summary neasure.

W didn't go out after -- and states don't often
put on their public websites two different tests for a
school. That is why we have so few of these pairs of
correlations to | ook at.

First, different nmeasures. The average
correlation between -- | am |l unping here; the paper has the

nunbers for each pair, but | should nention, those are



unwei ghted | east square nmeans, and | amgoing to revise the
paper and make the weighted | east square neans. This is a
nore accurate neasure | have here as a sumary.

The average correl ati on between raw scores, scale
scores, percentile ranks, nedian scores, normal curve
equi val ents, accountability indexes which are counting --
like, if there are three standards, one for the first
standard, two for the second standard and three for the
third standard -- and md-1level standard, it is .95. The
standards are nore down around .92 or .93, whereas the
ot hers are maybe up around .95, .97, .98.

It is critical, though, that the standards be
m d-1 evel standards. Wen | take the cases that have one
of the neasures being the percent achieving an extrene
standard, |ike the standard that fewer than 20 percent of
the kids in the state pass or nore than 80 percent of the
kids in the state pass, that is not generally as reliable
and not as well correlated with the other neasures.

So | think it is inportant that if you are going
to do anal yses that use these cut scores, | would claim
that this .95 is an answer to those who say that we have to
have scale scores. It would be great to have scal e scores,
but if you don't, you have a pretty good indicator in the
percent neeting sone standard that is around the nedian for

the popul ation in that state.



What about different tests? As | said, we had a
smal | er database for this. The average correl ati on between
scores on two tests that are the sanme subject and grade and
year, given to the sane kids, the correlation, these .95
percent correlations, average .92, | would say quite
acceptable for using it as an inputation.

| should point out, | had a sixth state, but when
| looked at it, the correlation was .3 or sonething |ike
that, but it was because it was two different tests. One
was a Spani sh version and an English version in Texas, and
| assune that those were given to different kids. So they
didn't enter into this. So in talking about tests, | think
they were given to the same Kkids.

Grades. Now we get into the nore substantive
stuff. The average correlation between third and fourth
grade scores in the sane subject in the sanme year in the
same school is, there are some 680 correlations that are
bet ween fourth grade and fifth grade -- is .76.

Now a T of two becones a T of around 1.5, so you
may be | osing sone significance or finding sone things
significant that aren't. You need to know what these ki nds
of errors are in order to decide whether you want to spend
nmoney or not spend noney on the basis of the finding of the
eval uation that this was a relationship, whatever it was,

t o achi evenent.



But again, if you canme out with a T of .1 or .2
or .7 or .8, this .76 isn't going to affect your result.
Likewise if it is a three or above, it is not going to
affect the result.

| guess what | amtrying to do is to provide the
background information so that not everyone has to go out
and do this. This is based on -- there are 25 states
involved in this, not all 50, but it is a whole bunch of
dat a.

The surprising thing about this, the standard
deviation of this distribution of correlations is |ike .05.
You can bet noney on the correlation. The next one you do
like this just differs on which grade is being -- between
.66 and .86, two standard devi ati ons.

So anyway, .76 isn't a nonsense nunber to forget
about, because there is going to be sone other nunber in
sonme other state. These correlations -- and many of the
nunbers | am showi ng you are surprisingly stable across
st at es.

But why isn't this higher than .76? These aren't
tests given to the sane kids. |If we |look at two adjacent
years in two adj acent grades, so that we have the sane
cohort of kids. You mght say, wait a mnute, sone kids
m ght | eave the school and sonme kids conme in, so we don't

have the sanme kids. | find | don't agree with that



argunent. That cohort is an animal, is an entity, is a
unit that progresses. Just as for individual students --
well, first of all you don't usually have attrition of a
whol e grade in a school, but also, even if you don't have
attrition, different kids have different sunmer
experiences, things that add error into the nmeasurenent.
The fact that there is sonme nobility will cause sone error.
For some schools you would have a lot of mobility and find
much | ower correl ations.

Anyway, when | take correlations for a different
year, not the sane year, but they are for the sane cohort,
the correlations tend to be nore like .8, .81 as the
average, wth a standard deviation on that conparison of
.04. Very stable kind of result. There is a cohort effect
that you can see in these.

This is al nost bl asphenous. Different subjects?
Ch, no. Reading is reading and math is math. Wll, yes,
that is certainly true, but I think we all know that if
your kids are reading better they are going to have a
better chance to learn math. Wen we have two different
subjects in the sane year -- now, these would be given to
t he kids, we assune, in nobst cases.

| should say, | have been focusing on grades
three, four and five for this particular presentation. W

have data that go into the m ddle school and hi gh school



but all of these were taken just for grades three, four,
and five, and conbi ned el enentary, which |I haven't tal ked
about the scores.

Anyway, the correlation is what | think is quite
high, .86. So if |I have reading scores in 40 states and
math scores in five states, maybe | can use all 45 if |
need to, because ny math scores aren't going to be that
different fromthe reading scores in the sane school

Next issue, nulti-state anal yses, how do we do
them | just want to talk about two of the kinds of
anal yses |'ve done. First of all, it is obvious that we
want to do nulti-state analysis. The NLSLSASD [ Nationa
Longi tudi nal School -1 evel State Assessnent Score Dat abase,
al so known as SSASD or SLAD], national because it is al
the states, |ongitudinal because we have the sanme school s
year after year, unlike NAEP, which chooses a different
sanpl e each year, school |evel state assessnent database.

We have to start off with within-state anal yses
because we have a different test. But can we then conbi ne
it across? This is sonething |like what Bob Linn was
show ng you earlier, just a nore recent conputation of it,
how state standards for proficient vary widely. |If the
federal government says that they are getting consistency
by having each state report the percent proficient, that is

not true.



Here | have one graphic | have put together that
suggests sone states have very high standards and sone have
| ow standards. On the vertical axis | have shown the
percent of the nation's students who pass a state's
particular primary standard. Most of the states at this
poi nt have nultiple standards. |In the project that we have
been doing, we identified what was the primary standard in
terms of what was reported as we understood it, and
sonetinmes it is hard to figure this out, for AYP and No
Chil d Left Behind.

For instance, in Louisiana, they had a standard
such that 22 percent of the kids in the country coul d pass
it, and in Mssissippi they had a standard such that 87
percent of the kids in the country could pass it. G ade
four reading standards, these are.

The way we did it is alittle different fromthe
way Henry Braun did it, so we could get a neasure of the
real standard error of these, which depends on whet her NAEP
is correlated with a state assessnent. To do this we had
to go fromone state assessnent to NAEP to the other state
assessnent. Wat | graphed on the x-axis is how much error
i's introduced because we weren't going from NAEP to NAEP to
NAEP, | ooking at the NAEP. W can do the NAEP to NAEP by
using the different plausible values.

Down in the lower right there are six states in



which | concluded that, we will put these in our report,

but we think these are estimtes of where their standards
probably have a lot of error. West Virginia, we were using
a conposite math and readi ng, whereas in the other states
we were using reading. Nebraska had a bunch of different
tests in different schools. Texas set its pass rate, which
is what we had avail able to us, extrenely low So if you

| ook at the scatter plot, they are all up around 100
percent, above 100 percent, and there isn't any reliable
variation there. | don't have anything to say about the
other three. It is an arbitrary score, where we set the
cutof f on the x-axis.

What we have done is to do evaluations in terns
of the effect sizes of differences between target school s
and ot her schools in each state. For this we used -- the
effect size is a statistic which is the difference divided
by the standard devi ation of that statistic.

This is a conparison that we had turned into the
Departnent of Education back in 2002 based on 2001 scores.
One year, school-wide Title 1, reading gain effect sizes,
conpared to other schools in the sane state. Then we
averaged over all of the states. W had 41 states where we
did this at the elenentary level, 39 at the m ddl e school
| evel and 27 at the high school level, and the effect size

was pretty snall



We had five out of the 41 that were significantly
positive and one was negative. There doesn't seemto be
much of an effect here. | used the word effect. | found
it unfortunate that we used the termeffect size to talk
about the nean difference divided by the standard
devi ati on, because people think you are tal king about cause
and effect, and sone people will extrapolate from cause and
effect. Al we are looking at is a correl ation.

One way to do the nulti-state analysis is by
doi ng an analysis in each state and counting them up, or
averaging the effect sizes. Another way, nmulti-state
anal ysis of state assessnent scores, they pull within state
anal ysis, they have substantial power.

Years ago we nerged the state assessnent data
with the schools and staffing survey in 20 states. That is
all we had at that point for 1994. W did sone structural
equation nodeling to see what correlational relation --
again, this is cross-sectional data, SAS '94 and state
assessnments in '94.

| am going to show you two partial tables of
results. W set the neans to zero in each state. Just
focus on one row here, looking at the relationship between
class size -- it is a path coefficient, doesn't suggest
causality -- between class size and achi evenent neasures.

You see that there are in two of the levels insignificant



effects, maybe mnorly significant at the high school
| evel .

However, when we add in NAEP, it is obvious, you
take the state assessnent scores for within-state variation
and the NAEP state neans based on those schools for the
between state variation. W can get a different set of
coefficients fromthe synthesized neasure. Looking again
at the class size row, association between these factors
and achi evenent, and now we find we have nuch | arger path
coefficients. What this says to ne is that there is nore
of a between-state effect. |If | were going to design
sonething to | ook at, whether there is a class size effect,
| would try to be using a sanple fromnultiple states.
There appears to be nore of a nmultiple state correl ation
wi th achi evenent.

In the paper | did for this back in '"99, | also
turned the thing around and used achi evenent to predict
school climte. As you know if you have run these SEMs,
you are just |ooking at the sane covariance matri X
essentially.

So | have to enphasize that when | say this, | am
not trying to say smaller class sizes cause higher
achievenent. Here is a correlation that requires sone
causal interpretation of sone type.

Next | want to tal k about denographic



adjustnments. | amgoing to run through this quickly. |1
tend to do the sane things that Gary Mron was tal king
about yesterday. You can find all of these if you go to

www. school data. org and | ook for the sub-pages reports.

This is an appendix of a report we turned in in
2002 to the Departnment of Education. This is one state,
Virginia, reading achievenment in grade four in 2001, 1,095
schools. What | have graphed on the y-axis is what we had
for themthat year, which is the school's percentile rank
for readi ng, nean or nedi an, whichever it was, and the
percent on the x-axis eligible for free and reduced price
| unch.

W were interested in the relationship between
any of this stuff and Title 1. So we have the Title 1
school s indicated by red dianonds, and the non-Title 1
schools are indicated by blue dianonds. Wat we see in
this, the noney was going to the poor schools. | should
say, we have a couple nore things in this graph courtesy of
M crosoft Excel. W have two straight lines that will draw
on any scatter plot that you ask it to.

In the upper right-hand corner, we had what was
quite a lot of interest to people at that tine anyway, and
| think it still is. It is identifying schools that are
high flying -- that is an education trust term-- or

beating the odds, the U S. Departnent's term schools that


http://www.schooldata.org

are in the top quarter in poverty and in the top half in
achievenent in the state. The idea is that one m ght want
to go to those schools and find out what they are doing.

I f you want to try to use sone user-friendly use
of these data, you mght go to the Edtrust website and go
to Dispelling the Myth Online, where they have used our
data set. W produced that sub-webpage, and you can find
school s that are beating the odds or high flying.

| am going to skip over sone stuff here. You can
read it in the paper.

Trend anal yses. | have two anal ytical gripes
about using ANCOVA for the pretest because it has error.

We should really be using GAIN scores. \When you have three
or nore tinme points, not |inear, please, nost educational
interventions aren't linear or aren't gradual. |If you have
multiple time points, conme up with the specific hypot heses
or research questions that would nmean that it is inportant
to ook at different categories. If you want to worry
about the fact that sonme of these planned conparisons are
not orthogonal to others, but still, you want to | ook at
the ones that are of sone inportance for decisions you

m ght make, based on these results.

Let me just nmention this. For enhancing the
dat abase, one of the things that is really of great concern

to me is, people are getting in real trouble over



accommodations, putting in accommobdated scores or | eaving
out the accommodated scores. People worked for a long tine
inthe first part of the century getting to standardi zed
adm ni strations of tests, and we need to do sone serious
research and accurately record the accommobdati ons given,
and ed test research data.

Summary. | realize there are technica
limtations on this database. Sone that are specific to
this database are that a school is a unit, and there are
different tests in each year. But | think ny point of view
is that these can be dealt with. W can't answer certain
research questions, but we can do other things with the
data, answer other research questions with the data. |
think the | ack of random zation in nuch of educati onal
research is a nmuch nore serious deterrent to maki ng causa
i nf erences.

So what am | asking you to do with these data, or
offering to let you do with then? Use it for exploration.
We are finding schools wth particular attributes that are
achieving well, for exploring what are the relations to
expect on things. That is ny second one.

When you go out to plan a study, you don't have
to guess at what m ght be the background statistics on
achi evenment. Here we have a dat abase on achi evenent at the

school level involving all of the states. So we can



generate expectations for outcones and for relations of
treatnent, two outcones; |ook for those natural experinments
that are going on using the data on these 80,000 pl us
school s.

Finally, I would say we can use it for
denonstrating correlations. W can't denonstrate
causation. W can denonstrate correlations that by golly,
call for the causal explanations. | think the RFPs for
eval uations and research should be nmuch nore enphasi zi ng
t hat proposals should cone in dealing wwth these 35 or
however many it is alternative explanations. |If you think
about it ahead of tine, maybe you can design the study so
that you get a bit of an idea whether this or that or the
other factor is really what is causing the difference.

Wth that, the green vegetabl es and the proteins,
here is a little visual dessert, a picture of sunset over
the Tufas in Mono Lake in California. Thank you.

DR. YEN. Ww, Don, you really packed a lot into
your half hour. Questions, conments?

PARTI Cl PANT: |'ve got one about the correl ation.
In the beginning you were tal king about the correl ations of
measures and so forth. That was over the full range of
achi evenment, right, fromthe very | owest schools to the
very hi ghest school s?

DR, MC LAUGHLI N:  Yes.



PARTI CI PANT: | woul d inmagi ne i n nbost program
eval uations, they are dealing with one part of the
distribution, typically the lowend. |Is that correlation
the appropriate statistic to be |ooking at to see whet her
t hese neasures are conparable, or should we be | ooking at a
correlation that is restricted in range?

DR. MC LAUGHLIN. It depends on what you are
asking. If you want, you can ask is this a good substitute
for that. You mght |ook at the values of the whol e range,
but the correlation on a restricted range is going to be
| oner because of the restricted range.

On the other hand, many tinmes people are |ooking
at regression weights rather than correlations, and the
regression weights are not affected by that restriction of
range.

PARTI CI PANT: The issue is a little nore conpl ex
t han what you thought it m ght be. Sonme of the schools
will be testing the sane children in English and Spanish if
t hey have dual | anguage prograns, and so they are
interested in | anguage outcones in both | anguages. Qhers
will be testing different kids in the dual |anguages,
depending on the nature of their bilingual equivalent.

DR. MC LAUGHLIN: Wwell, that certainly woul dn't
affect the correl ation.

PARTI Cl PANT: Don, you said that you did the



anal yses that you presented early on on grades three, four,
and five, where you found those really high correl ations.
What woul d you hypothesize to find if you | ooked at the

hi gher grades?

DR. MC LAUGHLIN: You have to be careful that you
are | ooking at the sanme schools. In sone states, between
five and six is where nost of the schools switch from
el ementary. | would need to very carefully I ook at that.

The other set | would be willing to | ook at
qui ckly is seventh grade versus eighth grade, because
seventh and eighth in nost states are in the sane school
Again, if we have tenth, 11th and 12th -- although | think
the quality of the tenth, 11th and 12th grade scores on the
dat abase are |l ower than the rest, because what nmany states
are using is the high school exit exam or sonme examt hat
kids can take nultiple tines. So we have not nmade a great
deal out of the high school data in this.

PARTI CI PANT: (Comments not caught by
m crophone.)

DR. MC LAUGHLIN. | ran this a couple of weeks
ago for this and didn't find any results that were
different. You are right, | presented sone results show ng
how t he school |evel and the student |evel results, how
they are simlar but sone are different.

| have a feeling about sonme of these things, that



one can do the sane analysis to get at a research question
t hat peopl e understand better sonetinmes, just doing
straightforward regression at the particular |evel you are
interested in. | understand that if you are | ooking for
the range of beta weights in different states, sure, you
run a version of HLM But no, | don't have anything
special to tell you about that.

PARTI Cl PANT:  (Begi nni ng comrent not caught by
m crophone) -- graph that showed the placenent of the state
standards, and then sone neasurenent of error. | wasn't
quite sure what you were calling error. Was it based just
on local relations with NAEP and the state scores, or were
there other things you were | ooking at that led to your
estimate of error?

DR. MC LAUGHLIN: O her things | was | ooking at.
VWhat | did was to use the state-level linking that | had
done to reproduce from NAEP what | think the state would
have reported for each school. | had what the state

reported for the percent achieving the level, and then

cane up with what | evel matched on NAEP, and then | | ook at
the NAEP data. Overall | had that, but for this school
m ght be off. It won't reproduce that percent.

So | | ooked at how nmuch error there was in

reproducing, and then |I conpared that anmount of error to

the amount of error | would expect if it was just NAEP to



NAEP. | ambasing this on a sanple in each school, and we
have standard errors of neasure.

So the one point, the one way at the |eft-hand
side, would be if it was NAEP versus NAEP linking. So it
is farther to the right if there is sonething different
about the test conpared to NAEP

DR. YEN: Thank you. Last, last, |ast.

PARTI CI PANT: Don, would you be prepared to say
that that was a quantitative index of alignment?

DR. MC LAUGHLIN. No. | think a |ot of people
are tal king about conparing paragraphs and words that are
descriptions of curricula and descriptions of standards,
and that is different. | am/looking at the statistics.

DR. YEN. Thank you.

Agenda Item Session 7: Synthesis D scussion
Panel : Bal ancing the Policy and Technical |ssues

DR. DUNBAR W are doing great on tine, aren't
we? Very good, everybody.

Time now for our synthesis panel for the end of
the day. W have four speakers who have been di scussants,
who wi Il becone speakers by the time we are finished, who
have been listening attentively to today's presentations.
They are going to each nake individual conments. W have
about one hour scheduled for this session, and then -- oh,

that is a fine revision, five mnutes for ny closing



conment s.

VWhat | expect will happen is, we will hear from
each of the discussants, and then we w |l expand the
di scussion to the group. | will try to come back with a
few nore general consensus type comments that | think
reflect the issues of today.

So we have David Francis fromthe University of
Houston, Diana Pullin from Boston Col |l ege, Bill Schafer
fromthe University of Maryland, and Laurie Wse from
HunmRRO.

DR. FRANCIS: Thank you, Steve. I1'd like to
t hank NRC and the planning commttee for the opportunity to
be here. | really enjoyed the papers, and enjoyed the
presentations. The papers, if you haven't had a chance to
read them are really outstanding and very informative.
|"mnot going to conmment on themindividually, but I
recommend themto you. | thought they were very
i nformative.

It is clear that the SSASD is a great resource
for educational researchers and program evaluators, and it
is a great step forward in ternms of devel oping what | would
call an analog to the public health data system but for
education. Cearly it is not conplete, and | don't think
any of us would argue that it is. | think that Gage

[ Kingsbury], in his presentation, highlighted sone of the



key strengths of this database as a resource that we didn't
have.

In terns of the workshop, Stephanie [Stullich]
and David [ Goodw n] asked us several questions: How can we
use the SSASD to eval uate federal prograns?. Sone
approaches are better than others, what kinds of inferences
can we support? | amgoing to try to focus on those issues
in terms of what has been tal ked about.

| will just say at the outset, | don't think
have anything unique to say. Everything | am going to say
has been said already, so what | amreally doing is trying
to highlight those points that | have heard reiterated over
and over again that | think make sonme sense.

It seenms clear that the answer to the first
guestion is that there are many ways in which the SSASD
could be used to evaluate federal progranms, but precisely
how is going to be necessitated by the program or another
way to put that, the question that we are trying to answer.

| think the idea that there is a single best way
in which to nodel the data that exists within the database
is afallacy. | don't think that that is true, and | don't
thi nk we should search for that holy grail. The strongest
approach is going to depend a | ot on what the particul ar
question is, and how to fashion information.

So |l want to repeat a little bit of what Judith



Singer said. She nmade several excellent points in her top
ten list. | think her point nunber zero, which she didn't
nunber as point zero, is that the best analysis is going to
start with a carefully articulated question. It is really
cl ear that when we think about program eval uation, we have
to start out by defining very precisely what is the
guestion that we are trying to answer.

Then the second step that she articul ated, her
point one, was a carefully and fully articul ated
statistical nodel. | would insert sonmewhere in between
those two, that is, between the question and the
statistical nodel, we need to think as well about the
mechani sm of action for the program howis it that the
programis going to inpact on student |learning. W have to
t hi nk about how we are going to incorporate that into the
data that we are going to try to have access to, and into
the statistical nodel, howis it that that nechani sm of
action takes place. |If we don't have a good strong idea
about what it is that the programis inpacting at the
instructional level or at the student |evel or at the
school level and how that then translates into achi evenent,
our nodels are going to be fairly vacant, and our ability
to get at causal inference is going to be that nuch weaker.
We are already dealing wwth generally a weak approach

because we are dealing with observational data.



| think in ternms of articulating those
mechani sms, we need to think both about how the program
woul d have intended consequences in terns of the intended
mechani sm of action, but then al so unintended nmechani sns of
action. W heard sone about different kinds of things,

I i ke people gam ng the system cheating on test scores and
things like that, which will also have an inpact on

achi evenment that we need to try to disentangle the extent
to which those things are operating.

It seens that in all |ikelihood, when we go to do
a program eval uation that incorporates the SSASD, we are
going to need to pull in additional data to assess how
t hese nechani snms of action m ght be operating. Certainly
one thing that M chael Scriven tal ked about was goi ng out
and sanpling schools for nore intensive data collection. |
think that is clearly a strong option.

The ot her side of that coin, though, is that
there are a lot of |ocal evaluations that are taking place
of programs. Those | ocal evaluations, where the designs
m ght be sonmewhat tighter in ternms of the data collection,
need to al so access the SSASD to try to put the achi evenent
outcones that they are finding into a broader context of
how the state m ght be operating. So I think that sort of
sanpling can go in both directions, and utilizing the SSASD

to inprove those |ocal evaluations | think wuld be



power f ul .

| think that fromthe standpoint of -- and this
has been touched on by several people -- one of the
strengths of the SSASD is this ability to draw on
| ongi tudinal data collected wthin schools at the state
| evel long before the programgets started. So having
mul ti ple years of pre-programdata really inproves the
strength of the designs and nodels that we can fit with
respect to trying to understand the causal inpact of
prograns. W have to exploit that.

| was talking earlier with Elizabeth [Stuart]
about ways of going about trying to establish what the
post - progr am expectations m ght be in the absence of
program effects, based on all of the prior year data that
you have. There are many ways that you can do that, and
what you should be doing is thinking of multiple ways to do
that, so that you are not dealing with one set of
expectations, but potentially nmultiple sets of expectations
agai nst which to conpare actual perfornmnce.

So | think when we think about statistical nodels
and approaches, Judy [Singer] laid out a nice set of rules
for people to followin ternms of articul ating the nodel,
consideration of omtted |levels, omtted variabl es, |ooking
for alternative explanations, conducting sensitivity

anal ysis. You can encapsulate all of that into follow ng



the best statistical practice for program eval uations.

So when the Department [of Education] is taking
into account what different contractors are telling them
about how to utilize the database, these are the things
that they should be looking for in ternms of statistical
practice, and not did they use the right nodel,
necessarily.

| want to say a couple of points about how el se
the SSASD m ght be used. | nentioned the issue of using it
to informlocal evaluations. Certainly, fromthe
st andpoi nt of design it can be used to inprove our
subsequent designs. The Departnent posed the two groups,
the PPSS, which is doing evaluation work, and IES, which is
favoring random zed designs. But it seens to ne that these
two organi zations should and could work together, and that
the utilization of information in the SSASD for designing
random zed studi es where the nunber of schools is going to
get random zed is fairly small, and is a real strength. |If
| can match schools up based on five years of pre treatnent
data and then random ze those schools after matching to
treatnent and control in a smaller program | can get a
much stronger design

So what can we do to strengthen the SSASD? That
was one of the other questions that we were asked. A

nunber of possibilities have been discussed. One is



student |evel data, one is programinformation, and then
the other is scale scores. | won't say anything nore about
scal e scores; | think they have been tal ked about a fair
anount, and the inportance of incorporating them

| do want to say a word about program
information. W touched on this today, a nunber of the
speakers did, but the whole issue of standardization, not
standardi zati on of the achi evenent data, but
standardi zation of the data collection practice.

There is a fair anount of consistency within
states, but as you start noving into tal king about
collecting programinformati on data, |ike what is going on
in the classroom what is the curriculumthat is actually
being followed in this particular school, there is not
going to be a |lot of standardization about that. |If we are
going to make use of that data in ternms of anal yzing
achi evenent data, | have a ot of concerns that if we don't
pay close attention to how that data gets collected, those
anal yses won't be very neani ngful.

| do want to tal k about the student |evel data
issue. | think it is clear that there are benefits to it.
| think Don's points are also worth taking into account.
Where | get concerned is the idea that we mght try to
actually pull in that information into the SSASD and create

sone nonolithic nega data structure, which I think would be



a trenmendous cost for not too nuch utility.

| think the ideas that were tal ked about earlier, about
linking into the existing |ongitudinal database, is a nmuch
stronger idea.

"Il stop there.

DR. PULLIN. David and I did not plan ahead
together, but I amgoing to pick up on his thenme and ask
you to focus on what questions you are trying to answer
with the use of this database or any other.

| think we have had a really provocative and
informati ve set of discussions over the past two days anong
sone great thinkers fromthe scientific community. | am
not a scientist. | spend a lot of time, though, thinking
about how science interrelates with public policy concerns
and legal requirenents, and | want to tal k about these
i ssues fromthose perspectives.

| thought in particular I would Iike to make sure
that we don't lose track of the point that Judith Singer
made so beautifully yesterday, that the real issues here
are how our discussions informefforts to i nprove enhanced
opportunities to learn and real enhanced educati onal
achi evenent for all students. | have spent enough tine
hangi ng around with really good psychonetricians and
statisticians to know that they are excellent at figuring

out new algorithns to constantly try to propose different



ways to answer questions and solve problens, but that it is
sonetines easy to |l ose sight of the larger issues.

So | thought it would be useful to bring you back
to what sone of the people fromthe Departnent were talking
about at the very beginning of our neeting yesterday. They
tal ked about this GPRA animal, the Governnent Perfornmance
and Results Act, which was put in place in 1993 to try to
i npose accountability standards on all the federal
agenci es.

| think it is inportant to understand that in
that Iaw, the Congress articulated definitions of what are
out cone neasures and definitions of performance goals and
definitions of what constituted program eval uations that
woul d neet these new | egal mandates that were being inposed
on federal entities. Anong these requirenents were very
clear requirenents within the mnd of Congress that federal
agenci es shoul d be held accountable for setting targets for
t hemsel ves, for articulating |levels of performance in a
t angi bl e, measurabl e way, against which -- and this is the
| anguage of the statute -- against which actual achi evenent
can be conpared.

So when the No Child Left Behind Act cane al ong
and Congress contenplated howto wite that statute, and
t he Departnent of Education contenplated how to inplenent

it, clearly part of the goal was to try to create a



def ensi bl e nechani sm for program eval uation for such things
as the very | arge anmount of federal funding going into the
No Child Left Behind Act.

Wil e we have had a | ot of discussion in the past
day or so about this big press toward random zed trials and
the like, I want to rem nd you that Congress also in
witing the No Child Left Behind Act wote a definition of
scientifically based research that is broader than many
peopl e renenber in sone of the conversations that we have.
There is anple roomin there for other enpirical
approaches, as long as they neet sone criteria of their own
about how systematic they are, and there is in additional
room for observational approaches that don't include just
random zed trial s.

So as we struggle through thinking about how to
address the questions that have been rai sed about these
dat abases, | think it is inmportant to ground ourselves in
the notion that part of what has been very unclear in our
di scussions of the past day and a half, as we have tal ked
about programevaluation is what really is it that we seek
to eval uate through the use of this database or any other

You can cone at that question froma |ot of
di fferent perspectives. You can raise the question and
t hi nk about answering it not only in terns of the

scientific data that have been tal ked about in our neeting,



but al so according to sone other criteria that are set out
in NCLB el sewhere. Anmong other things, the Congress asked
t hat people pay attention to rel evant professional and
techni cal standards. Maybe it is just because | spent so
many nonths and years re-witing the | ast version of the
program eval uati on standards and then foolishly agreeing to
rewite the testing standards, but part of what | think we
need to make sure we are paying attention to are those

rel evant professional and technical standards, in addition
to the kinds of scientific considerations, or coupled with
the kinds of scientific considerations, that people have
been tal ki ng about here today.

So when | think about how to use the database
that has been the primary object of our discussion, |
wonder when we tal k about program eval uati on exactly what
kind of programwe are tal ki ng about eval uating. Just
within the No Child Left Behind Act, there are nmany
different possibilities of prograns that need to be
eval uated. There is Congress' primary interest in
proficiency and the novenent toward proficiency for al
children in 2014, but there are also inportant program
eval uation questions that could be asked about the reading
interventions that are also funded through the statute and
its Reading First initiative, about such AYP factors as

dropout rates, which have cone up here in passing, about



such issues also addressed in the statute as the pursuit of
i nproved teacher quality, or the alleged pursuit of teacher
qual ity, depending on how you react to the question.

These questions are scientifically difficult, no
matter which of themyou choose to pursue. Certainly sonme
of those scientific difficulties have been highlighted here
today and yesterday, as have sone of the possibilities.

But there is also the need to recognize that the United
States Departnment of Education in its inplenentation of
this statute has engaged in the exercise of a very broad
set of authority it is given under the statute to do a
nunber of different things, all of which mght relate to
any of the program eval uati on questions you m ght choose.

In sone instances, the Departnent has exercised
its broad authority in very clever and extrenely effective
ways with a speed | have never seen before in the years |
spent either working in Washi ngton or studying what goes on
her e.

Sonme of what the Departnent can do, for exanple,
is change very quickly what |ocal building adm nistrators
thi nk are acceptabl e approaches to teaching reading. |
have a | ot of school principals in the classes that |
teach, and | can see themcone in and work to very quickly
change the kind of reading prograns they have in their

buil dings, in direct response to key decisions made at the



Depart ment of Education here, sone of them not necessarily
ones that the reading experts would agree with, but
deci sions that nonethel ess had a rapid i npact on practice.

Simlarly, | can see the choice of an itemon a
state assessnent test having consequences wthin 24 hours
in what ny principals informtheir teachers they should do
in sonething like an elementary curriculum So there is a
| ot of power within the Departnent and wwthin the states to
address many of the issues that we have been grappling with
t oday.

Part of what | woul d encourage further thought on
is not only these scientific questions, but also the
guestions about how to coordinate within the federal agency
and in the states and in those two | evels of governnent
wor ki ng toget her, approaches to issues that could in fact
informthe acquisition of additional data that would
strengt hen the database under discussion here today.

So for exanple, the Departnent's power to approve
pl ans under Title 1 of the No Child Left Behind Act, which
is the | argest source of funding that goes fromthe federal
government to the states and localities, includes a
consi derabl e power to declare what is acceptable as state
and | ocal practice for the receipt of those funds. The
peer reviews that are used to evaluate those state plans or

wor kbooks have been nenti oned here several tines. That



peer review manual, that | suspect Bill [Schafer] wll talk
about in a couple of mnutes, is an inportant opportunity
for the government to provide assistance to those who want
to add to the possibilities for further enhancing these

dat abases and their usage.

Simlarly, | assune that these new state
| ongi tudi nal grants that were described earlier today al so
coul d provide an inportant opportunity for the federal
governnment, if it wshed to do so, to inpact in a nore
significant way state and | ocal practice.

Now we cone to the part that is both a | ega
problem and a political problem There is a real
federalismissue here, a real strong set of potenti al
probl ens that have already cone to light in many different
ways and will becone nore severe over tinme, over the
relative power of the federal governnent conpared to the
states and the | ocal education agencies.

One of the quiet things that WIIliam Rehnqui st
did before he passed away was to begin to conpletely
redefine froma | egal perspective the relationships between
t he federal governnent, the Congress, the courts and the
states. There will be nore of those sorts of disputes in
the years to cone.

But this also becones a political problemfor the

agency here and for the various states, because the No



Child Left Behind Act has to be reauthorized by Congress,
and that reauthorization is currently expected to happen in
2006 or 2007. That is about the point in tinme when there
start to be even nore data available at the state |evel
about progress under either the AYP standards or the

i npl enentation of the high stakes sanctions on kids,

t eachers or school buil dings.

That suggests that there is not a lot of tine
bet ween now and when Congress considers this statute the
next tinme to engage in the kinds of changes that have been
considered in the past day and a half of discussion here.
But it certainly suggests that this is an opportune nonent
for researchers to try to frame the sorts of politica
responses or technical suggestions to decision makers of
the sort that Judy was tal king about yesterday.

So | would in the brief nonment of tine left to ne
say that | think there are a ot of possibilities here to
make good use of these databases, to enhance these
dat abases, and in a thoughtful way to acquire nore useful
and neani ngful and perhaps not highly intrusive collections
of data to inform whatever program eval uati ons we are going
to undert ake.

For peopl e who have asked nme questions about such
potentially thorny issues as whether gathering student data

will present a real hornet's nest of difficulty froma



| egal or an ethical perspective, I would say I amusually
one who sees legal trouble, but | would say that in this
i nstance, based upon sonme past experience | have with the
Department and with NCES in the 20th century, there have
been instances in which the Departnent has gathered
dat abases |li ke NELS, run into difficulty later,
particul arly because of the Federal Privacy Act that limts
intrusion or limts data collection on the part of the
federal government, where we were able to encourage the
construction of sonme not too intrusive and easier to
inplement, if you start doing it fromthe front end rather
than in the mddle, kinds of ethical and | egal protections
that could ensure that you could collect these data, you
coul d protect student privacy and identity, you could be
able to get information about these critically inportant
smal | subgroups of children who we have had to renpve from
reporting because they could be identifiable to the public,
but give ourselves an opportunity to know even nore about
what is going on in the inplenentation of both the federal
and t he anal ogous state statutes.

DR. SCHAFER: Thank you. | promse not to talk
about the peer review process. | have said enough about
t hat .

Wien | gave ny very first AERA presentation, it

was at the |last session. | was the |ast speaker. People



canme into the room-- it was crowded, but they cane into
the roomwith their suitcases, and by the tine | spoke
there was hardly anybody there. | would like to
particularly thank Laurie Wse for being Eva [Baker]'s
substitute to save ne fromthat fate.

It is certainly a struggle to try to find new
things to say after all that has gone on here. So maybe |
will repeat sonme of what has been said, but I'll try to add
a new tw st here or there, and maybe one or two things that
| talk about will be new.

A useful exercise in trying to inprove the
dat abase woul d be to determ ne who m ght have a need for
it, what sorts of questions they m ght want to address, and
what their data needs would be for those questions. One
antici pated use of the database is to eval uate educati onal
interventions. W have heard a | ot about that here.

As it is currently designed, the database seens
nost hel pful to persons who know that certain schools are
i npl enmenting certain prograns, such as a district which is
eval uating certain of its own schools, or an externally
funded programthat has identified its inplenmentation
sites.

But say a school's personnel needs to survey the
results frominterventions in schools that are like theirs

denographically. They can see if and when other schools



i nproved, but they have no way to investigate the prograns
that may have led to nore or |less success. O there may be
interest in the success or failure of progranms with various
conbi nations of elenents that exist in nore popul ar
interventions. This suggests it would be helpful to find a
way to describe the educational prograns in the schools,
and especially to describe what was done differently year
by year.

Per haps sonme sort of witten description could be
contained in an external file that can be easily linked to
the present database. It is a mamoth undertaking. O her
ways m ght be easier to acconplish, but even if this could
be done for a sanpler of schools, it should make the
dat abase nore hel pful to at | east one class of user.

Sone powerful growth nodels have been descri bed,
but to what extent can they be ascribed to the data in our
dat abase? We have heard di scussi ons about using data at
the school level or at the student |evel.

| think we should be thinking here along three
lines. The first of these adds a nme-too to David Thissen's
support of Judith Singer: What assunptions do we need to
make about student |level data in order to | earn what we can
from student |evel growh nodels when we have only schoo
| evel data. |If we can answer this question, we can

eval uate the assunptions with other data in a coordinated



research effort, which is an idea that Donald Rubin
suggested earlier today.

The second line is, are there any feasible
additions to the database that woul d enabl e usi ng student
| evel data. Failing that, are there ways to coordi nate and
otherwi se facilitate access by researchers to public state
| evel databases. The state-|evel panel had sone comments
about that.

The third line is whether we can include
information that affords inferences about student-Ievel
results without student-level data. At |east one paper and
some comments described |ack of data availability on
variability in the database. Consistent with the APA
[ Amreri can Psychol ogi cal Associ ation] publication manual, we
shoul d have sufficient statistics for everything that is
reported in the database. For exanple, this neans for
means, we woul d al so have standard devi ati ons and sanpl e
Si zes.

Predicting future growh from past growh nay be
hazardous. The conventional wisdomis that assessnent
changes result in brief gromh on the new neasures with
| ess positive results thereafter. W are now seeing a
| ar ge nunber of new assessnents as a result of NCLB, and
can anticipate seeing growh for a few years as a result.

However, |inear projections of growh may over predict and



make schools | ook on track when in fact they are not. So
per haps we shoul d be thinking about the sustainability of
grow h and whether growth targets are realistic. This wll
be a nore inportant question, especially in states
followng Ohio's | ead that have backl oaded their AYP

t ar get s.

As we nove toward 2014, all states will fee
i ncreased pressure to nmake changes in the criteria for AYP.
This may change beliefs about which states are setting
appropriate cut points for their proficient achi evenent
level. In the end, this is a policy issue rather than a
techni cal one, because its legitimcy depends on i npact
rat her than understanding or insight.

| ndeed, we nmay eventually conclude that states
with the nost |enient achi evenent targets have the nost
positive influences on their educational prograns. It
woul d be interesting to see the correlation between NAEP
scale cuts for the proficient achievenent |evel and
eventual growmh on NAEP as well as state tests.

As has been nentioned in earlier comments, we are
not |like other countries, in that we do not have a national
curriculum Instead, we ask each state to set its own
content as well as proficiency goals. What is the role of
testing in this environment?

| have been thinking recently about what | have



call ed the fundanental accountability m ssion, which is to
test every student on what he or she is supposed to be
studying. |In fact, the test blueprint can be used to
define these curricular goals. |If these content goals are
i ndeed different, then why would we ever want to |link the
state test to NAEP or to each other? | think Bob Linn's
di scussion raised a |lot of questions about the val ue of
perform ng those linkings. Especially when we consider the
effects of a testing programand what goes on in the
school s, even NAEP m ght be a negative influence on what a
state education agency is trying to do. Fortunately

t hough, the content differences aren't that severe, and
sone studi es have shown this. As a matter of fact, the
NAEP frameworks are often used as justification for
nmovenent in state content standards toward those

f ramewor ks.

A problemresearchers should be aware of is the
exi stence of arbitrary maxima and mninma in student data.
As |'m sure everyone here knows, itemresponse vectors with
all zeroes or maxi mum scores tend to indetermnate theta
estimates. Therefore, states set arbitrarily values for
the LGOSS, the | owest obtainable scale score, and HGCSS, the
hi ghest obtai nable scale score. HOSS doesn't occur nuch,
but LGOCSS does, and sonetines frequently.

Since states set these values arbitrarily, they



can vary across states, and even across grades and contents
within states. Additionally, state policies differ on

whet her students who are absent for tests for various
reasons are declared mssing or are assigned to LCSS.

A problemw th LOSS is that as an extrene score,
it can disproportionately affect nmeans. Many states have
conme to use percent above cut instead of nmean to report
data, but if a researcher wants to conpare score data
rather than counts of students, a better choice m ght be a
medi an or sone ot her percentile. These can be indexed and
have standard errors, and so can be used in neta-anal yses.

VWhat do we learn fromone study? Mich has been
made about random zation to conditions. Failing
random zation, we have heard about matching covari at es,
propensity scores anong ot her ways to introduce controls
for selected variables. W have al so heard about using
chain scores when students are their own controls. But we
still only have one study.

Per haps we need to go beyond the one study
par adi gm and consi der where that leads us. |If we expect to
base i nportant decisions on scientific understandings,
per haps we shoul d develop criteria for the support the
under st andi ngs need to have.

Shoul d we require that studies supporting our

cruci al understandi ngs be replicated? Should we require



that they have survived a peer evaluation process? Should
we require that there have been serious attenpts to falsify
t henf As we all know, we act every day on assail able
under st andi ngs about what are really hypotheses, so our
focus should not be on establishing what evidence is
unassai |l abl e, but on establishing what evidence is
sufficient.

How are we to use non-experinmental data
meani ngfully? One thought is to use it for hypothesis
generation and then to test hypotheses w th i ndependent
studies. The concept of propensity scores as a neans of
inferring causality from non-experinmental studies has been
proposed. | know many professionals agree, as | heard one
researcher that | respect say, that propensity scores is
the only way to infer causality, |acking random zati on.

| have a couple of problenms with that. First,
propensity scores will not necessarily control all relevant
contents. There is a counter exanple. A program works
because the principals who chose it were excited about it
and conveyed their enthusiasmto staff. There is no way a
researcher will include principal enthusiasmas a covariate
to establish propensity scores.

Anot her problemis that | think there is a better
way to infer causality, and that is the devel opnent and

testing of theory through replication. Even absent theory,



mul ti pl e i ndependent replications even wth pre-post data
i n individual schools and study sites with school
characteristics to study vari ables seens to ne to be at

| east as strong an anal ysis as opposed to propensity
scores. This to ne suggests that neta-anal ysis of effect
sizes within schools is an appropriate research paradi gm

Most often, effect size is thought of as between
treatnment and control conditions, but effect sizes based on
change over tine within or across cohorts mght be a way to
consider to nake the database nore useful. Although the
power should be anple either way within cohort change, it
will also yield smaller standard errors because the sanples
woul d be related. But | am not necessarily suggesting
Wi thin as opposed to across cohort approach.

Ef fect size for a one-year gain is obvious. But
as we have heard, effect size could be defined in terns of
trend conponents, allow ng neta-analysis of growh
patterns. That would allow interventions to be conpared
across states, as each school becones a study in the neta-
anal ysis, and by using neta-analysis generalizability of
findings across states or school |evel characteristics can
be hypot hesi zed and st udi ed.

Ef fect sizes such as these have been criticized
as being indexed to structurally different variabilities.

Even using state variabilities as an approach for



adj ust nrents has been questioned, because state
variabilities differ. But | don't want to give up on this
anal yti c approach so easily. Perhaps adjusting differences
in state variabilities using ratios of state variabilities
on conparabl e NAEP scores, or school variabilities on
conpar abl e state scales, could provide a viable approach to
the problem or state variability on NAEP or school
variability wwthin a state could be used as a conditioning
variable in the neta-anal yti c nodel

Varying operational definitions of treatnent and
control conditions has been discussed. |f unevenness of
treatnent application or control applications produce
differential effects, that wll show up as heterogeneity of
effect sizes in neta-analysis. Wen heterogeneity is
observed and all explanatory vari abl es have been exhaust ed,
a common followup is to ook at outliers around the
conpl ex nodel. This may or may not identify unusual
treatnent or control abnornmalities in specific
appl i cations.

Finally, what are we going to do about the policy
shift away froma scale netric? |f anyone wants to start a
grass roots effort, I'll join, as would nany others at this
conference. But failing that, we can try to influence the
design of the database so that it facilitates links to

state databases with the needed data for our research, as



Gage Kingsbury suggest ed.

Thank you.
DR WSE: |, too, apologize if my comrents are a
bit redundant. It probably neans we all were watching the

sane synposi um

| amgoing to try and talk just briefly to
summari ze what | heard about three topics that | think are
salient to the thene of this. The first was basically the
t heme, how can SSASD be used in eval uations of federal
prograns. The second thenme | amgoing to talk a little bit
about are, what are sonme of the limtations of using this
dat abase in these evaluations, and the third is, what m ght
be done to enhance the database to Ilimt the limtations.

|"mnot going to talk a | ot about the causal
nodel ing, but | do want to say that | thought there were
sone excellent presentations and di scussi ons about causal
nodel ing that | hope soneone will follow up on and try to
get maybe a publication or sonething that tal ks about the
things that Elizabeth [Stuart] started us with. | am
especially going to take away what M chael Scriven calls
the elimnation nodel as an alternative to just strict
statistical testing, although | like to refer to it as the
aut opsy nodel, because that is when | woke up and it got ny
attention, is when he tal ked about aut opsi es.

First of all, how can the data be used? Several



peopl e tal ked about the value of using the data about the
uni verse of schools in this country as a sanpling frame for
identifying matched sanples that you m ght then go in and
apply your treatnent and your outcone variables to. That
doesn't suffer fromthe limtations of having to depend on
the data itself for everything you want to know about the

i npl enentation of the program It does allow any of your
causal nodel i ng approaches that you would like to do in
order to be able to attribute effects to the program
interventions. It is a very powerful tool.

It is also, as Gage pointed out, powerful because
it has got historical data. So there is baseline data on
what student achi evenent was |ike for nmaybe several years,
| eading up to the point at which you are going to do -- or
at which the intervention for federal program was
i nt roduced.

The rub cones in when we start to bridge into the
limtations; to what extent can you use the school |evel
student achi evenent neans as an outcome or the outcone
measure for doing evaluations. There, we heard a | ot about
limtations and concerns, although we also heard, don't |et
the perfect be the eneny of the good, or, what was actually
said was, an approxi mate answer to a good question is
better than a precise answer to a | ousy question,

par aphr ase.



So what are the Iimtations then that were tal ked
about in terns of using the achi evenent neans as outcone
i ndicators for doing the programeval uations? First, there
is alot of talk about the validity of the test scores in
general ; do they neasure what the programwas trying to
i npl emrent, and do they neasure it reliably and accurately,
or are there ways that the scores are distorted or |ess
than perfectly reliable.

In tal king about the problens in |inking together
different scores, especially if you are wanting to make
cross state conparisons, or NAEP versus state, is
popul ation invariance fromthe linkings. | was actually
part of the Unconmon Measures group [NRC report], and we
went through a lot of that. It does seemlike a key
popul ation that you are worried about the variance or
i nvariance of is individual schools, so would individual
schools line up the sane way if you used one neasure versus
if you used anot her.

So | thought there was sone nice bal ance to the
wor kshop here, because there were a | ot of potential issues
and probl ens pointed out, but there was al so sone data that
Don [ McLaughlin] presented that | think showed the | evel of
approxi mation that m ght actually be feasible.

One of the nunbers | amgoing to take away is the

.86. The .86 is the correlation at the school |evel of the



mean score in one subject versus the nean score in another
subject. W worry and wing our hands that math in NAEP
and math in the state are neasured differently, but reading
in the state and math in the state are neasured differently
even nore, and yet there still is a pretty good

correl ation.

| think one of the problens that we as
researchers confront in thinking about using school |evel
data is that we are used to using student-level data. So
the lack of precision of information when you have a pass-
fail versus an actual score is pretty significant. But
again, Don's results showed that if you are aggregated at
the nmean, so that you are not dealing with a pass or a
fail, but you are dealing with a percent pass, which is a
continuous netric yet again, you get a pretty high
correl ati on between that and what you would have if you had
the nore conplete data |ike school neans.

So | throw that out as, again, there are both
l[imtations and there are sone [imtations to the
[imtations.

One of the other limtations besides the validity
of the test scores in general is, we can't really use this
to eval uate bel ow school -1 evel prograns at this tine.

These are school -1 evel nmeans, and we are | ooking at

interventions at the school |evel or higher. It is also



not yet possible to assess individual student growth with
aggregate data like this. Sone of the wonderful nodels

t hat Yeow Meng [ Thum tal ked about, we would have to work
at to be able to use these data in that context.

One of the other limtations, and then |l et ne get
to the enhancenents, is the question of tineliness, how
soon will these data be available. | would give the
exanpl e, that NAEP uses the Commobn Core of Data [CCD] to
build the sanpling frane each year to sel ect the schools
that will be assessed that year.

But because the Conmmon Core Data is two years and
sonetinmes three years old, they also have to have
procedures for identifying schools that were in the frane
but cl osed, and schools that have opened up that weren't in
the frame, and to make some accommpdati ons to make sure
that they have represented today's school popul ation, not
t he school population of two or three or four years ago.

The data that AIR has put together has been
available in a reasonably tinely manner. It remains to be
seen with EDEN and so on whether they will get bogged down
in the perfect being the eneny of the good, and whet her
they will be able to produce data in a tinely fashion.

| just want to cone back to one of the other
[imtations that | had witten down, the between state

conparison as particularly problematic. |If you want to do



conparisons within year and within state, and you have got
every kid taking the sane test, that is pretty reasonabl e.
There are still validity questions, but as Mtch [Chester]
mentioned, it is sonetinmes inportant to | earn what ot her
states are doing.

A lot of the policies, both the inplenentation of
the policies and sonetinmes the policies thenselves, are
really state-level effects, so you need between-state
differences in order to begin to tease our state-|evel
effects, and that is a difficulty.

Let me turn to some potential enhancenents that |
heard people talking about. | think we all said the nore
data you can get on the characteristics of the test, maybe
it is the neta-data that the wonan from EDEN [a Depart nent
of Education staff nenber] tal ked about, the neta-data
about the characteristics of the test. Cearly that is
going to be useful, and people need to understand and track
when an assessnent was changed, what were the
characteristics of the assessnents, what were the cut
scores, et cetera.

Gage and others tal ked about the characteristics
of the prograns and their inplenmentation that we m ght want
to do. | think that is a good idea up to a point. W
won't know in advance all of the prograns that we m ght

want to evaluate, and inplenentation data probably ought to



be collected at a greater level of depth than we are likely
to want to provide on all the progranms in this overal
dat abase, so the idea that you could link in additional
data on sanples of schools and on particul ar
inplementations | think is a good one, and you should think
of it has a nulti-stage approach, and not try to put so
much burden, too many ornanments on the Christmas tree, is
what we used to say about NAEP, but it is simlar here. |If
you make the database want to serve too many purposes, you
will never get it done.

The individual student |evel data woul d be
anot her enhancenent. | think the programthat Kashka
[ Kubzdel a] tal ked about, where noney is being given to
states to devel op these databases, let that mature for a
few years, and then there is really a potential for the
states having sonething to share that is in a node that
woul d be useful and sonewhat standardized. So | would
revisit that. We may not be quite ready to do that now.

Anot her thing we m ght think about is to nake
sure that wherever possible, we have data on ot her outcones
besi des just achi evenent scores. | forget, one of the
speakers earlier today tal ked about educational attainnent,
dropouts and other things as desirable outcones, and that
many of the interventions are targeted towards, not just

achi evenment scores. So to the extent that we can get



mul tiple indicators of inportant educational outcones, |
think that is extrenely useful

| want to say that the NAEP data that Don
[ McLaughl i n] has been tal ki ng about, and the potential of
using it to adjust for between-state differences, | think
has very great potential. | was a little concerned; there
was sone comment about the duplication of effort between
t he NAEP work that is ongoing and what EDEN is doing, and |
just wanted to reinforce the value of having different
peopl e working on different parts of the problem So both
the data that Don has put together at times to get sanples
of data on individual students so you could conpare
i ndi vidual and state level results, and certainly all the
work to Iink NAEP results school by school, which nost
peopl e can't do because NAEP doesn't |et out the school
identifiers easily, with state results, is useful

As many peopl e have pointed out, |inkages wll
probably change over tine. They will change in part
because the state testing program changes. So doi ng that
on a regular basis would allow you to nonitor when
sonething is different about the state assessnent versus
NAEP, so | ong as NAEP doesn't change too much, and that is
a di scussion for another day.

| would al so urge the Departnent [of Educati on]

to pay sone attention to what is in it for the states. To



the extent this is a collaborative effort, and they are
seeing value out of this, you are likely to get not only
nore cooperation, but nore effort on their part to assure
data quality and so on

Then finally, consider the idea of distributed
data col l ection, so that you have the main database focus
on a core set of data that you can collect well and in a
tinmely manner, but that you al so support and encourage a
variety of other collections of data about federal prograns
in various states, about certainly the NAEP rel ati ons, and
about as many other thins as may be useful, that you can

then link in on an as-needed basi s.

So with that, |I think my tinme is done. Thank
you.

DR. DUNBAR Thank you all. W have a little bit
of time left. | have a couple of cleanup activities to
take care of. But first of all, are there any comments or

questions for any of our panel here?

PARTI CI PANT: One issue that has been raised by
sone peopl e, but because they raised it, it caused ne to
reflect on it just alittle bit.

There hasn't been a whole lot of attention to the
i ndependent variables here. | don't know whether this is
sonet hing that everybody is assum ng that we are going to

be able to get what we want. W talked a little bit about



nmore information on inplenentation and what have you, and
maybe this is not a conmment for this panel, maybe it is a
comment for the NRC commttee to possibly just confirm what
peopl e seemto be assum ng, nanely, that we will be able to
get okay data that will be useful to explain the

achi evenent data that we have now gone through in sone
detail.

Clearly we are going to have data from EDEN. |Is
that going to be enough to ook at the inplications of
interventions that are brought about because of NCLB?
Qoviously there are |l ots of other databases that coul d be
joined. It mght be useful to look in detail at sone
things that m ght be on the horizon, and possibly
i nteresting anal yses.

PARTI Cl PANT: Let ne just make a brief comment on
that. We are really in a situation where we commonly use
qualitative inference as opposed to quantitative inference
when we ask what the rel evant independent variables are.

We don't know what they are, so we don't know what to go
out there and neasure. W might try to think about ways in
whi ch we coul d devel op a qualitative database.

PARTI Cl PANT: Let ne just say that verging on
what was in the Comon Core Data is a useful first start,
because a | ot of thought went into what should be collected

and what should be kept in the Common Core Data about the



school characteristics that m ght be sonme of the inportant
i ndependent vari abl es.

PARTI Cl PANT:  (Begi nni ng of comment not caught by
m crophone) -- used for another stratification variable.
That is one thing that has led to our trying to hurry
qui ckly to have the data ready in a tinmely fashion.

PARTI CI PANT: 1'd like to make one comment about
the policy stuff and the role of random zed experi nents.
One of the rules of random zed experinents is not just to
conduct random zed experinents, but also to serve as a
tenpl ate for how observational studies should be anal yzed.
So if you are faced with an observational data set and you
are trying to assess the causal effect of an intervention,
you should structure it so that you think about how shoul d
paral l el random zed experinents be done.

The parallel random zed experi nent woul d have to
have very distinct phases. | think Liz [Stuart] nentioned
this very briefly. There is a phase of design of
random zed experinment which is without any outconmes in
sight. W don't get to do random zed experinments, | ook at
the answers, ah, let nme re-random ze, see if | can get a
better answer, nore favorable. Let ne do a block on sex
this time, I'll do another random zation. You don't get to
do that. You get to do one random zation, one design

wi t hout seeing the outcones, and then you have to live with



what happens.

How many anal yses of observational studies
closely follow that parallel? 1s there a distinct design
phase where you have all the outcone variables |locked in a
cl oset and you can't see them You try to structure the
data so that you can do cause |i nkages.

That is the powerful idea about matching
propensity scores. They don't involve the outcones at all.
So you get to design the observation study in parallel wth
the tenplate random zed experinment that you have in mnd
commt to the treatnent control groups we bal ance, and then
l[ive with the answer. |If you can't get treatnent contro
groups that are balanced with respect to what you have,
give up. You can't nmake a causal inference w thout making
heroi ¢ assunpti ons.

But nost of what | have heard today bundl es those
two phases together. They haven't distinguished clearly at
all. You can build hierarchical nodels and have all these
designs, that is analysis, using the outconmes to do that
stuff. That is okay, but that is after the design phase.
You shoul d invest nore heavily in an observational study
desi gn than the random zed experinent design, or else you
can't believe the answer.

Wul d you buy a drug that was submtted to FDA

and they got a chance to re-random ze and re-random ze and



re-random ze until they got a favorable result? And now
they got one regression analysis and they say, oops, that
should be the log transform now |I've got approval ? You
woul dn't believe it. So why should social science have
much | ower standards? You shoul d have two separate phases.

DR. DUNBAR Orher comments or questions for the
panel ? Probably only have tinme for one nore after this.

PARTI CI PANT: This is in reaction to Don
[ McLaughlin]'s conparisons of using correlations. The
scal e score and percentiles and the other netrics are
basically -- they are neant to be linear. So |I'm not
surprised at all what you find early when your correl ations
are very, very high

Let me ask you, do you expect themto be
different, to begin with?

PARTI CI PANT: (Comments not captured by
m crophone.)

PARTI Cl PANT: That is because it is nmuch nore
degr aded.

PARTI CI PANT: (Comments not captured by
m crophone.)

PARTI Cl PANT: Right. So the point is that they
are basically different nmetrics, on the same score linearly
and related to each other, and so you don't expect to find

di f f erences.



DR. DUNBAR One nore question.

PARTI Cl PANT: In fact, two comments. One is, in
terms of the observational study, there are two differences
here froma traditional observational study even. One is
t hat you have the popul ation of schools for sone
characteristics, so it is just not a grab sum of schools.
So to sone extent, the set of schools that you are starting
off wwth for sonme studies is representative.

The other point -- | should have witten it down.
| f you have all of the same schools, you can do studies on
t he subtypes of schools and find patterns of schools on the
descriptive variables that make even further information on
t he school s you have.

For instance, one thing that occurs to nme right
away is there are 24 federal prograns that give noney to
schools. What are the patterns that schools are having
different nunbers of progranms? Those types of descriptive
things certainly could be done with this data system
Whet her you can really get down to cause for a very
particul ar programw || depend on whether you can sort out
the groups that you could use as contrast groups.

DR. DUNBAR  Thank you all very nuch. That nore
or less brings our programal nost to a close. | wanted to
rem nd the audi ence and the commttee nenbers that unlike

many NRC projects that |ead eventually to some kind of a



report that contains conclusions and fornma
recommendations, this particular project was sinply a
project to hold a synposiumon the use of the school |evel
database. So in a sense, this synposiumis the project,
and what we have collectively witnessed constitutes a kind
of oral report for that project. | think that is a fairly
mar ked departure fromtypical NRC work.

But you will recall yesterday at the end of the
day, | gave you a honework assignnent. | want to encourage
any of you who may have witten anythi ng down or have
t hought of sonething for that honmework assignment to turn
it in to Judy [Koenig] and Lori [Wight]. They wll grade
t he papers and perhaps enter sone things into the record.

Don't worry about it. She is trying to put up
the list. | read off a list of five nore or |ess
consensus-1|i ke comrents after yesterday's session, and |
want to add a few nore to that, and al so give you an
opportunity to chime in on additional things that you may
have heard of today.

Those five briefly involved the value of nultiple
reporting netrics; the inportance of systematic
docunent ati on of rel evant covariates; the fact that
guantitative anal yses need to be bol stered by very careful
observational studies, especially as pertains to issues

i ke program i npl enentation; and al so that descriptive



studi es based on this data set thenselves may have a great
deal of value. Understanding what can and can't happen
with individual matched data can hel p us understand our
data better when we only have matches at the school |evel,
and the desirability of information about w thin-school
vari ation.

| heard a nunmber of things today that | thought
could be added to this list, so I'll just read these off
very quickly, and if there is a serious objection to any of
them please voice it.

Descriptions of the neasures, their psychonetric
characteristics, both the content and performnce standards
on which they are based are needed to understand the range
of inferences that the neasures can support, especially if
we are tal ki ng about using those neasures for eval uating
progranms. That is nunber six.

Nunber seven, users of the school |evel database,
for exanple, evaluators on contract with the Departnent,
need to be clear about the assunptions of their analytical
techni ques and explicit about justifications for
statistical nodels that they are using to evaluate federa
prograns. W heard comments from several people who had
reviewed reports using this database, and that coment cane
from many of them

Nunber eight, state | evel databases could be used



to inmprove or augnent the school |evel database in

i nportant ways. Linkages between databases shoul d be

consi dered or perhaps even built in. Based on what we
heard about the activities going on within the Departnent,
it mght well be that funding streans within the Departnent
t hat support database devel opnent shoul d be anal yzed and
per haps coordi nat ed.

Nunber nine, state and district assessnent in
data specialists have a wealth of information and
experience that the Departnent could draw on to inprove its
own efforts in data devel opnent.

Nunber ten, coordinated efforts across the
Departnent are needed to integrate activities of states,
for exanple, in their inplenmentation of NCLB plans, with
dat a devel opnent and i nprovenent.

| think we are all tired. |If you have anything
that you would like to add based on di scussi ons today or
yesterday, please share it wth Judy Koenig or Lori Wight.
| want to thank you all for hanging in there, going with
the flowwth the weather this norning, and helping us in
what | think has been a really stimulating and useful
conference on the school |evel database.

Safe travel s.

(Wher eupon, the neeting was adjourned.)



