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ABSTRACT

John J. Cannell'slate 1980's “Lake Wobegm” reports suggeséd widespread deliberae educabr
manipulation of norm-referenced standadizedtest (NRJadministrationsandresults, resultingin artificial
test scae gainsTheCannelstudieshavebeenreferenced in educaionresearchsince but asevidencethat
highstakes(andnot cheaing or laxseaurity) causetest scae inflation. Thisarticle examinesthat research
and Cannell'sdata for evidence that high stakes causetest scae inflation. No suchevidenceis found.
Indeed,the evidenceindicatesthat, if anything,the absene of highstakesis assaiated with artificial test
score gains. The variable mogt highly correlated with test scae inflation is generd performance on
achievement tests, with traditionally low-performing states exhibiting mee test scoreinflation—an low-
stakesnorm-referencedtests—thantraditionally high-perfaming states,regardlessof whether or not a
statealsomaintainsahigh-stalestesting program. Theunsuppoted high-stakes-causetest-saore-inflation
hypathesisseansto derivefromthe surrepttioussubstitution of anantiquateddefinition of the term “high
stakes” and afew studies afficted with left-out-variablebias.

Introduction

We know that teststhat are used for accountability tend to be taught to in waysthat produce inflated scores.
—D. Koretz, CRESST 1992, p.9

Corruption of indicatorsis a continuing problem where tests are used for accountability or other high-stakes
purposes.
—RL Linn, CRESST 2000, p.5

The negative effects of high stakestesting on teaching and learning are well known.
Under intense political pressure, test scores are likely to go up without a corresponding improvement in student
learning...all tests can be corrupted.
— L.A. Shepard, CRESST 2000

High stakes...lead teachers, school personnel, parents, and studentsto focus on just one thing:
raising the test score by any means necessary. There isreally no way that current tests
can simultaneously be a legitimate indicator of learning and an object of concerted attention.
— EL. Baker, CRESST 2000, p.18

Peope cheat. Edwatorsare people. Therefore, educatars ched Not all educators,nor all
people, but some.

! The author acknowledges the generous assistance and advice of four anonymous, expert reviewers and that of
the author of the Lake Wobegon reports, John J. Cannell. Of course, none of these several individualsisin any way
responsible for any errorsin this article.
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Thissimplesyllogism wouldseemincortrovertible. Ass true for the population as awhole,
someeducatorswill risk cheatiig evenin the faceof measues meat to preventor detect it.
More will try to ched in the alsenceof anti-cheding measues. Ass alsatrue for the
population as awhole,somecourageas and highly-grincipled soulswill refuse o cheateven
whenmany d their colleaguesdo.

Someeducation reseachers,however,assertthat deliberate educatar cheating had
nothing to do with the Lake Wolegoneffect. Theirs areamang the mostwidely citedand
celebrakd articlesin the education policy researchliterature. Members ofthe federally-
funded Cener for Reseech on Edwcation Sandardsand Sudent Testing (CRESST) hafa,
almosttwo decades, asertedthat high-stakes causéartificial” test scoregairs. The idertify
“teachingto the test” (i.e., testprep or test coachimy) as he direct mechanismthat produces
this “testscore irlation.”

The Hgh-Stakes-Cause-TeSeore-Ifflation Hypothesis
Theemprrical evidence they cie to syport their claim is lesshan abundant, however,
largely comsistingof,

C first, aquasi-expeiment they condicted themselvesifteenyears go inanunidentified
schooldistrict with unidentified tests(Koretz Lim, Dunbar, Skepard 1991),

C second certain patterns inthe pre- and post-test scoredrom the first decadeor soof
the Title | Evaluion and Reporing Systm (Lim 2000, pp.5,6), ard

C third, the famous laie-1980s “Lake Wbegm” reports of Jom JacobCannd! (1987,
1989), as hey irterpret them.

Since he publication of Canndl’s Lake Wobgonreports, ithas,indeed, become“well
known” that accounability testsproduce scoranflation. Well knavn or, at least,very widely
believed. Many, andprobably mcst, referencesto the Lake Wbegm reports in education
researchand policy circles sincehe late 1980s have icentified high sekes, andnly high
stakes, ashe caise oftestscore irlation (i.e., testscore gais nd related to achievemen
gains).

But, how gmd is the evicence?

In addition to studyingthe souces tre CRESS&searches cite,| haveanalyzd Canndl’s
data in searchof evidence. | surmisel that if high stakes causedstscore ifflation, one shauld
find the following:

C gradelevels closeto a high-stakes evenie.g., a [gh sclool graduation test) showing
more test scoreinflation than gradelevels tirther away;

C direct evicencethat test coachimy (i.e., teacing to the test), whenisolated from other
factors, ircreaseséstscores; ad

C anassociatiorbetween stakes ina stte testing programand testscore iflation.

Onecould call his the “weak” versionof the high-stakes-causecore-irflation hypahesis.

| further sumisedthat if high-stekes alom, ard no other factor, cause #ificial test score
gains, me shoud find no positive correldion betweentestscore gais ard other factors,such
as lax estsecurity, edwator cheaing, stident and teacher mativation, or tightening alignnent
between sandards,curriculum, ard test cortent.
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Onecould call his the “strong” versionof the high-siakes-causescore-irflation hypahesis.

JohnJacob Cannekndthe “LakeWobegon” Reports

Welcome to Lake Wobegon, where all the women are strong, all the men are good-looking,
and all the children are above average.
— Garrison Keillor, A Prairie Home Companion

It isclear that the standardized test resultsthat were widely reported as part of accountability systems
in the 1980s were giving an inflated impression of student achievement.
—R.L Linn, CRESST 2000, p.7

In 1987, aWestVirginiaphysician, dhn JacobCanrell, publishedthe results of astudy,
Nationally Nomed Elementary AgevementTestng in America’s Public Schadte ad been
surprisedthat WestVirginiastudents keg scoring ‘above the national average”on anational
norm-referenced sandardizdtest (NRT), givethe state’s low reative standing onother
measues ofacadenic paformance. He surveyedhe situation in other statesand with other
NRTs ad discoveredthat the students in every sate were “alove the national average,”on
elemertary achievemet tests, accordig to their norm-referenced estscores.

Thephenomenon was dibbed the “LakeWobegon Effect,” in tribute to the mythicalradio
comedycommurity of Lake Wolegon where“all the childen are eéoveaverage.” The Canrell
report implied that half the schml syperintendents in the courtry werelying alout their
schools’academic ahievemen. It furtherimplied that, with poorer resuts, the other half
might lie, too.

Schoolistricts codd purchaseNRTSs “&f-the-shelf’ from commercial &st publishers ard
adminsterthem on their own. Wit no “external” testadminstrators watchng, sclool and
district administrators were fee to manipulate ary andallaspecs ofthe tests. The couldlook
at the testitemsbeforehand, ard let their teacherdook atthem,too. They couldgive he
students as mwch time to finishas hey #lt like giving hem. They couldkeepusing the same
form of the test yearafter year.They couldevenscorethe teststhemselves. fieresults from
these irternally-admnistered testsprimed many apress relase. (See Caell 1989, Clapter 3

Canndl followed up with asecondreport (198), How Public Bucators Cheat on
Standardized AbievementTess, in whichhe added similar sate-by-state information for the
secondry gracks. Healso povided detailedresults ofasurvey @ test securiy pracices inthe
50 states (pp50-1@), ard printed someof the feedback he eceivedfrom teachersn
respanseto anadvertisemert his aganization had placedin Education Weein spiing 1989
(Chaper 3.
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Institutional Resposes tothe Canrell Repots

The proper use of tests can result in wiser decisions about individuals and programs than would be
the case without their use... The improper use of tests, however, can cause considerable harm....
— AERA, APA, & NCME 1999, p.1

The Lake Wobegon controversy led many of the testing corporationsto be more timely
in producing new normstablesto accompany their tests.
— M. Chatterji 2003, p.25

Thenatural resporse © widespreadcheding inmostnon-education fields wouldbe to
tighten securiy andto transker the evaluaive function to anexternalagency or
agencies—agenciesvith no, or a leastfewer, conflicts of interest. Thisis hav testing with
stakes las keenorganzedin hundreds of other courtries for decades.

Steps inthis direction have keentaken inthe United States, 0o, since blication of
Canndl’s Repats. For example,it is nov morecommonfor state agenciesand less cormon
for schod districts,to adminster tests with stakes. Irmostcases,his trend has faralleled
both a tightening of testsecurity andgreatker transparency in estdevelgomen and
administration.

Thee was aime longago when education officials cold administer a test statewide and
then keep virually allthe results tothemsdves. Inthose dys, tlose alucation officials with
their fingerson the scorereports couldlook atthe sunmary resils first, before decidng
whether or not to make trem public via apressrelease. Few reprters then evencovered
systemwide and mosty diagrostic, esting mwch lessknew whenthe results arrivedat the
state education department offices. Bty again,this was log ago.

Legslative Responses

Betweenthen and now, we hare seenboth Califania (in 1978) andNew York Sdte (in
1979) pass “tuthin testing” laws that give indvidud students, a their parents, access tthe
correctedanswers fran standardized tests, nd just their scores> The laws also rquire test
develgersto submit technical reports, specifyinghow they determined their test’sreliahbility
and validity, andthey require schmls to explainthe meaning of the test scorego individua
students and their parents, whilemaintaining the privacy ofall individual student testresults.

Betweenthen and now, we hare seenthe U.S. Congressaps tle FamilyEdwcation Righs
and Privacy Ac(FERPA), also calldte Buckley Amenghent (after the sporsor, Cogressman
James Bckley(NY)), whiclgives indvidud students and their parents similarrights of access
to test information and assuances é privacy. Soméederal legislaion concernng thosewith
disatlities hasalso enhancedindividual sudents’ ard parents’ rightsvisa vistestinformation
(e.g., theRehahlitation Act o 1973).

Judcial Responses
Betweenthen and now, the couts, both state ard federal, have rerdered verdictsthat

2 The original New York Sate law, the Educational Testing Act of 1979, was updated in 1996 to apply to computer-
administered as well as paper-and-pencil tests. The California law was based on the court case, Diana v. California
Sate Board of Education, 1970.
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further enhancethe public’s rightto accessdstrelated information. Debra P. vIurlingon
(1981 (Debra P. being a Floida student and Mr. Tulington being Floridh's education
superintendent at the time) is a casen point. A high sclool student who faileda nationally-
norm-referenced hgh sclool graduation examinaton sued emgdoying the argument that it
was notcorstitutional for the state to deny her adiplomabasedon her performanceon a test
that was notaligredto the curiculumto whichshehad been exposed Inother words, far
students to have afair chanceat passimg a est,they shaild be expsedto the domain of
subject matter cortent that the testcovers; infairness, trey shaild have someopportunity to
learnin schod what they nust show they have learred on a gradiation test. Inone of the
mostinfluential legal cases ib.S. edoation history,the cout sidedwith DebraP. @ainstthe
Florida Edication Department.

A mae recentand evenhigher profile casgGIl Form v. Exas Education Agen(2000),
however,reaffirmed that students stll must pass a site-mandated testto graduate, if state
law stipulates that they nust.

Response othe Professins

Canndl’s public-sprited work, andthe shock an embarassmert resulting from his
findings withinthe psychomdric world, likely gave &ig pushto reform aswell. The industry
bible, the Standards for Educatioal andPsyhologcal Testing, mushroamedin sizebetween its
1985 ard 1999 editions,and now consiss of 264 individual standards(i.e., rules, gidelines, or
instructions) (AmericarEducational Research #gsociation109, pp. 4, 5:

“The number of standards has increaedfrom the 1985 Standards for avariety of
reasors.... Stagards dealingwith important nontechnical isses, sich asavoidirg
conflicts ofinterest and equitabletreatment of all testtakers, fave keenadded...
suchtopics havenot been addressedin prior versionsof the Standards.”

TheStandards now compise 12 individual sandardsrelated to test corstruction,
evaluaton, and documertation, 48 individud standardson fairness issusg, ard 93 individuad
standards onthe variouskinds d testing goplications (e.g., credetmnling, diaggnosisand
educational assessmeih Closdo a hundred member & researchorganizations,governnent
agenciesand testdevelgomen firms sporsor the develgoment of the Standards and pledge o
honor them.

Any mae, to be legallydefenside, the develgoment, administration, and reporting d any
high-stakes testmust adhere to the Standards which,technically, areneither laws nor
government reguations kut are,nonetheless, rgardedin law ard practice as ifthey were.
(Buclendahl & Hurt 2005)
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Eduation Resarchers’Response tahe Canrell Repots

There are many reasons for the Lake Wobegon Effect,
most of which are less sinister than those emphasized by Cannell.
—RL. Linn, CRESST 2000, p.7

TheCanmll Remrts atracted a flurry of researchpapers (ar no group took to the task
more vigorowsly thanthose d the Ceter for Researclon Edwcation Sandardsand Sudent
Tesing (CRESST)). $lleesearches corcurredthat the Lake WolegonEfect was real-across
most states, malty disricts, ard mostgradelevels, moe aggrgateaverage eéstscores were
above averagehanwould havebeen expectel by chaace—many nore.

But, what causedthe Lake WolgonEfect? Inhis first (1987 report, Canmll named most
of the prime swspects—educator dishonesty (i.e., cheanhg) ard conflict of interest, lax est
security, inacequate or outdated norms, irappropriate populations tested(e.g., low-achievip
students usedas he norm group, or excludedfrom the operational testadministration), and
teaching the test.

In atable that “summarizs the explarations givenfor spuriously hgh score,” Skepard
(1990 p.16) povided a cross-abulation of allegedcausesvith the names @ researches who
had citedthem. Corspicuais intheir abserce from Skepard’s table,however,were Canell’s
two primary sispects—educator dishonesty ard lax test security. Thisresearchframework
presagel what was tocome, atleastfrom the CRESS@&searches. The Lake Wbegm Effect
continued to receive cosideralle attention and study from mainsteameducation
researches, esgcially those d CRESST, bGannd’s mainpoints—tat educator cheating was
rampant and test securily inacequate—were dsmissedut of hand, ard persisently ignoed
thereater.

Semantically Bound

The most pervasive source of high-stakes pressure identified by respondents was media coverage.
— L.A. Shepard, CRESST 1990, p.17

In his secod (1989 report, Canell briefly discussedhe nature of stakes intesting. Tle
definition of “high stekes” heemployed, rowever, wouldbe hardly recogniabletoday.
Accordirg to Canrell (1989, p.9),

“Professor im P@ham atUCLA coied the term, ‘high sikes’ fo teststhat have
conseqiences. Wha teachers el udgedby the results, whenparents receive
reports of their chld’s testscores, wherestsare uisedto promote students, when
test scoresare widdy reported in the newspapes, then the tests are‘high stakes.™

Researcherat the Certer for Researclon Edwcation Sandardsand Sudent Testing
(CHESST) wdd usethe samedefinition. Forexample Shegrd (1990 p.17) wrote

“Popham (1987 usedthe term high-stakes torefer to both testswith severe
conseqiences fa individual pupils, suchas ron-promotion, and thoseusedto
rank schols ard districts inthe media Thelatter characteization clearly
applies 1 40 of the 50 states[in 1990]. Only bur staes conduct no state
testing a aggregaibn of local dstrict results; two states collectstae data ona
samplirg basis ina way trat does nad put the spotlight on local dstricts. [Two



Phdps: The Sairce of Lake Wobegon 7

more states] report state results collectel from districtson a voluntary basis.
Two adlitional stateswere raied as relatvely low-stakes Y their test
coordnators;in these sates,for exampe, testresults arenot typically pagesne
news, ror are district rank-aderings published”

Nowadgs, the definition that Canrll ard Sherd attributed to Fopham israther too
broadto be usetul, as itis dfficult to imaginea systemwiddestthat would not fit within it.
Thesummary resuts of any systenwide testmust be mack public. Thus, ifmeda coverages
all that is recessary foatest to be classifid as “high sekes,” all systewide testsare hgh
stakes ests. If alltests arehigh stekes then, by definition, there areno low-stakes éstsand
the terms “low stakes” ad “high st&kes” make 1 usefu distinctions.

Thisis a bt like calling alhours daytime. Onecould argle that there's somevalidity to
doing so,as hereis atalltimessomeamount of light presert, from the moon and the stars,
for exampe, evenif it is sametimes aninfinitesimalamount (on cloudy, maonless niglts, for
example) or from fireflies, perhaps. But,the word “daytime” becomes mwh dminished in
utility once its meanng encompasses & ownopposite.

Similarly, oe coud easily make &alid agumert that any test must have somestekes for
someore; aherwise why wouldanyonemake the effort to administer or take it? But, stakes
vary, andcallingany ard all types d stakes, 1 mater how slight “high” leaves oe
semanically constained

Tomy observatian, mostwho join height adjectives b the word “stakes” indescribirg test
impacts these days rowhly bllow this taxonamy:

High Sakes — cosequencesthat are defined in law or regulaionsresult from
exceedimy, ornot, one or more scorethresholds. For astudent, for exampe, the
conseqiences couldoe compgetion of a levelof education, or not, or promotion to
the next gralelevel a not. Fora teacher,the corsequencescould be job retention
or not, or salay increaseor bonus, @ not.

Medium Stakes -partial or corditional corsequencesthat are definedin law or
regulaionsresult from exceedimg, ornot, one ar more scorethrestolds. For a
student, for exampe, the conseagqiences couldoe anaward,or not, admissionto a
selective but non-required couse d study, a not, or part of a “moderated” or
“blended’ scoreor grade, only the whde of which has hgh-stakes consegences.

Low Stakes the schoolsystem ses estscores imo manner that is corseqential
for students or for educatorsthat is ddined in law or regulaions. Diagrostic tests,
particularly whenthey ae administered to amonymaus sanplesof or individual
students, ae often consicered low-siakes tess.

Thedefinitions far “high-stakes test and “low-stakes est” in the Standards for Educatioal
and Psghologcal Testing (1999 aresimilar © mine alove®:

3 Note that the following CRESST researchers were involved in crafting the Sandards: E L. Baker, RL. Linn, and L A.
Shepard. Indeed, Baker was co-chair of the joint AERA-APA-NCM E committee that revised the Sandardsin the
1990s.
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“High-stkes test A estusedto provide resuts that have important, direct
conseqiences fa examirees, pograms,or institutionsinvolvedin the testing.”
(p.176)

“Low-stakes @st. Atest usedto provideresults that haveonly minor or indirect
conseqiences fa examirees, pograms,or institutionsinvolvedin the testing.”
(p.178)

Note that, by either taxonamy, the fact that aschooldistrict syperintendent or a schod
administrator might be maivatedto artificially infate test scores—to, for exampe, avoid
embarassmen or pad a résuné—ces rot give a esthigh or medium stakes. By thse
taxonomies,avoidirng discomit is na consicered to be a“stake” of the samemagntude as,
say, a stdent beingdenied a dploma or ateacher losing gob. Adninistrator embarrassmen
is na adirectcorseqenceof the testing na, mary wouldargte, isit animportant
conseaience ofthe testing.

By either taxonamy, then, all but one of the testsanalyzd by Camellin his lae 1980s-ela
Lake Wolegonreports werelow stakesests. With one excepion (the Texas TEMS), rone of
the Lake Wbegm tests was stadards-basedand none carriedany direct or important stae-
imposedor state-authorized corseqencesfor students, teachersor sclools.

Still, high stakes or o, same weremotivatedto tampe with the integrity o test
adminstrationsand to compomisetest securiy. Thatis, somepeople cheaedin
administering the tests,and then misrepeserted the results.

Wriggling Free othe Senantic Noose

The phrase, teaching the test, is evocative but, in fact, hastoo many meaningsto be directly useful.
— L.A. Shepard, CRESST 1990, p.17.

The curriculum will be degraded when tests are ‘high stakes,” and when specific test content isknown in
advance.
—JJ Cannell 1989, p.26

Canndl reaciedto the semantic constaint of Pgham’s ovely broad definition of “high
stakes” ly coinirg yetanather term—legitimate high stakes”—which le cortrasted with other
high-stakes that, presumably, werenot “legitimately” high. Canell’'s “legiimate high sakes”
tests areequivalentto what mosttoday wouldidentify asmedium- or high-stkes tess (i.e.,
standards-based,accountbility tests). Canall’s “not legitimately highstakes” tess—the
nationally-normed achiezementtestsadministered in the 1980s mosty for diagnostc
reasors—wouldbe classifiel as low-stkes tess intoday’s mostcomma terminology. (See,
for exampe, Camell 1989, pp.20,23)

But, as Canall soeffectively eemonstrated, eventhose lav-stakes éstscores seemd to
matter agreatdealto someore. The people to whom the test scoresmattered the mostwere
district and schooladministrators whocoud publicly adrertisethe (artficial) testscore gais as
eviderce oftheir own performance.

Then and now, howvever, researcérs atthe Cener for Reseech on Ediwcation Seindards
and Sudent Testing (CRESST) negltto make tre “legitimate/non-legitimate,” or any other,
distinction between the infinitely broad Pgoham definition of “high stakes” andthe far more
narrow meanirg oftheterm comman today. Boththen and now, they have let the definition
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of “high stakes” flexible ard, thus, @pento easy misingrpretation. “Highstakes” cold mean
pretty much arything ore wanted it to mean ard serve ay pupose.

Defining “Test Scorenflation”

Cannell’'s reports ..began to give public credence to the view that scores on high-stakestests could be inflated.
—D.M. Koretz, et al. CRESST 1991, p.2

Not only can he definition of the term “high stakes” bemanipulated and corfusing, socan
the definition of “testscore irlation.” Gererally, he term describesncreasegusually wer
time) in test scoreson achievementests that do not represert genune achievemen gains
but, rather, gairs due to sanething ot related to achievemen (e.g., cheatig, “teachirg to the
test” (i.e., test coahing)). Tany knavledge, lowever, heterm has rever keengivena
measunble,quantitative definition.

For sane d the aralysis herehowever, | meded a meaurale definition and, so, | creéed
one. UsingCanndl’'s stae-leveldata (Canell 1989, Apendix 1), | avesigedthe number of
percertagepoints abovethe 50" percenile acrosgyradesfor eachstae, for whichsuchdata
were availale. Intable1 below, the average mmber of percertage points abovethe 50"
percertile is shavn for stateswith somehigh-stakes tesing (6.1percertage points) ard for
states withno high-stakes tesing (121 percentage ints).

Table 1.

Average number of percentage
State had high-stakes test? points above 50" percentile
Yes (N=13) 6.1
No (N=12) 12.2

25 states had insufficient data

SOURCE: J.J. Cannell, How Public Educators Cheat on Standardized Achievement
Tests, Appendix .

At first blush, it would appear that testscore itflation is na higher in high-stakes tesing
states. lmleed, it appears b be lower.’

Thecomparisonabove, lowever, es rot control for the fact that somestates gerrally
score alove the 50" percenile on standardized achiezementtestsevenwhentheir testscores
are rot inflated. Toadust the percertagejoint averagesdr the two groups of staes—those
with high stekes andthosewithout—I uisedaverage site mathematics percetile scores fom

4 But, it is statistically significant only at the .10 level, in a t-test of means.
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the 1990 or 1992 National Assessmentf Edicational Progress (NAEPto compensae.” (NCES,
p.725

For exkample,in Canndl’s secom report (1989, the percentage-mint averageabove the
50" percentle on norm-referenced ests(NRTS) is 423 (p98). But Wisconsirstudents tend
to score alove the national averageon achievementests nomatter what the circumsénces,
so the +20.3percertage points may nd represent“inflation” but actual achie¢ementthat is
higher thanthe national average.Toadust, | calculag¢d the percenile-point difference
between Wiscosin’s aveage gercenile scoreon the 1990 NAEPand the national average
percertile score m the 1990 NAEP—+14percertagepoints. Then, | suliractedthe +14 from
the +2.3 o arrive atan“adjusted” test score“inflation” number of +6.3.

| admit that this is arough way ofcalculaing a“testscore irflation” indicator. Jist one
problemis the reduction in the number of data points. Betweenthe preserce (or rot) of
statewide NRT adhinistration and the presence (ornot) of NAEPscoresdrom 190 or 1992,
half of the states inthe country lack he necessary dtato make tre calculaton. Nonetheless,
as fr asl know, tis isthe first attempt to apply ary precision b the measuemernt of an
“inflation” factor.

With the adjustment made (see able2 below), atsecondblush, it would appear that states
with high-stakes tess mighthave mae “testscore irilation” than states with no high-stakes
tests, thoughtheresultis stll not statistically signitant.

Table 2.

Average number of percentage points
State had high-stakes test? above 50" percentile (adjusted)
Yes (N=13) 11.4
No (N=12) 8.2

25 states had insufficient data

SOURCE: J.J. Cannell, How Public Educators Cheat on Standardized Achievement
Tests, Appendix I.

These cataat leastleanin the drection that the CRESSTIkohaveindicatedthey slould,
but not yetvery convircingly®

5 Frst, each state percentile average NAEP score was subtracted from the national percentile average NAEP score
(for that year). Second, this difference wasthen subtracted from the state’s number of percentage points above
(or below) the 50" percentile on national norm-referenced tests, as documented in Cannell’s second report.

51t is statistically significant only at the .10 level, in a t-test of means, the t-statistic being +1.27.
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Testng the “Strong” Versionof the High-Stakes-Cause-Scordthation Hypothesis

Research has continually shown that increasesin scores...reflect factors other than increased student
achievement.
Sandards-based assessments do not have any better ability to correct this problem.
—RL. Linn, CRESST 1998, p.3

As mertioned earlier,the “strong” testof the high-stakes-[aloe]-cause[sitest-score-
inflation hypathesis regiiresthat we beunableto find a positivecorrelation between test
score gais ard any d the ather swspecta factors, suchas lx testsecuriy andeducator
cheaing.

Examiniig Canell’s data, | assembed four simde crosstabulation tables. o compae
the preserce ofhigh-siakes inthe siatesto, respectively, their item raation practices andheir
level d test securiy as @scribedby Canell in his secon report, The next two tables comre
the averaje rumber of percertage points abovethe 50" percenile (adusted for baseline
performance withNAEPscores) a the “LakeéWobegon” tests—arough measureof “testscore
inflation”—to their item ratation practices andheir level d test securiy.

Item Rotation

Canndl noted in his frst report that states that rotated items rad no problemwith test
score irflation. (Cannelll987, p.7) Inhis seondreport, he prominently mertions item
rotation as ore of the soldions to the problem of artificial test scoregairs.

Accordirg to Canrell, 20 statesemployed o item ratation and 16 of thosetwenty had no
high-stakes tesing. Twery-one states rdated itemsand the majority, albet slight,had high-
stakes esting. (see able 3 below)

Table 3.

Did state rotate test items?
State had high-stakes test? yes no
Yes 11 4
No 10 16

9 states had insufficient data

SOURCE: J.J. Cannell, How Public Educators Cheat on Standardized
Achievement Tests, Appendix I.

Conrasting the averae “testscore irlation,” as calculeed above (i.e., he average mmber
of percertagepoints abovethe 50" percentle (adusted by NAEPperformance)), betveen
item-rotating ard non-item-rotating sates, it would appear that staesthat rotated items rad
less estscore irlation (see able4 below).

7 But, a t-test comparing means shows no statistical significance, even at the 0.10 level.
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Table 4.

Did state rotate test items?

yes no
Average number of percentage points above 50" 93 10.0
percentile (adjusted) ) '

29 state had insufficient data N=12 N=9

SOURCE: J.J. Cannell, How Public Educators Cheat on Standardized Achievement Tests, Appendix
I

Leel of Test Secuty

Canndl administered asurvey d test securiy pracices andreceivedreplies fom all but
one stae (Cannelll989, Apendix I). ALannd himselfnoted, the results require some
digesing. For pst one exampe, astate codd chooseto describethe testsecurity pracices fo
a testfor whichsecurity was tigh and not descrile the test securily pracices fa other tests,
for whichsecurity was lax,... aiice versa. Mststates atthe time adminstered morethanone
testing program.

| classifiedastate’s secuity practices aslax” if they claimel to implement only one or two
of the dozen or sopractices abut whichCanndl inquired. | classifid a state’ssecurity
practices as “mderate” if they claimedio implemen about half of Cannd!’s list. Finally, |
classifieda state’ssecurily pracices as ‘ight” if they claimel to implement closeto all of the
practices onCanrell’s list

These three levelsof test securily arecross-tdoulated with the presence (ornot) of high-
stakes esting ina stte in table 5below. Wtlerethere was lax tessecuriy, only four of 19
states had high-stakes tesing. Wherethere was moerate testsecuriy, orly four of 14 states
had high-stakes tesing. Wherethere was tigh test securiy, however, eightof ten states had
high-stakes tesing.

Table 5.

W hat was the quality of test security in the state?
State had high-stakes test? Lax Moderate Tight
Yes 4 4 8
No 15 10 2

7 states had insufficient data

SOURCE: J.J. Cannell, How Public Educators Cheat on Standardized Achievement Tests, Appendix I.

Conrasting the averae “testscore irlation,” as calculeed above (i.e., he average mmber
of percertagepoints abovethe 50" percenile (adusted by NAEPperformance)), betveen la,
moderate, ard tight test securiy states, itwould appear that states with tighter test securiy
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tended to have lesgest scoreinflation (see faible6 below)?

Table 6.
What was the quality of test security in the state?
Lax Moderate Tight
Average number of percentage points 10.6 9.7 8.9
above 50" percentile (adjusted)
27 states had insufficient data N=12 N=5 N=6

SOURCE: J.J. Cannell, How Public Educators Cheat on Standardized Achievement Tests, Appendix I.

Atthe very last,these bur tablesconfound the issie. There emerges arival
hypathesis—Canell's—that item ratation and tight testsecuriy prevent testscore irflation.
In the tables almve, oth item ratation and tight testsecurity appear to be negatively
correlated with test scoreinflation. Moreover,both appear to be positively corelated with the
presence d high-stakes tesing.

Testing the “Weak” Versionof the High-Stakes-Cause-Scorghation Hypothesis.

The implication appears clear: students...are prepared for the high-stakes testing in ways that boost scores
on that specific test substantially more than actual achievement in the domainsthat the testsare intended to
measure. Public reporting of these scores therefore creates an illusion of successful accountability and educational
performance.
—D.M. Koretz et al. CRESST 1991, pp.2, 3

As inroduced aurlier,the “weak” test of the high-stakes-causdest-scoreinflation
hypathesis regiiresus o find: grack levelscloser b ahigh-stakes event(e.g., a lgh sclool
graduation test) showingmore test scoreinflation than gradelevels tirther away, direct
eviderce that test coachimg (i.e., teachng to the test), whenisolated from other factors,
increasedest scoresand anassociabn between stkes ina state testing programand test
score irlation.

| andyze Canell'sdata to testthe first two points. Canall gahered basic ifiormation on
norm-referenced est(NRT) scoresybstate for the schoolyear 187-88,includng graleslevels
tested, numbers of students tested and subject areas ested and the percentof students
andlor districts scorimg ator above the 50" percentile. Wrere state-levelinformation was
unavailable he attempted to samplelarge schol districtsin a stte.

A page br one state—Saith Carolina—s repoducedfrom Cannd’s seconl report and
dispayedlater in this aticle.

8 Comparing the mean for “lax” to that for “tight” produces a t-statistic not statistically significant, even at the 0.10
level.
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Do Gade Levés Closerto a High-Stakes Event SiwdGreater Est Score @ins?

Sxty-seven percent of...kindergarten teachers...reported implementing instructional practicesin their
classroomsthat they considered to be antithetical to the learning needs of young children;
they did this because of the demands of parents and the district and state accountability systems.
— L.A. Shepard, CRESST 1990, p.21

In educationreseach jagon,whensomeaspectof atest givenat one grack levelhasan
effect on schoolteacher, or student behavia in anearlie grace, this iscalleda backwash(or,
washback) e#ct.

Sometesting researches have atempted to learn whether or not a high-stakes tesing
program ras kackwasheffects (mawy do), whether the effects ae goal or bad,and whether
the effects areweak or stong. (See,dr example,Cherg & Watnale 2004). Atleasta few,
however,havealso tied to quantify thosebackwasheffects.

Bish@’s studies. The CornellUniversitylabor ecoromistJom Bishop(1997) hasfound
backwash dects from high stakes inmostof his sudies oftesting programs. Typically, he
high-stakes tess aregiven insomejurisdictions a requirements far graduation from upper
secondry schod(i.e., highschod in the United States). Bishophen compares stident
performance onano-stakes estgiven yeas earlie in thesejurisdictions to student
performance onthe same ro-stakes testgivenyears earliein jurisdictions without ahigh
stakes gradation examinaton. His cosistert finding, contolling for other factors: sudents in
jurisdictions with high-stakes gradation examinatons—evenstudents several yearaway from
gradwation—achievemore academicallyltan students in jurisdictions without ahigh-stakes
graduation exam.

So, Bishp’s findings woud seem b sypport Skepard’s cortention (see giote alove) that
the high sbkes ned merely ke presert somewherein aschoolsystem br the entire systen to
be affected?

Not quite. First Bishopidentifiesonly positive backwasheffects, wheeas Skepard
identifies orly negatve efects. Secod, and more to the point, Bishopfinds that the strength
of the backwasheffect varies, gererally keingstronger closeto the high-stakes eventard
weaker futher away fom the high-stakes event He calculied this enpirically, bo.

Using dtafrom the Third International Mathematics andSciencestudy (TIMSS), which
tested students & both 9- and 13-years ¢d, he comparal the dfference inthe strength of the
backwash dect from high-stakes secondry schobgraduation exams letween 13-yearolds
and 9year olas. The backwasheffect on 13-year olds ageared to be stronger inboth readng
and mathematics than it was on9-year olds, mwch stronger inthe case ofmathemaics. Ths
suggestghat backwash dects weaken withdistance ingradelevels fom the high-stakes
event® (Bishopl997,pp.10, 19)

Thisseems Igical enagh. Evenf it were true that kindergaten teacherdeel “high siakes
pressue” to “teachthe test” becaise the schooldistrict’s high sclool administersa gradiation
test, the pressue on the kindergarten teachers woud likely bemuchless hanthat on high
school,or evenmiddle schml, teachers.

® The difference in mathematics was statistically significant at the .01 level, whereas the difference in reading was
not statistically significant.



Phdps: The Sairce of Lake Wobegon 15

ETSwmdies. In astudy o backwash dects of high sclool graduation exams orNaional
Assessmenbf Educational Progress (NAEPReadig scores, Liota Winfield, at the Edicational
Tesing Sevice (ETSptind: “No advantages ofMCT [mimmum competency esting] programs
were seenin grack 4, but they werein grades8 ard 11.” The presence-d-minimum-
competency-esteffect ingrace 8represerted about an8(.29 s.d. dect sizg pant advantage
for white students ard a 10(.38 s.d effect siz) pant advantage br blacks in meareadng
proficiency as compigd to their respectivecounterpartsin schoolswithout MCTs.At grade
11,the effect represerted a2 (.06s.d. efect sizg pant advantage br white students, a 7(.26
s.d. efect sizg advariagefor blacks, andh 6(.29 s.d. €iect sizg advartagefor Hispaics.
(Winfield 1990, p.1) Oneshoud keep inmind that many satesallowedto students to take
their high-sclool graduation examinaton as earlyas eiglh grade; in somestaes, the maprity
of students had already passedheir graduation exam kefore they reachedgrace 12.

Norm Frecericksen, alsat ETScalculatedNAEPscoregains between 1978 and 1986 at
threelevels (fo 9-, 13, and 17-yearolds). He faund a signiicanteffect for the youngest
students—a 7.9percertagepoint gain[the NAEPscale rages fom 0 to 500 points]—for
students in high-stakes tesing states. He alsdound a3.1 percentage-mint gainfor 13-year
oldsin high-stakes staes inthe same diration, which stould be corsidered an additive effect
[because, pesumaly, thesestudents had already absabed the earliergains ly the beginning
of the time period]. An addtional 0.6percertagepoints weregainedby 17year olds overthe
time period. (Freekricksen 194)

Theempirrical evidence, hen, dispues Sheard’sassertio that the pressureto swcceed in
high schod graduation testing istranslatedinto equivalent pressurein kindergartenin the
same schol district. (Stepard & Smith1988) There might be someeffect, wheher good or
bad, from high schod graduation testing an the chaacter of kindergaten in the same district.
But, it is na likely equvalentto the effect that canbe found at highergradelevels, rarerthe
high-stakes event

Cannells sudies. Do Camell’'sdata corrdoorate? Canndl (198, pp.8,31) himselfnoticed
that test scoreinflation wasworsein the elementary thanin the seconary graes, sggestirg
that test scoreinflation declinedin grace levelscloser b the high-stakes event | ekaminedthe
norm-referenced test(NRT) scoreablesfor eachstae in Canndl’s secoml report in order to
determine the trend across he gradelevels inthe strength of testscore irflation. Thatis, |
lookedto see ifthe amount by which he NRT scorewere irfilated was constat across grde
levels, r@e overthe gradelevels, ordeclined

In over 20stdes, the patternwas closed corstart. But,in onlytwo statescould one see
test scoregising & grack levelsrose,and they wereboth states without high-stakes tesing.
In, 2 states,however,test scoresdeclired as gra@ levelsrose,and the majority of those
states had high-stakes tesing® (see table 7 below)

% |ronically, the CRESST researchers themselves (Linn, Graue, & Sanders 1990, figure 3) offer evidence
corroborating the pattern. Their bar chart (i.e., figure 3 in the 1990 article) clearly showsthat, as grade levelsrise,
and get nearer the high-stakes event of graduation exams, scores on the NRTs fall. If they were correct that high
stakes cause test score inflation, just the opposite should happen.
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Table 7.

Trend in test scores from lower to higher grades.
State had high-stakes test? downward level upward
Yes 13 4 0
No 9 17 2

5 states have no data

SOURCE: J.J. Cannell, How Public Educators Cheat on Standardized Achievement Tests, Appendix I.

Why b Camell’'sdata revead exactly he opposite trend than the data from Bishop,
Winfield, and Frecericksen? Likelyhey d becausethe low-stakes est“control” in the two
cases was admistered very diferently. BishopWirfield, and Fredeicksen usd the results
from low-stkes tess that were adninistered both externallyand to untracealde sampes of
students or classroors. Tlere was nopossiblity that the schoolsor school districts
participating inthese ests(e.g., theNAERthe TIMSS) cdd or would want to manipulate the
results.

Canndl’'s Lake Wobgontestswere quite dfferent. They were typically puchasedby the
schooldistricts themsdves am administered internally by the schals a schal districts
themselves. Mreover, asthey were adninistered systemwide there was every pssibility
that their results wouldbe traceableto the schoolsand schod districts participating. Wit the
Lake Wolgontests,the schmls ard schooldistricts participating bah coud and would want
to manipulate the results.

It would appear, then, that whentestsare irternally admnistered, their results canbe
manipulated. And, the farther removedtheselLake Wolegontestsare (ky gradeleveland,
probably, by dher measures) fom the mare high-profile ard highly-scrutinzed high-stakes
tests, the mare likely hey ae to be maripulated.

Conversely, itvould appear that proximity to ahigh-stakes event(by grae leveland,
probably, by dher measures) pomotes gemine, non-artificial achievemet gairs.

Is There Direct Evicence ThafTestCoachimg, When Isdated from Other Factors,Increases
TestScores?

Repeated practice or instruction geared to the format of the test rather than the content domain
can increase scores without increasing achievement.
- LA. Shepard, CRESST 1990, p.19

If it is true that externally-admnistered, highly-secue, high-stakes tess canbe “taught to,”
we shoud be ableto find eviderce ofit in the experimental literature—in studiesthat test the
coachinghypathesis drectly. heresearchiterature (dscussedelow) reveals a casistert
result testcoachingdoes have apositive, kut extremely smallgffect.

Two separate aspectsf test preparation. Essentally, there are two aspets to test
preparation— (1) ormat familiarity and(2) renedialinstruction or review insulject matter
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mastery. Sinceommercial éstprep couses (like tlhse d Starley Kagan and the Princeton
Review)aretoo shat to make upfor yeass ofacadenic neglect ard, thus, povide inadequate
remedal help with sulject matter mastery, wha shoud one think of their ahility to help
students with format familiarity?

Themostrigorous d the testcoachingexperiments inthe researchliterature cortrolled the
maximumnumber of other possilde influential factors. Judying fom their results, the only
positive efect left from testprep couses seerad to be a familiarity with test item formats,
suchthat coachedexamirees carprocess iems a the gperational testform mare quickly and
thus, rachmoretest items. Inotherwords, hosewhoare dready familia with the test item
structure and the wordng d the testquestions canmovethrough atest more quickly than can
those br whom allthe material isfresh. Ths information, however,is availalke to anyonefor
free; one need not pay fa atest prep courseto gainthis adrantage. (Powers 993, p.30)

Testpreparation company claims.The Princeton Review’s adveising claimsin particular,
go far beyondfamiliariang sudents withtest format of the ACT oilSAThowever. The
Princeton Review argue that one cando well on multiple-chace stamardizedtestswithout
evenunderstandng the sulject matter beingtested. They claim hat they ircrease stdents’
test scoreamerely by helpng themto understand how multiple-choice iems arecorstructed.
Are they corect?

Theevidencethey useto “prove” their casds indata of their own maing. (See,dr
example,Smyth1990) The Princeton Review, fo exampe, gives sme sudents practice SAS,
scores hem,then puts themthrough acouse, ater which they take a ral SAT Tley arge
that the secom SAT scorearehugely bdter. Evenif one trusts that their data are accurate,
however,it does na suhtract out the effect of testfamiliarity. Onaveragestudents do better
on the SATjust by takingit again. Indeed, simply réakingthe SATis afar less expasive way ¢
familiarize oneselfwith the test.

Accordirg to Powvers (1993 p.29):

“When they have keen askedo give their opinions,less han amajority of coachel
students have saidhey weresatisied with their scorecharges—br example,24% of
those wlled by Sne@cor (189) ard 43% ofthosesuveyed ty Whitla (198).”

Moreover,the testpreparation companes  not provide benefit-costcalculatians intheir
benefit claims. Aw testpreparation coursecosts mmey, ad takes time That time spertina
test preparation courseis anopportunity lostfor studyingon one’s ownthat could be mare
focused,directed, and usefu. (Powers 193, p.29)

Resultsof studies ontest preparation. Fa decadesjndependent scholas have stidied
the effect of test preparation coursedike those dfered by Starey Kapan and the Princeton
Review. Becker's (199 meta-amalysis ofsuchstudies,for exampe, found only marginal
effects br testcoachingor the SAT.Becler aralyzedstudy autcomes interms d some20
study chaacterisics havirg to do with both study designand cortent of coachingstudied. Like
previous analysts,shefound that coachiry efects were lager for the SAT-M(i.e., tre
mathematics sectiorof the SAT) han for the SAT-\the verlal sectiom of the SAT. Shedid not
find that duration of coachingwas a stong predictor of the effects of coachimy. Instead, she
found that of allthe coacling corient variablessheinvesigated "item practice,” (i.e., coachm
in which participants were giverpractice a sampletest items) was tl strongestinfluence on
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coachingoutcomes). (Beak)

Overall, Becker concled that among 21 publishedcomparisonstudies,the effects of
coachingwere 0.09standard deviaionsof the SATVand 0.16on SATM. Tha is, just 9 points
for the Verhal ard 16 points for the Math, on their 500 point scales. Tét’s virtually nahing,
and far, far lesshan Starley Kapan and the Princeton Review claim.

Research copietedin November 1998 by Danald Povers andDonad Rock updte the
earlierstudiesof Becler ard others with new data alout the minimaleffects d coachingon
the revised SA, whichwas intoducedin 1994

In suveying heresearcHiterature on test coachimg, Pavers ndiced two compdling
trends:first, the more rigorous the study methodology, tie smaller te effect found from
commercial éstpreparation courseq1993 p.26) ard, second(1998, p.26):

“...simply dubling the effort... des rot double the effect. Dminishing returns set
in rather quickly, andthe time needed to acheve averge scorancreaseshat are
muchlarger thanthe relatively small icreases obervedin typicalprograms rajudly
approaches that of full-time schmling (Messick & Jugeblu, 1981). Becker (1991
also dcumerted the relationship between duration of coachingand effects onSAT
coursesnoting aweaker associain after cortrolling for differences inthe kind of
coachingand the study design.”

Most test coachingstudiesfind only small corréations withtestscore chages. Tesing

11 As described by Wayne Camara (2001), Research Director of the College Board:

“Results from the various analyses conducted in the Powers and Rock study indicate the external coaching

programs have a consistent but small effect on the SAT |, ranging in average effect from 21 to 34 pointson the

combined SAT | verbal and math scores. That is, the average effect of coachingisabout 2 to 3 percent of the SAT
| score scale of 400 to 1600 (the verbal and math scales each range from 200 to 800 points). Often raw score
increases may be the easiest to understand. When examining the actual increases of both coached and
uncoached studentswe find that:

C “Coached students had an average increase of 29 points on SAT verbal compared with an average increase of
21 pointsfor uncoached students. Coached students had an average increase of 40 pointson SAT math
compared with 22 points for uncoached students. The best estimate of effect of coachingis 8 points on verbal
scores and 18 points on math scores.

C “Coached studentswere slightly more likely to experience large score increases than uncoached students.
Twelve and 16 percent of coached students had increases of 100 points or more on verbal and math scores,
respectively, compared with 8 percent for uncoached students (on both math and verbal scores).

C “About one-third of all students actually had no gain or losswhen retesting. On the verbal scale, 36 percent of
coached students had a score decrease or no increase when retesting. On the math scale, 28 percent of
coached students had a decrease or no increase, compared with 37 percent of uncoached students.

C “Sudents attending the two largest coaching firms, which offer the largest and most costly programs, do fare
somewhat better than students attending other external coaching programs, but again, the effects of coaching
are still relatively small. The typical gains for students attending these firms were 14 and 8 points on verbal
scores and 11 and 34 points on math scores (with an average increase of 10 pointson verbal, 22 pointson
math, and 43 points on combined verbal plus math for the two major test preparation firms).

C “There are no detectable differencesin scores of coached students on the basis of gender and race/ ethnicity,
and whether initial scores were high or low.

C “The revised SAT | isno more coachable than the previous SAT.

“The estimated effects of coaching reported in this study (8 points on verbal and 18 points on math) are

remarkably consistent with previousresearch published in peer reviewed scientific journals, all of which are at

oddswith the very large claims by several commercial coaching firms.” (see also Briggs; DerSmonian and Laird;

Kulik, Bangert-Drowns, and Kulik; Messick and Jungeblut, Zehr)
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opponents typcally dismisshesestudiesby igroring them ar, if they camot ignae them, by
attributing the results to reseachers’allegedselfinterest.*

After investigatonsand sustined pressurefrom better business graps, the Rinceton
Review in R10voluntary agreedo pull its advertising claimig scorencreasesrom taking it
coursegNational Advertising Dvision,2010).

2 Some testing opponents would have us believe that all the studies finding only weak effects from test coaching
are conducted by testing organizations. That assertion isfalse. Nonetheless, some of them have been conducted
by testing organizations.

Can one trust the results of studies sponsored by the College Board, or conducted by the ETSor the ACT?
Certainly, these organizations have an interest in obtaining certain study results. ETSand ACT staffs develop tests
for aliving. If those tests can be gamed, then they do not necessarily measure the knowledge and skills that they
purport to, and a high score can be obtained by anyone with the resourcesto pay to develop the gaming skills.

Moreover, ETSis very careful about what it printsin itsreports. ETSvetsits publicationslaboriously, often even
deleting material it considers valid and reliable. Acommon reason for deletion, to my observation, isto avoid any
offense of the many movers and shakersin education, on all sides of issues, with whom they seek to maintain good
relations.

In this, they are not unlike many in the business of disseminating education research including, | would argue,
most of the education press.

That being said, ETSbehaves in a far more open-minded manner than many organizationsin education. It has
chosen more than half of its most prestigious William H. Angoff Memorial Lecture presenters, for example, from
among the ranks of outspoken testing critics.

ETS Policy Information Center routinely pumps out reports critical of the testing status quo, in which ETSplays a
central part. Paul Barton’s report, Too Much Testing of the Wrong Kind and Too Little of the Right Kind (1999b), for
example, lambastes certain types of testing that just happen to represent the largest proportion of ETSsrevenues,
while advocating typesthat represent only a negligible proportion of ETSsbusiness. Other Barton and ETS Policy
Information Center publications are equally critical of much of what ETSdoes. (see, for example, Barton 1999a)

The most compelling testimony in favor of the validity of the College Board, ETS, and ACT test coaching studies,
however, is provided by the studiesthemselves. They tend to be high-quality research efforts that consider all the
available evidence, both pro and con, and weigh it in the balance. Any study conducted by Donald Powers (at ETS),
for example, provides a textbook example of how to do and present research well—carefully, thoroughly, and
convincingly.

Whereas the ETSand the ACT clearly have incentivesto justify their test development work, the College Board’s
self interest is not as clear. The College Board only sponsorstests; it neither develops nor administersthem.
Moreover, it comprises a consortium of hundreds of colleges and universities with incentives to sponsor testsonly
so long asthey remain useful to them.

The only folk at College Board who possibly could have an incentive to continue using a useless test would be its
small psychometric staff, arguably to protect their jobs. Given the current sizzling job market for psychometricians,
however, it seems doubtful that they would risk sacrificing their impeccable professional reputations (by tainting or
misrepresenting research results) in order to defend easily replaceable jobs.
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Is There AnAssociation Between Stakes la Testhg Program and’estScore lIiflation?

Both common sense and a great deal of hard evidence indicate that focused teaching to the test
encouraged by accountability uses of results produces inflated notions of achievement.
—RL. Linn, CRESST 2000, p.7

In the earliersection“Defining “Test Score Iflation™ | assemled the table below that
contraststhe preserce (or rot) of high-stakes tesing inastate ard the amaunt of “test score
inflation” on its nationally rorm-referencedtests(NRTSs). “Testcoreinflation” is manfestin
this table as he average mmber of percertagepoints ebovethe 50" percentle, adusted by
state NAEPscores.

Table 8.

Average number of percentage points
State had high-stakes test? above 50" percentile (adjusted)
Yes (N=13) 11.4
No (N=12) 8.2

25 states had insufficient data

SOURCE: J.J. Cannell, How Public Educators Cheat on Standardized Achievement Tests, Appendix .

It would appear that states with high-stakes tess mighthave mae “testscore irflation”
than states withno high-stakes tess, thoughthe difference isnot strong*®

Consdering General Ahievement Le\els

Tobe fair, however,anather corsideraion must be taken irto account The decisionto
implement ahigh-stakes tesing programin the 1980s was notakenrandomly; the states that
choseto were, onaveragegcharacteistically dfferent from thosethat chose ot to. One
characteistic comma to mosthigh-stakes tesing stateswas generlly low acadenic
achievemen Staies that ranked lav onuniversal meauresof achievemem suchas he
National Assessmerof Edwcational Pogress (NEP), weranore inclined to implement high-
stakes esting than states tat ranked high an measues ofachiezement Onecoud speculae
that “low-performing” states £lt the needto implemert high-stakes tesing a a neansof
inducingbetter performance, ard “high-performing” states #lt no suchneed.

Figurel below compmres tie amount of “testscore ifflation” in astate with the average
state NAEPpercertile score, fom the 1990 or 1992 NAEPMathemaics test. Staes with high-
stakes esting areindicated with squares;states without high-stakes tesing ae indicated with
diamaonds.

13 |t js statistically significant only at the .10 level, in at-test of means, the t-statistic being +1.27.
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Figure 1

24
|

20
=k

2 £ 15
= =
=

= 10
55
s

2 = ]
E =
L =1

a

4p a0
5
Average NAEP percentile score

Figurel isrevealirg inseveral ways. Firsanegaive correldion betweenastate’s gereral
achievemenmlevel (as reresented by averge stite NAEPpercentle score)andits levelof “test
score irfflation” is quite aparent. The Rearsonproduct-momert correlation coefficient is
—0.67,a fairly highcorrelaion. Itwould appear that testscore irflation is a finction of a
state’s gereral achievemen level—he lower astate’s gereral achievemer level, the higher
the testscore irlation is likely tobe.

Secondfigurel illustrates that gererally low-acleving satesare nore likely tohavehigh
stakes esting. Onecansee hat the high-stakes staes (the squares) terd toward the left side
of the figure,whereasthe ather states(the diamonds) nd towardthe righ.

So, lav-achievingstates aremore prone to implemert high-stakes tesing programs,and
low-achievirg stakes nd to exhibit more testscore irflation (with their NRTs). It were also
true that high-stakes causedestscore irflation, we mightexpect to seeahigher fittedline
through the high-stakes staes (the squares infigure 1) thanthrough the other states(the
diamonds infigure 1).

We do not. The Rearsonproduct-momert correlation coefficient for the high-stakes staés
is —0.68 The Rearsonproduct-momert correlaion coefficient for the low-stakes sitesis
—0.65. Essetially, they ae parallel,but the high-siakes lindiesbelowthe low-stakes lie.
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Multi ple Regression

Thee are eroughdatato run amultiple regressionof the test scoreinflation measue on
the four factorsconsicered thus fa that areallegedto be corrdated with testscore
inflation—item rotation, level d test securily, presenceof high stekes, andgereral sate
achievemenmlevel. N claimsare madethat this mutiple regressions either elegart or
precise. For e thing, anly 20 of the 50 stateshavevaluesfor eachof the four independent
variablesand the dependent varialle aswell. Naetheless, as crde as itis, his analysis isdr
more sophsticated thanany precedirg it, to this athor’s knavledge.

Talle 9 cortains the mutiple regressiorresults.

Table 9. Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.72
R Square 0.52
Adjusted R Square 0.39
Standard Error 4.88
Observations 20
ANOVA
d.f. SS MS F Sig. F
Regression 4 385.47 96.37 4.05 0.0202
Residual 15 357.14 23.81
Total 19 742.61
Coefficients Standard Error t Statistic P-value
Intercept 45.70 10.20 4.48 0.0004
NAEP percentile score -0.55 0.15 -3.72 0.0020
Item rotation (yes=1; no=0) 0.57 2.94 0.19 0.8501
Level of test security (tight=3;
moderate=2; lax=1) 0.85 1.66 0.52 0.6140
High stakes (yes=1; no=1) -6.47 3.51 -1.84 0.0853

Summaizing the results:
1) the datafit the function fairly well,with a mutiple R satistic of 0.72

2) the strongestpredictor (significantat the 0.01level) oftestscore irlationis NAP
percertile score (i.e., geeral achievemen level), leming credence  anewtheory that
test scoreinflation is a celiberate, compensabry respnseon the part of education
administrators to the publication of low achievemat levels—the stateswith genelly
the lowest achi#ement, as slown on universal idicators suchas he NAER exhiliting
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the most of it; and

3) highstakes is tle secoml strongestpredictor, but it is staistically signitantonly at the
0.10level ard, moreimportantly, it has anegdive sign,indicatingthat, if anything, the
abserceof high stakess corelated with test scoreinflation.

It would seem tat gererally low-performing states nd to inflate their NRT scorg
whether or not they have ahigh-stakes tesing program. By all meastes, Canell’sown state
of WestVirginiahadterribly inflated NRT scorg, bu they hal no high-stakes tesing program.
Thesamewas trie atthe time for their neighboring stte of Kentucky. Meanwhilg the states
of Mississipp Nath Carolira, ard Arkansas alsexhilited strongscore irlation with their
NRTSs, bt allthree states had other testing programs hat had high stakes and also,high levels
of test securiy for thoseprograms.

Interpreting the resulis

Thismultiple regressionoffers a reldively decenttestof the CRESSiigh-stakes-cause-
test-scoreinflation hypothesis—he result beingthat the hypothesismust be rgected. We
already know that the Lake Wbegm tests themselves wer@ot high-siakes tess. Thus, the
onlyway the CRESSTypothesiscould be sipportedis ifthe mere “preserce” of high-stakes
testing inastate sonehow ledthe dfficials respasilde for the low stakes ationally rorm-
referenced(NRT)éststo inflate their testscores. e multiple regressiorresuts do not
support suchanallegatio.

Thismultiple regressiondoes rot offer, however, agoodtestof Canndl’s hypothesis—hat
the caise oftestscore irflation is lax estsecurity andthe educator cheaing that takes
advartageof it. First,we haveno direct measue of educator cheaing, soit canonly be
inferred. Secod, the aforementioned problemwith the returnsfrom Canmll’s 50state survey
of test securiy pracices remais. Thatis, moststaes had multiple testing programs ad,
indeed, allbut one of the states withahigh-stakes tesing programalso adninistered alow-
stakes esting program. Eachrespandent to the survey cold choosethe testing programfor
which the test securily pracices were é@scribed Tthe result is that somestaes may have
conducted very lax securit ontheir NRT pograms,but very tight security for their high schoad
graduation exams. Aetter test of Canrell’s hypothesiswould go through his dada one more
time attempting to verify which esting program’s seurity practices were kingdescrited in
the suvey respnse ard then labelonly the testsecurity pracices fa the NRTs (i.e. hie Lake
Wobegontests).

Lynching he MostDislked Suspect

It isimportant to recognize the pervasive negative effects of accountability tests and the extent
to which externally imposed testing programs prevent and drive out thoughtful classroom practices....
[projecting image onto screen] the image of Darth Vader and the Death Star seemed like an apt analogy.
— L.A. Shepard, CRESST 2000

Thus fa, we have uncoveredstrongeviderce that test scoreinflation is (negaively)
associatedvith staes’ geneml levelof academic ahievememn and weaker evigncethat test
score irflation is (negaively) associateavith the presence d high-stakes tesing. Not only has
the high-stakes-causeest-scoreinflation hypathesis ot been supported by Canell’s data, the
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converses suported—it would appear that low stakesareassociatedwvith testscore iflation.
Low reptation, however, maiifests the stongestcorrelaion with test scoreinflation.

So, hen, whereis the eviderce that high steakes causedstscore irilation?

Somestrikingly sijective olservaticmal studiesare sanetimes citel (see, br example,
McNeil2000, McNeil &Valerzuvela 200, Smith & Rottenberg 1991, Smit 1991a—c). Butthe
only empiricalsouces ofevidencecited for the hypathesis hat | know of are three: Canndl’'s
“Lake Wolegon’ reports from the late 1980s, matternsin Title | testscores dring the 1970s
and 1980s,and the “preliminaryfindings” of severalCRESST resehers inalargely-secret
guasi-expeiment they condicted in the ealy 1990s withtwo undentified tests, ore of which
was “perceivedo be high siekes.” (Koretzet al. 1991)

Canndl’s reports, havever, provided staistics onlyfor state- or district-wide nationally
norm-referenced ests(NRTs). Athe siate level atleast the useof national NRTgor
accoungbility purposes lad died out by the mid-1980s, largéy as aresult of cout edicts, such
as hat deliveredin Debra P. vsTurlingon. Thecouts declaredit to be unfair, ard henceforth
illegal, b deny astudent graduation basedon ascore fom a testthat was notaligred with the
courseof study dfered by the student’'s schods. Fromthat point on, high-stakes tess were
required to be alignedto astate’s curicular sandards,so that students had a fair chance ©
prepare themsdves inthe cortent domain of the test.**

Canndl’s daa provide very conviring evignceof artificial test scoreinflation. But, with
the excepion of one testin Texas—te TEANS, whichhad been equated to the Metropolitan
Achievemen Test anNRT—there were o accountability tests inCannd’s collectio of tests
nor were thosetests“part of accournability systens.” He aes nention the exisenceof
accountbility tests inhis text, dten contrasting their tight testsecurity with the lax est
securily typicalfor the NRTSs, bt he provides nodatafor them. Accounability testsare ot
part of his Lake Wobgon Efect.

14 Amore recent and even higher profile case (Gl Forum v. Texas Education Agency (2000)), however, reaffirmed
that students still must pass a state-mandated test to graduate, if state law stipulatesthat they must.
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In Exhibit 1 below is anexampleof how Camell (1989 presented his NRT ifiormation
alongsidethat for accourability tests. For Sath Carolina(p.89), Canell presents this table of
results from statewide testing withthe Compehensive Estof Basic Skill€CTBS):

Exhibt 1.

SOUTHAROLNA March 1989 Gmprehensive Teg of Basic Skils, Fom U 1981 National Norms

Grade  Number Reading Language Mat Total %students  %districts >

tested h battery >OR=50 OR=50
4 46,706 57.1 64.4 69.6 62.0 64.3% 81/92(88%)
5 45,047 51.6 59.3 66.9 55.2 55.5% 51/92(55%)
7 44,589 52.8 63.0 66.6 58.4 60.4% 71/92(77%)
9 47,676 49.1 58.3 60.2 54.2 53.8% 50/93(54%)
11 36,566 45.4 64.2 61.3 56.1 54.8% 48/93(52%)

Repating method: median indivdual natimal percentles
Soure: Souh Cablina $atewide Teging Program, 1989 Summary Repot.

TESTSECRBITYIN SOUH GROINA

Souh Cardina alsoadministers agraduatian exam and acriterion referencedtest, both of which
have significat security measues. Teaches are na allowed to look & either of thesetwo test
booklets, teachersmay not obtain baoklets before the day of testing,the graduatian test booklets are
sealal, testing isroutinely monitored bystate officials, special education studentsare geneally
included inall testsusedin Saith Caolina unles their IlPrecommendsagainsttesting, outside test
proctors administer the graduaton exam, andmogt test quegions arerotated every year on the
criterion referenced test.

Unliketheir other two tests, teachersare allowed to look at CBS test booklets, teacthersmay
obtain CBS test booklets before the day of testing,the booklets arenct sealed, falltesting isnot
required, and @ BSesting isnot routinely monitored bystate officials. Outsidetest proctors are na
routinely used to adninister the CBS, ést quegions hae na been ratated every year, and CBS
answer sheets hae na been routinely s@anned br suspitous erasuresor routinely analyed fa cluser
variance. Thae are no state regulaionsthat govern test searity and st admnistration for norm-
referenced testing dane indgpendenty inthe local sdhoal distrids.

SOURE: J.J. CanttieHowPublic Bucators (heaton Sandardized Achievment Tests, p.89.

Thefirst paragrgh in the test securily sectionon Souh Carolia’s page describedight
security for state-develged, standardsbasedhigh-stikes tess. Tkere simply isno discussion
of, nor evidencefor, testscore irflation for theseaccountbility tests. Tle seconl paragragh
descriles thetest with the inflated scoreghat are lised in the tableat the top of the page.
Tha test—the nationally norm-referenced CTBS—was atdnistered without stekes (by talay’s
definition of stakes) andlikewise, withax test security. It—the low-stakes ést—is the one
that betrays evidace d test scoreinflation.

Therestof the state pages inCanrll’s secod report tell a similarstory. Thehigh-stakes
tests were adninistered under tight securiyy andthere was nomertion of testscore irlation
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in their regard. Thelow-stakes tess were smetimes, ut not usually, admnistered under
tight security and whensecuriy was lax, tet scoreinflation was usudly present

The Eephantsin the Room

| believe in looking reality straight in the eye and denying it.
— G. Keillor, A Prairie Home Companion

Cannd’s daa do not shaw that accountbility tests causepr are evencorrelated with, test
score ifflation. Canrell pins the blamefor testscore irlation, first and foremost on two
culprits: educator dishoresty ard lax test security.

Thereseachersat the Cener for Researclon Edwation Seindardsand Sudent Testing
(CHESST),dwever, give lile to no consiceration in their studies  arny of the primary susgcts
for testscore gais—edicator dishoresty ard lax test security (usually whe the siakes are
low), curricularalignmert and motivation (uswally whenthe stakes arehigh), ard geneilly low
achievemenlevels, regadlessthe stakes. CRESSUdies i not find that these fctorsleadto
test scoregains, lecausehey donot consicer thesefactors intheir studiesin the first place.

In statistical jargon this iscalled“Left-Out Vaiable Bias” or,more affectionately, LOVB.

Testmony that Cannd! solicited from hundreds of educatars acrosshe counry reinforces
his wealt of empirical evidece insugport of the notion that educator dishonesty ard lax test
security were corstant companonsof test scoreinflation, and that lax estsecurity is moe
commonwith low-siakes tess. (Cannell989, chapt.3)

As Dr high-stakes tess, there exist bzens d studiesprovidingexperimental ard other
empirical suport for the notion that tightening the standards-curriclum-test aligmment is
associatedvith testscore gais overtime. Likewise, tere exist hundreds of studiesproviding
experimental ard other empiricalsupport for the notion that high-stakes-induiced motivation is
associatedvith testscore gais overtime. (see, br example,Phdps 2005, Agpendix B)

CRESST resehers, b myknowledge havedone nothing to make their clierts (the U.S.
taxpayers) aware ofheseother researchstudies,with conclusims that cortradict theirs. Even
better, they someimesdeclarethat the hundredsof other studies  not exist. Accordig to
CRESST reseberD.M. Koetz (19%):

“Despte the long history of assessmenbasedaccountbility, hardevidenceabout its
effects issurprisingly sprse, anl the little eviderce that is availalke isnot
encouaging.”

Likewig, apanrel hired by the National ResearclCourtil (where CRES&¥searches serve
regulaty as mnelmembers) overa decadeago (Hartigar& Wigddr 1989), declarel thereto be
no eviderce ofany berefit from the use ofempoymenttesting. Ths, despite the fact that
over athousandcortrolled experiments hal been conducted finding those tenefits to be
pronouncedand persisent. (Phels 199)

Since Camell'sreports provide no eviderce that high stakes causedstscore iflation, the
empirical suport for the CRESST hytlvesis wouldseemto depend on their own preliminary
study, whichwas condicted in an unnamed schooldistrict with unknowntests, ore of which
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was allegedlyerceivedo be high stikes (Koret, et al., 199), ard their interpretation of
trends inTitle | testing (Linn2000).

Seaningly Permanent Prelimiary Findngs

We expected that the rosy picture painted by results on high-stakes tests
would be to a substantial degree illusory and misleading.
—D.M. Koretz, et al. CRESST 1991, p.1

Even the preliminary results we are presenting today provide a very serious criticism of test-based
accountability... Few citizens or policy makers, | suspect, are particularly interested in performance, say,
on “mathematics as tested by Test B but not Test C”
They are presumably much more interested in performance in mathematics, rather broadly defined.
—D.M. Koretz, et al. CRESST 1991, p.20

Researcherat the Cener for Researclon Ediwcation Sandardsand Sudent Testing
(CHESST)dve lorg adrertisedthe results ofaprojectthey condicted in the ealy 1990s as
proof that high stakes causedstscore irflation. (Koretz et al. 1991)

For astudy cortaining the foundational revelaionsof a widespead belief systemit is
unusual in severakespects:

C Thestudy, aparently, nevermatured beyondthe preliminary a initial findings stageor
beyord implementation at just “one of [their] sites”, but many alucators,nonetheless,
appear to regardthe study na only as poof of the high-stakes-causedst-score-
inflation hypathesis, lut as d the proof that shoud be needed.

C It was reither peer+eviewed(not that peerreviewing mansvery muchin education
researchnor publishedin ascholarly jarnal. Itcanbefound in the Edwcation
Resource# Education (ERIC) datase inthe form of aconference paer presentation

C Tothis day, the identities of the particular schml district wherethe study was
conducted and the tests usel in the study arekept secret(making itimpossiblefor
anyore to replicate the findings).

C As s ypical br acorference paper presertation, which must be deliveredin abrief
period of time, somedetail is dsert, includng rather important calculatons,
definitionsof certainterms, manings ofseveraimportant references,somesteps in
their study procedues, aml, mostimportant, the sgecific cortent coverage bthe tests
and the schools'curricula.

C Thestakes ofthe “high-stakes” test are never sgecified Indeed, the key testmay rot
havebeen high-stakes atall, asthe authors irtroduce itthusly: “The dstrict uses
unmodified commecial achievemst testsfor its testing program,which isperceivedas
high-stakes.” (KoretZ191, p.4) It isnot explaned how it came b be perceivedthat
way, why it was prceivedthat way, norwho perceivedit that way. Moreover, itis rot
explairedif the third grace testitself had high stekes, or ifthe high stekes were
represenked insteadby, say, digh schod graduation test, whichgave he entire
“testing program” an appeararce ofhigh seikes everthoughno stakes were aached
to the third grace test.
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C Thestudy strongly suggestthat curriculashoud be massively brad and the same in
every scho but the study isconducted onlyin the primary graes.

Study Design
In Kaetz ownwords, ereis hav the 1991 study was coducted:

“The district usesunmodified commecial achievemat testsfor its testing program,
which isperceivedas hgh-stakes. Though the spring of 1986, they useal a testthat |
will call TesC. Sioe then,they hare isedanather, calledTest B, whichwas nomed 7
years laer than Test C. (p.4)

“Forthis aralysis, we compad the dstrict’s own results—ifor TestC in1986 ard for
TestB in1987 through 1990—to our results far Test C. Our TestC resuls refect 840
students in 36 schods. (p.6)

“The results inmathematics show hat scoresdo not gereraliz well fom the district’s
test [i.e., estB] to Test C,eventhough Test Cwas the district'sown testonly four years
ago ar is reasmably similar informat to TestB. (thatis, loth Test Cand Test B ae
convertional, off-the-shkelf multiple choice ests.)” (p.6)

In ather words, the CRESS@&searches adninistered Test C,which had been usedin the
district until 1986 (andwas in hat year,presumably, gerceivedto havehigh st&kes) toa
sampleof students in the district in 1990. They compae their sampleof students’
performance onthis special, ro-stakes testadministration to the district’'saverage esults on
the curent high-stakes test and they find differences inscores”?’

Why Shaild Different TestsGet the SameResult?

Why slould it supriseanyore that students perform differently on two comgdetely
different, independently-develged norm-referencedtests(NRTSs), anavhy slould they car®
Why slould two different tests,develged by two conpletely different groyps d people under
entirely se@rate corditions,and using ro comnon standard for cortent, be expecte to
produce nerly identical scores?

Why slould it supriseanyore that the primary schooimathematcs teacters inthe
unidentified large, uban schod district taught different content and skills in B90than they
did in 19867 Timeschange curricda chame, curicular requiremens change,curricular

> Qurricula can differ across schools for several reasons, including: differencesin standards, differencesin
alignment to the standards, differencesin the degree to which the standards are taken seriously, and differencesin
the sequencing in which topics are covered. Different schools can adhere equally well to content standards while
sequencing the topicsin entirely different orders, based on different preferences, different textbooks, and so on.
Schools are likely to modify their curricula, and their sequencing, to align them with a high-stakes standards-
based test. Otherwise, their studentswill face curricular content on the test that they have not had an opportunity
to learn, which would be unfair to the students (and possibly illegal for the agency administering the test).
Conversely, schools are unlikely to modify their curricula, and their sequencing, to align them with a no-stakes NRT,
particularly if they also administer a high-stakes standards-based test that assumes different content and different
sequencing.
6 The percentile ranks are listed as 42, 67, and 48 for, respectively, for the reading, mathematics, and vocabulary
sections of Test B, and as 38, 51, and 35 for the same sections of Test C. The grade-equivalent scores are listed as
3.4,4.5, and 3.6 for, respectively, the reading, mathematics, and vocabulary sections of Test B, and as 3.4, 3.8, and
3.4 for the same sections of Test C.



Phdps: The Sairce of Lake Wobegon 29

sequencing chamges, extbooks chage, arl, particularly inlarge,urban schooldistricts, the
teachers chage,too.

Why slould it suipriseanyore that students perform better on a testthat courts thanthey
doon a testthat does nd?

| canrot answer hesequestions. But,the CRESS@&searches, kelievingthat the students
shoud havescoredthe same m the dfferent tests, saw a s@ousproblemwhenthey didnot.
Fromthe alstract(Koretz et al., 1991):

“Detailedeviderce is peserted about the extert of geneilizaion from high-stakes
tests to other tests ard about the instructional effects d high-stakes tesing.... For
mathematics, all comprisors, atdistrict and student levels, spport the primary
hypathesis hat performanceon the corventiona high-stakes testdoes rot genemlize
well to other tests for whichstudents have rot been specifically pepared. Evigncein
readng isless cosistert, but suggestsveaknesses igenemlizing insomeinstances.
Eventhe preliminary resuts preserted in this paper provide aseriows criticism 6 test-
basedaccounability and raise comerns dout the effects of high-stakes tesing mn
instruction. Teaches inthis dstrict evidertly focus o content specific to the test used
for accountiability rather thantrying to improve achieementin the broader, more
desirabe serse.”

Thisstatemen assumegsee he first sertence) that instructionalbehavia is the cause 6
the dfference inscores, everthough there were ro cortrols inthe study for other possible
causes, sth asvariations inthe stakes, variabnsin test securiy, variatios incurricuar
alignmert, and natural changesin curricularcontent overtime.

CRESST Responsd . OVB

Koretzet al., doraisethe topic of three other factors—specifically, variabnsin motivation,
practice efects, ard teaching to specific iems (i.e. cheang). ey admit that they “‘cannd
disertangle thesethree factors” giventheir study design. (p.13% Moreover, they amit that
any irfluencethe three factorswould haveon test scoresvould probably bein different
directions. (p14)

Thar soluion to the three factors they  identify was b administer aparalld form of Test
B toa “randomly drawn” but unrepresertative subsampe of district third-graders. (p.15)
Scoresrom this no-stakes adminmstration of the parallel TestB were easorably corsistert
with the dstrict scores fom the regularadministration of TestB. Tle CRESS&searches cite
this eviderce & proof that motivation, practice dfects, aml possille teachirg to specific items
for the regulartestadministration havehad no effect inthis dstrict. (pp.14-18)

Thisseems rassurirg for their study, but alsostrange. Inmostexpeaimental studiesthat
isolate motivation from other factors,motivation exhilits alargeeffect on test scoreqsee, or
example,Phdps 2005), bu not in this sudy, apparertly, asthe s sampleof students score
about the same m TestB (or,rather, sanewhat higheron the parallelform), whether or not
they took itunder high- or no-stakes condions. Tomy mird, the parallelforms expeiment
only serves b resurface aubts about the siakes allegely attachedto the regular
administration of TestB. Ifthere genunely werestakes aiached to TestB atits reguar
administration, how canthey have rad no motivating efect? By comast, if there were o
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stakes atached to TestB, he entire CRESSTudy was mintless.

Until the CRESSalk are willingto identify the teststhey usel in their little quasi-
experiment, no one can compre the content of the two tests,and no one can relicate their
study. Nb one’sprivacy is arisk ifCRESST idefiesthe two tests. Sothe continued secrecy
about the tests’ identities seems régher myserious.

The Implicationsof “Teaching Avay From the Test”

Ancather assunption in the statement from the study abstact seems D be that teachers
are rot supposdal to teach sulject matter cortent that matches their jurisdiction’s curricdar
standards (that would be “narrow”) but, rather, they ae syposedto teach“more broadly”
(i.e., subjet matter that is ouside their jurisdiction’s curriclar standards). Laving asié for
the mament the issueof whether or not suchbehavior—ckliberately teachingsulject matter
outsidethe jurisdiction’s curicular standards—wouldevenbe legalwherewould it end?

Tesing goponents arefond of arguirg that scores fom singletest administrations stould
not be usedfor high-stakes decisios because he pool of knowledye is irinitely vastand any
one standardizd test canonly samplea tiny fraction of the vast pol (see, br example,
Heukert and Hauser p.3). Tle likelihaod that one testdevelger’schoice d curricularcontent
will exactly egial anather testdevelger’schoice d curricularcontent is raher remote, short
of somecommorly-agreedupon mutual standard (i.e., sometling more specificand detailed
thanthe National Courtil of Teachersof Mathemaics Principles an&tandards (1991), which
did not yet exist in 1990 anyway).

Teaches aresupposel to try to teachthe ertirety of the possilde curiculum? Thrd grade
mathematics teaclers, br example,are sipposedto teachnot only the topics equired by their
own jurisdiction’s legal cortent standards, bu those coveedin any dher jurisdiction, from
PapiaNew Giuneato Tristan de Cunka? Ary suhect matter that is taught in third grade
anywhere,or that has evetbeen taught in third grace anywhere, must be corsidered part of
the possiblecurriculum, ard must be taught? It coud take seveal yeardo teachthat much
content.

L.A. Shegard, as aco-atthor of the 1991 Kordz et al. stidy, presumally would agreethat
average dident scoredrom Test Candthe five-year oldTest Bshoud bethe same. Bt
curriculaare corstartly evdving, arl five years is dongtime spanduring whichto expectthat
evolutionto stop. Inanather cortext, Stepard (199Q p.20) wrote

“At the median in readng, language, aml mathematcs [onan NRT] one adlitional item
correcttranslatesinto apercertile gainof from 2to 7 percentle points.”

Shepmrd was tryingto illustrate one of her claims abat the alleged“teachirg to the test”
phenomenon. But,the point appliesjust as welto CRESST's ingistethat scores ortwo
different third-grade mathemaics testsshoud correlae neailly perfectly. Whatif the first test
assumeghat third-gradess will havebeen exposedto fractions bythe time they take the test
and the secondtestdoes na? What if the secondtestassumeghe third-gracers will lave
been exposedto basic geomeic conceps, and thefirst testdoes na? What if the
mathematics curriculaeverywherehaschangel someover the five-year period 1986-1990? In
any d these caseghere would be no reasonto expecta very high corelation between the
two tests,accordirg to Skepard’s ovn wordsdispayedimmedately above.
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Who Speaks fofThe Pilic”?

In aquote at the outset of this sectim of the article, D.M Koretz assertshat the public is
not interested in students’ performingwell onaparticular mathematics testbut, rather, in all
of mathematics. (Koretzet al. 1991, p.20) Idoubt that he’s correct. Most everyoneknows
that the quantity of sulject matter isboundless. N one can learn all the mathematics thereis
to learn, orevenwhatis consi@red by variots paties throughou the gloke to represent third-
grade levelmathematics. Likewise, none canlearnallthe mathematics that is covere in all
the variais third-grace mathematics textbooks, stadardsdocuments, curricdlum guides, arl
SO .

More likely, whatthe public wans their third gracers to learnis somecoherent and
integrated mathematics curriculun. | woud wager that most Americansvould not be picky
about whichof the mary paossiblemathematics curriculaheir third-gracers hadlearned, if only
they couldfeel assuredthat their third-gradess hal learned one of them.

In their chapter of the book, Designing Geerent Education Polig)t 9B, p.53), (avid Colen
and Jame Spillae arguethat:

“Stardardizedtestsoften havebeen seenas irterchangealbe, but one of the
few caretil studiesof topical agreemat amag testsraiseddoubts alout that
view. Focusig onseveraleading fourth grademathematics tess, the auhors
obsavedthat ‘our findings clallenge. . . t[e] assunption . . . hat standardizd
achievemenmtests may le usedinterchargeably’ (Fremanand others,1983).
Theauhors mantainthat these estsare topically irconsistet and thus
differentially sensitve to cortent coverage.”

More recently, BholaJmpara,and Buckenahl (2003 studied the curricularalignmert of
five different widely-availake national norm-referenced testsfor grades bur and eight, ard for
high schod, to Nebraska’'s stateeadng/language ars stardards far grades our and eight, and
for high sclool (p.28).

“It was cortluded that there are varidle levels ofaligmment both across grdesand
across ésts. No singletest battery demonstrated a clearsuperiority in matching
Nebraska's reamhg/language ars stardards across alitandards ard gradelevels.
test battery provided a compehensive asessmenbf allof Nelraska’s
readng/language ars conent standards. Theuse ofany of thesetests to saisfy NCLB
requirements woud require using adlitional assessmeninstruments to ensurethat all
content standardsat any particular grace levelare gpropriately assessed....

“Our findings areconsistat with thoseof LaMarcaet al. (2000 who sunmariz the
results offive alignment studiesthat useddifferent models o determine degreeof
alignmert. In gereral, dl thesealignmert studiesfound that aligrments beween
assessmerst ard content standardstended to be poor.”

“Generalizabiity” Across Diferent Cortent Standards?
The CRESS®Ik (Koreg, et al. 199), as welhs Freenan, et al. (citedby Colen and Spllane
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above) andBholg Impaa, ard Buckendah(20(B), uised“off-the-skelf” norm-referenced tests
(NRTSs) asgnts of comparison But what would becomeof CRESST'’s argant about
“generalizahlity” if the tests inquestion had been developed from scratchas sandardsbased
tests (i.e., withdifferent standardsreferencedocuments, diferent testframework writers am
review commitees, diferent testitem writers ard review commitees, ard so ).

Archlald (1994 conducted a study of four staes’ develgpmernt of their respective
curriculum gudes. Here aresomeof his commens aout the similariies acrosstates:

“Among the three statesthat include rationales intheir state gudes(Californa, Teas,
and New York), tlere is consi@rale variaion in how they aldress heir purposes.”

(p.9)
“... he state gudesvary tremendously inhow speciically topcs are @scribed’ (p.18)

“Thereis nosingleformula for the format, organzation, or detail of state curiculum
guides. Thegreatvariation in the ratonales ard prescrigiveness ofthe states’ gudes
testifiesto the lack ofcorsensis concering their optimal design.” (p21)

In astudy cortrasting the wide varie of different district resporses instandards
develgpmert to state standardsinitiatives,Massell Kirst,and Hoppe (1997, p.7) wrote:

“... mostof the districts inour sampe wereactively prsung their own siandardsbased
curricularand instructional charge. Wlile state policiesofteninfluenced Iacal eforts in
this direction, it is important to note that mary disticts ledor substartially elaborated
upon state intiatives.

“Rather than stunting local initative and decisionmakingstate acton could stimulate,
but it did not uniformly determine, districts’ ard schools'own curicularand
instructional activities.

“... locaktaff in neaiy all the sitestypically regardedthe state’s sandardsas ory one
of many esouces they usa to geneate their own, more detailed curricularguidance
policiesand programs. They reported turning to multiple souces—e state, but also
to national standardsgroups, other districts, ard their own communities—br input to
devel their own, tailored guidancedocuments.”

Buckendah Plake)mpara,and Irwin (200) compred the test/standardsalignmen
processes ofestpublishers for two test batteries hat were dso, ard separdely, digned by
parels ofteachers.Thecomparisonreveala inconsistercies:

“The results variedacross he two testsand the three gradelevels. Fopexampe, the
publisher indicated that 11 of the reading/languagearts standards atgrace 4 were
alignedwith Test A The panelof teachers ound only six ofthese sandardsaligned
with this test (a55% agrement). ForTestB, he discre@ncy was evegreaer. The
publisher found that 14 of the 16 standardswere assessednd the teachersound only
six ofthe standardsto be aligned(a 8% agreemet).” (Bhola, Impra, &Buckendah
2003, p. 28)

Given & this varigy, why slould anyone expecttwo different, separdely-developed tests
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in the samesulject areato “generaliz€’ to each daher?

Over tre pastdozenyears, stée andlocalcurricularstandards far mathemaics have
probably becone mare similarthan they werein 1990, tharks tothe standardizng irfluenceof
the Principles andbtandads for School Mathematiq499l) of the National Council o Teaches
of Mathematics (NCTN1 the mainprofessiondassociabn of elementary and secomlary
mathematics teaclers. hefirst edtion of the NCTMStndardsdid not appear wntil the early
1990s. Eenwith the homogerousinfluence ofacommon ard widely availake, setof
mathematics stamlards, though, one canstill find substartial differences fom state to state,
easily emughto account for the difference inaverageachievementest scoresclaimedby the
CRESST resehers (whichwas onehalf a grace-levelequivalence). Besgs, he early edtions
of the NCTMStardards didless b setwhat mathematics stould be leaned thanto setforth a
geneml approach b teachirg mahematics.

| performed asimpleWeb searchon primary grades stae mathematics seindardsand
downloadedthosefrom the first four statesshowingin the resulting list Those satesare
Arizana, Californa, North Carolinaand Tennessee. | turned first to content standardsfor
“data aralysis andorobability”—a topiclikely notevenincluded in mostU.S. primary graes
prior to 1990. Within this topic,there are many similaities to what these bur staesexpect
their students to know ard be ableto do by third grace. But there alsoare sibstantial
differences, dfferences that surely nanifestthemselves irwhat the students are taugh and
also inwhat gets inclued in their third-gradetests.

In Exhibit 2,1 listjust someof the topics, withinjust one of several stands of standards
within mathemaics that canbe found either in one stae’s standards, orin two states’
standards, bu not in the other states’standards. Multiply the number of topics lisedin
Exhibt 2 by tenfold, and one still would not arriveat the number of discremncies incortent
standards across jst thesefour states,in just one sibject areg at just one level d education.
Then, ask yourselivhy athird gradestudent in Temesseeshauld be alde to perform just as
well onathird grademathematics testin Arizonaas o a Tewnnessee hird grace mahemaics
test.
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Exhbit 2.

Here arejust sane o the standardsthat exist or one of the four states, but not thosefor
any d the three others,by (STAE, grae level):

“collect and record data from surveys (e.g., favorite color or food, weight, ages...” (AZ, 1)

“identify largest, smallest, most often recorded (i.e., mode), least often and middle (i.e., median)
using sorted data” (AZ, 3)

“formulate questions from organized data” (AZ, 3)

“answer questions about a circle graph (i.e., pie graph) divided into 1/2s and 1/4s” (AZ, 3)

“answer questions about a pictograph where each symbol represents multiple units” (AZ, 3)

“write a title representing the main idea of a graph” (Az, 3)

“locate points on a line graph (grid) using ordered pairs” (AZ, 3)

“predict the most likely or least likely outcome in probability experiments” (AZ, 3)

“compare the outcome of the experiment to the predictions” (AZ, 3)

“identify, describe, and extend simple patterns (such as circles or triangles) by referring to their
shapes, sizes, or colors)” (CA, K)

“describe, extend, and explain ways to get to a next element in simple repeating patterns (e.g.,
rhythmic, numeric, color, and shape)” (CA, 2)

“sort objects and data by common attributes and describe the categories” (CA, 2)

“identify features of data sets (range and mode)” (CA, 2)

“determine the number of permutations and combinations of up to three items” (NC, 3)

“solve probability problems using permutations and combinations” (NC, 3)

“collect, organize, describe and display data using Venn diagrams (three sets) and pictographs
where symbols represent multiple units (2., 5s, and 10s)” (NC, 2)

“collect and organize data as a group activity” (NC, K)

“display and describe data with concrete and pictorial graphs as a group activity” (NC, K)

Here arejust sane o the standardsthat exist or two of the four states,but not for the
other two, by (STAE gradelevel)

“collect and record data from a probability experiment” (AZ, 3)(CA,3)

“identify whether common events are certain, likely, unlikely, or improbably” (CA, 3) (TN, 2)

“ask and answer simple questions related to data representations” (CA, 2)(TN, 2)

“represent and compare data (e.g., largest, smallest, most often, least often) by using pictures,
bar graphs, tally charts, and picture graphs)” (CA, 1)(TN, 1)

“use the results of probability experiments to predict future events (e.g., use a line plot to predict
the temperature forecast for the next day) (CA, 3)(NC, 2)

“make conjectures based on data gathered and displayed” (TN, 3)(AZ, 2)

“pose questions and gather data to answer the questions (TN, 2)(CA, 2)

“conduct simple probability experiments, describe the results and make predictions (NC, 2) (AZ,
2)

SOURCES: Arizona Department of Education; California Department of Education; Hubbard; North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction.
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More LOVB:Title | Testing andthe Lost Summer Vacation

Thistendency for scoresto be inflated and therefore give a distorted impression of the effectiveness
of an educational intervention is not unique to TIERS. Nor isit only of historical interest.
—RL. Linn, CRESST 2000, p.5

Anaher study sometmes cital as evié&nceof the high-siakes-causeest-scoreinflation
hypathesis @rtains to the pre{post testing recuirement (or, Title | Evalation and Repating
System (TIERS))tbke Title | Comensabry Edication (i.e., antipovetty) programfrom the late
1970s an. Accordirg to Lim (200Q p.5):

“Rather than administeringtests orce a yeaiin seleced grades,TIERS exouragedthe
administration of tests inboth the fall ard the sgingfor Title | sudents inorder to
evaluae the progress ofstudents participating inthe program.

“Nationally aggregatd results far Title | sudents inGrades? through 6 showed
radically dfferent patterns ofgainfor programsthat reported resuts on different
testing cycles (LinrDunbar, Harnisch& Hastirgs, 19&2). Pograms sing anamual
testing cycle (i.e., falie-fall or sgringto-spring) tomeasue student progress in
achievememn showedmuch smalle gairs onaveragehan programs hat useda fall-to-
spring testing cycle.

“Linn et al. (182) reviewed anumber of factorsthat together tended to inflate the
estimates ofgainin the fall-to-spring testing cycle resuff. Tlese ircluded such
consicerationsas stulent selection scale cowersionerrors,adminstration condtions,
administration dates compredto norming daes, practice efects, ard teaching to the
test.”

Thelastparagrap seems b imply that Linnet al. mwst have comsidered everything. They
did not. Forexample,Title | testing of that erawas admimstered without external quality
control measures. (See,dr example,Sinclair &&utman1991) Testsecurily, justone of the
influential factors not included in the Lim et al. list,was low omonexistert.

Furthermore, Linnet al. (2@0) dd not corsiderthe detrimental effect of sunmer vacaion
on student achievememgains. They assertthat there are vey different patternsof
achievememngains letweentwo groys: the first group compriseghose schol districts that
administered their pre-posttesting within the nine-month acadenic year (he nine-month
cyde); ard the secoml group compises hoseschod districtsthat administered their pre-post
testing over afull calerdaryear’s tme (either fall-to-fall or spring-to-spring; the twelve-manth
cyde).

Whatis the mostfundamental difference ketweenthe first and the secowl group? Tle
pre-posttesting for the first group involvedno summer vacationor, rather, three morths
worth of forgetting; whereas he pre-post testing far the secondgrouwp did include sunmer
vacation affording all he students involvedthree months to forget what they hadlearned the
previous academic year.

True, Lim et al., consi@éred severafactors that coud haveinfluenced the outcome.
However, tley didnot consicer the singlemostobvious d all the factors that coud have
influenced the outcome—hte three-month summer layoff from study, ard the deleterious
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effect that has onachiezementgairs.

Harris Coopr (196) ard others have reviewedhe researcHiterature on the effects ofthe
summerlayoff. Accordirg to Cooper:

“The mea-analysis idicated that the summerloss egialed about one manth ona
gradeievel equivalert scale, orone-tenth of a slandard deviation relative to sping test
scores. Te effect o summerbreak was morealetrimental for math than for reading
and mostdetrimental for math computation and spdling.” (Coor 1996, abstract)

Given hat the summerlayoff more than compersatesfor the difference inscoresetween
the first and secom groups of Title | sclool districts, there seemdittle reasonto pursuethis
line of inquiry ary further. (Itmight be regardedas firly obscure, ayway, that the dfference
in score gais baween 12-month and 9-month pre-post testing cycles supgrts the notion that
high stakes causedstscore itlation.)

In sunmary, he high-stakes-causesdst-score-irflation hypathesis simjy is rot supported
by enpirical evidence.

Why LowStakes are Assmated with Test Scorerflation

When high stakeskick in, the lack of public-ness and of explicitness of test attributes, lead teachers,
school personnel, parents, and studentsto focuson just one thing: raising the test score by any means
necessary.
— EL. Baker, CRESST 2000

Given curent law andpractice, he typicalhigh-stakes testis virually cerainto be
accompaied by item raation, sealedpackets, moitoring by exterral proctors, ard the ather
test securiy measues ittmized as recessary by Cawell in his lae-1980s apealto cleanup the
rampant corruption in educational testing ard reporting.!’

Two cecadesago, Canell suspeted acombirmation of educator dishonesty ard lax test
security to be catsing estscore ifflation. But, educatars arehuman,and educatar dishoresty
(in atleastsomeproportion of the educatar population) isnot going away anyime s@n. So,if
Canndl’s susjicions werecorrect,the only sue way b preventtestscore irflation would be
with tight test securiy. InCanndl’s review of50 states and evenmore tests,testing programs
with tight security hadno problems withtestscore irlation.

High-stkes areassociatedwith reliade testresults, then, becaise hgh-siakes tess are
administered under condtions oftight testsecurity. That security may rot always be a tight
as itcoud be,and may rot always be a tigh as itshauld be, but it is virually cerainto be
muchtighter thanthe testsecurity that accompaies low-or no-stakes tess (that is, whenthe
low- or no-stakes tess impmse ay testsecurity atall).

In addition to currert law andprofessiona practice, dher factorsthat can enhancetest

" Most of the procedures Cannell recommended can be found in the 1999 Sandards: specifically among standards
1.1-1.24 (test validity), pp. 9—24; standards 3.1-3.27 (test development and revising), pp. 37—-48; standards
5.1-5.16 (test administration, scoring, and reporting), pp.61-66; and standards 8.1-8.13 (rights and responsibilities
of test takers), pp. 85-90.
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security, that also £nd to accompny hgh stkes tess, area high public prdile, media
attention, and voluntary insicer (be they sudent, parent, or educator) suveillanceand
reporting of chedaing. @ aWebsearchof stories oftestcheaing, and youwill find that, in
many cases;heaing teacherswere turnedin by collegues,students, o parents. (See, or
example the excerps from “Cheaing inthe News” atwww.caveon.com.)

Pulic attention does na induce dherwise hamesteducatars to cheat, as he researches
at the Cener for Researclon Edwation Seandardsand Sudent Testing (CRESST) claim.eTh
public atention enablesotherwise successfichedersto be caught Incontrastto Baker’s
(2000 assertiom quoted above, under curent law andpractice, itis typicallyhigh-stakestests
that are public, transparert, and explicitin their test attributes ard public dbjectives, aml it is
typically lav-stakes éststhat are rot.

Concusion
People only know what you tell them.
— Frank Abagnale, J.*®

What happensto the virtuous teachersand administrators in Lake Wbega who
vigorouwsly maintain moral standards inthe midst of widespread cheaing? Those withthe
mostintrepid moral chaactersrisk beirg classifiedas he poorer teachersafter the test scores
are sunmarizd and posted—with their relatively lov, but honestscores compredto their
cheaing colleguesinflated, but much higherscores.

Likewi®, ary new sperintendent hired into a schml district after aseveral-yearun-up in
scores fom a testscore yramidschemefaces hree chdces—adhninister testshonestly ard
facethe fallout from theresuliing dunge inscoresgontinue the sleightof-handin some
fashion; or declarestandardizedteststo be invalid measues d “real learning,” or sane sich,
and disconinue the testing. Thae are few incerives inLake Wbegm to do the righ thing.

TheCanmrll Rerts remainour country’s mostcomgellingand enduring indictment of
education systemself-evaluaton. But, mosteducation researchassumeghat educatorsare
incapale of dishonesty, unlessunreasorably orcedto be so. Sdong as mastream
educationreseach demards that educatars always beportrayed as norally beyondreproach,
mucheducationreseach will cortinue to be stunted, slanted, and misleadng.

Thehigh-stakes-causdest-scoreinflation hypathesis wouldappearto be basedon

C a misclassificadn of the testsin Canndl’s reports (labelirg the low-stakes éstsas hgh-
stakes);

C left-out variablebias;

C a causeand-effect corclusionassuned by defaut from the variablesremainng dter
most of the researchliterature on testing dfects had been dismissedorignored;

C apnchof possilde enpirical sypport from a preliminary stuly corducted at an
unknown Iacation with unidentified tests,one of whichwas perceivedo be high stikes;

18 Attributed to con man Frank Abagnale, X., as played by Leonardo DiCaprio, in Catch Me If You Can, Dreamworks
Productions, LLC, 2002.
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and

C semantic sleightof-hand, sureptitiously sulstituting an overly lroad and out-of-date
definition for the term “high sekes”.

Themostcertain curefor testscore irlation is tight test securiy andamge item raation,
which arecomma with externally-adninistered, high-stakes tesing. Anagency extrnd to
the local schobdistrict must be resporsiblefor administeringthe testsunder standardized
monitored, securecondtions, just the way it isdone in hundreds of other courtries. (Seefor
example AmericanFedeation of Teaches 195, Britton & Raizenl996; Eckstein& Noah 1993;
Phdps 1996, 2000, & 2001) Ifthetests have st&es, stulents, parents, teachersand policy
makers alikeend to take them serously, and adequate resouces aremore likely tobe
invesied toward ensuring test quality andsecuriy.

Any estcan ke macdk aLake Wolkgontest. All that is reeded is anabsenceof test securiy
and item ratation and the slightest of temptationsfor (some) eucatorsto cheat How aest is
administereddetermines wheter it becomes a L&e Wolegontest(i.e., onewith artificial
score gais overtime). Ultimately, the ather characterisics ofthe test,suchas is name,
purpose, corent, or format, areirrelevart.

Talde 10 summarizs the test-scoreinflation dynarmic succinctly.

Table 10.
Test Test
security is | security is
TIGHT LAX
Stakes are HIGH no yes
Stakes are LOW no yes

Two quite dfferent test types pevent artificial testscore gais (i.e., score iitation). One
type has goa security andamge item ratation, both of which aremore comma with high-
thanwith low-stakes ésts. Thesecorl type produces scorse that are uintraceableto schals a
districts. Smne systen-monitoring ard diagrostic testsbearthis characterisic. Anytest
producing scoreshat are traceableto particular schmls, dstricts,or statesmight alsobe used
to make their administrators lock good

Experience stows that it does nd take much incentive to induce atleastsomeeducation
administrators to cheat on standardizedtests. But,cheaing requires means,motive, ard
opportunity. When external agercies adnmister atest under tight securiy (andwith ampe
item rotation), local schobadministrators aredenied both mears ard opportunity to cheat.
With tight securiy anditem raation, there can ke no testscore itlation.

Thelistthat Canndl included in his 3-state survey d test securiy pracices (1989
Appendix 1) remais a sefu reference. Jusdictions wishirg to avoidtestscore irflation
shoud consicer:
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enis_\c_ing and enforcing brmal, written, and detailedtest securiy andtest procedues
policies;

formally invesigating all dlegations d cheaing;

ensuing that educatorscannd see estquestions ather before or after the acualtest
adminstration and enforce consguencesfor thosewhotry;

reducing agnuchas pacticablethe exclusionof students from test administrations
(e.g., special adtation students);

employing techrologiesthat reduce cheaing (e.g., ofical scaming, computerized
varianceanalysis);

holding and sealirg test bookletsin a secue ervironment until testtime;

keepirg test bookletsaway fromthe schmls wuntil testday;

rotating items amually;

prohibiting teachersfrom lodking atthe tests evenduring test administration;

using ouside testproctors;and

spiraling different forms d the sametest (i.e., havinglifferent students inthe same
room getting testswith different queston ordering) © discouragestudent answer
copying.

O00000 O O 00 O

ToCannd!’s listfrom twenty yeas ago,one migh add practices hat corsiderthe added
advartagesthe Irternet provides b thosewhocheat Item rotation, for exampe, has lecome
evenmore important given hat any student can st (their recollection of) a estquestion on
the Internet immedately after the conclusim of a test, thus ading stulents taking he same
test at alater date or in amore westerly ime 2ne the same ay.
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Postscipt 1. YetMore Left-Qut-Variable-Bas (LOVB)

“Schools have no incentive to manipulate scores on these nationally respected tests...”
JP. Greene, et al. 2003, Executive Summary

lllustrating the widespreadof the belief in the high-siakes-causeest-scoreinflation
hypathesis, eversometesting ad/ocateshaveacceptel it as correct Reador example,the
statemert above by Jay P. Gene of the Manhattan Insitute.

If youassune that he must be referring to valid high-stakes stadards-basedtests, you
would be assumirg wrongly. He igeferring, instead,to national norm-referencedtests(NRTS)
taken“off-the-skelf” and then, perhaps, wedlegitimately as lighly irformative diagrostic
instruments urder condtions of high seurity or, perhaps, alministered under
who-knows-what comlitionsof test securiy andusedto manuacture attificial test scoregairs.
He is callig the type d test somdimesusedin Lake Wbegm “nationally respected’ and
un-manipulated.

The Manhattaninstitute’s Work

Here’s whatGreere ard his associateslid. They gatlered averageest scoredata from
two statesand severalarge schol districts. Thejurisdictions they close werespecial inthat
they adninistered both high-stakes stadards-basedtests ard low- or no-stakes NRTs
systemwide.They calculatel standard correldion coeficients between student high-stakes
test scoresand student low-stakes éstscores. lrafew caseslte same stidents took bah
tests bu, more often, the two tests weretakenby two different groups d students from
neaiby gracks, hut stillin the samejurisdiction. They also calculied standard correlation
coefficients far gainscoreqover yearswith synthetic colorts) betveen hgh-and low-stakes
test scores. (Greexy Wirters, & Forser 2004)

Greere, etal,claim tohave corrolled for backgrounddemograghic factors,as hey aly
comparel scores fom the samejurisdiction. But, they didnothing to cortrol for degreesof
difference inthe stakes ad, moreto the point, they dd nothing to cortrol for varidions intest
security orcurricularcontent. Inceed, they declaredthe curicularcontent issueirrelevant
(2003pp.5,6).

“Thereis noreasm to believe that the setof skills stuénts shaild be expectedto
acquire inaparticular sclool system wold differ dramatically rom the skills covered
by nationally-respecteal standardizedtests. Students in Virgina needto be alde to
perform arithmetic and understard what they readjust likestudents in other places,
especially istudents in Virgina hope to attend colleges o find empgoymentin other
places.”

Whether or not content standardsshoud or shouldnot differ dramatically across
jurisdictions is irréevantto theissue. Thefact isthat they canand they . (see, ér example,
Archbald 19%; Massell Kirst,& Hoppe 1997) Tdk to testing experts whohaveconducted
standards orcurricularmatch studies,and one will lean that it is far from unusual for a
nationally-stardardized NRTto match astate’s corient standards atless han 50 percent Sukh
a low rae of match would suggesthat more than half of the NRT iems estcontent to which
the state’sstudents probably have rot been exposed more than half of the state’scontent
standards arenot testedby the NRT, orsomecombiration of both.

In sum, the Manhattan Insitute report concurswith testing criics’ assertias that:
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externally-admnistered high-siakes tesing cawses scorénflation, and that internally-
administered low- or no-stakes tesing does rot;

“teachingto the test” (which occursiaturally with goad alignmern) isa bad thing, and
is measuable; and

it is legiimate to measurethe “real” scoreincreasef high-stakes stanlards-based
tests orly with an unrelated low-stakes shdow test, regardess ofthe curricular
content match, a lack trereof, betweenthe two tests.

Manhattan Institute Says Incenves Dont Matter

Furthermore, the Manhattan Institute report concurswith the swggestionof the Cener for
Research o Edwation Sandardsand Sudent Testing (CRESST jattthereis nocorrelaion
between Hgh-siakes, increaseis motivation, and increasesn achievemet, in the mamer
explaired below.

Contolled expaiments from the 1960s through the 1980s testedthe hypathesis (see
Phdps 2005, Agpendix B). Halbf the students ina population were assigndto a couse d
study ard told there would be afinal examwith conseaqiences (reward o punishmert) riding
onthe results. Tk other half were assigné to the samecouse d study ard told that their
performance onthe final examwould haveno conseaqiences. Gearally, there were o
incertives a consequencesfor theteachers. Gess whiclgroup of students studied harder
and learred more?

TheManhattan Institute has aparently joined with CRESST finling ou the possibility of
motivation-induced ahievemen gains. With their methodology, ary increasan scores ora
high-stakes testexceedhg ircreases iran unrelated parallelno-stakes estmust be calsedby
“teachingto the test,” andis, tus, anatrtificial ard inflated scoregain...not evidenceof “real
learning.”

Unreliable Results

Stillanather irony iscontainedin the Greere etal., claimhat NRTs & “nationally
respected tests”and the quality of state standardsbasedtestscan ke judgedby their degree
of correlaion with them. They calculged, for example,a 0.96correldion coeficient between
Florida’s high stikes sta¢ testand alow-stakes RT sedin Florida. (Greeme, etal., Exective
Summay)lgTﬁls degree d correlaton would be consicered high evenfor two forms ofthe
same est.

By contrat, Greene et al. calculaeéd a 0.35correldion coeficient between Coloado's high
stakes stite test and a low-sbkes NRTsedin Fowntain Fort CarsonCO. (Greem etal.,
ExecutiveSummay) Ths is aremarkably lev correlaion for two tests claimiig to measue

19 As Taylor (2002, p.482) put it:

“If two tests are supposed to measure exactly the same content and skills (for example, two forms of the lowa
Test of Educational Development (ITED)), the correlations should be very high (about .90)

“If two tests are supposed to measure similar knowledge and skills but also have differencesin terms of the
targeted knowledge and skills, the correlations should be strong but not too high (between .70 and .80).”
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achievemenm of similar supject matter. So,to borrow the auhors’ words, ore camot “believe
the results of’ the accounability testin Coloralo or, a leastthose inFouwntain Fort Carson
CO? | wouldgtrongly encourage aryonein Fourtain FortCarson CO. tdirst corsiderthe left
out variades—variaion in curricularcontent covered variaion in the degreeof test securiy,
and others—before jumping to that corclusion

Any shte following the Greeae, et al. logic sbuld prefer to have their high-stakes
standards-basedtests developad by the same esting com@ny fom which they purchase teir
low-stakes RTs. Likewise, anyast shoud eschew @velopng their high-stakes tess
independently, inan effort to maximizethe alignment to their own curiculum. Moreover, ary
state slould avoidcusbm test-develgpment processes tht involveeducatorsin writing or
reviewing sandards,frameworks, andest items kecausethe mare customizd the test, the
lower the correlationis likely tobe with the off-the-shelf NRTs.

In ather words, the tighter the alignmen between ajurisdiction’s sendardsbasedtestand
its written and enacted curriculum, the lower the quality of the test.. at leastaccordirg to the
Manhattan Insttute.
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Postscipt 2. Actually, TestsDo Nd Talk

"Score inflation isa preoccupation of mine."
Daniel Koretz
Measuring Up: What Educational Testing Really Tells Us, 2008

In his 28 book, MeasuringUp, DanielKoretz continues hs ddense ofthe theory with
which he ismostfamously icentified: Hearguesthat high stekes indice "teachirg to the test,”
which inturn produces atificial test-scoregairs (i.e., testscoreinflation). The result, accordiny
to Koretz:

“Scores o high-stakes tess-tests that have seriais corsequencesfor students
or teacherseften becomeseverelyinflated. That is, gainsn scores orthese
tests areoftenfar larger thantrue gains instudents' learning. Worsethis
inflation is higHy variableand unpredictable, soone canrot tell which schol's
scores aranflated and whichare legitimate.” (p. 131)

Thus, Koréz, alongtime associateof the federally funded Cener for Reseech an
Edwational Sandardsand Sudent Testing (CRESST), pides he many alucatorspredisposed
to dislike hgh-siakes tess arywayaseemirgly scientiic (andseemirgly notselfservirg or
ideodlogical) argumat for opposingthem. Meanwhile he provides pdicymalers aconundrum:
if scores orhigh-stakes tess improve, likely hey ae meaningless-leavig them no external
measue for scloolimprovement So hey might just as well d nothing a baher doing
anything.

MeasuringUpsupports this theory by tidiculing strav men—declarirg a pttanceof flawed
supporting evidence sificient (pp. 11,59, 63,132, & chater 10) ard a siyperabundanceof
contrary evicencenonexistert-and mosty by repeatedly irsistingthat heis right(See, fo
examplechapter 1, pp. 131-133,& 231-236.) He alsshows litle patiencefor thosewho
chooseto disagree withhim. Trey want"simpleanswers", speak "onsense",assert
"hogwash",employ "logical sleigt{s) of hand', write "polemics", or @e "socialscientiss who
ought to know bsdter".

LakeWobegon

Thecorcept of testscore irflation emergedin the late 1980s fom the celebrated studies
of the physician dhn J. Canell (1987, 1989). D. Canmll cawght every U.S. sta braggirg that
its students' averagescores omational norm-referenced estswere "alove the national
average," anathematical impcsibility. The phenomenon was dibbedthe "Lake Wbegm
Effect,” intribute to the mythical ralio comedycommurity in which"all the children are &ove
average."

What had causedthe Lake WolgonEfect? Canell identified severakuspets, ircluding
educator dishonesty ard conflict of interest lax estsecurity; ard inadequate or outdated
norms. ButCanndl's seemimly straiglforward conclusims dd not make itunscathed into the
educational literature. For irstance, ore prominent CRESSTusly provided atable with a
cross-tdulation that summarizd (allegedly alljhe exganationsprovided for the spuriously
high scoreqShemrd 1990, 16). Conspuously absehfrom the table, however, wereCannd's
two primary sispectseducator dishonesty ard lax test security.
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Likewig, Kaetz and several CRES&dlleague fdlowed up with their own study inan
unnamed schooldistrict, with unnamedtestsand unidentified cortent frameworks.
Conrasting a seadilyincreasimg risein scores oranew, "high stakes" testwith the
substartially lower scores reordedon anolder, no-stakes test Kordz and his collegues
attributed the inflation to the allegedhigh stekes?® Nat examinedwas why wo different tests,
develged by two conpletely different groyps d people under entirely sefrate conditions,
using nocomman standard for cortent, would be expectal to produce nearly identical scores.

Thisresearchframework presagedvhat was tocome. Tie Lake WolgonEfect cortinued
to receive cosiderable attention, but Canmll's mainpoints-that educator cheaing was
rampant and test securily inacequate-were dsmissecdut of hand and persisently ignored
thereatter. Theeducational consersus, spported by the work of CRESST @other
researches, ingered "teaching to the test" for the crime, marfestly under pressue from the
high stekes ofthe tests.

Probematcally, howeverpnly one of Canrll's dozens d score-irflated tests hal any
stakes atached. Allbut that one were ro-stakes diagostic tests,adminstered without
test-securily pratocols. he abserte of securiy allowededucation administrators to
manipulate variaus aspectsof the tests' alministration, artificially infate scores, ad then
advertise the phony score tends as @idence oftheir own managerid prowess. Ironically,
many d the samestaes simultaneausly adninistered separate, geruinely highstakes tess
with tight security andno evidence ofscoreinflation.

Much d MeasuringUprecapitulates the author's earlierwritings, bu on page243, we i
learnwhat he ard his collaguesactudly found in that influential follow-up to Camell's
findings. Exactly why libscores risersodramdically onthe new, hgh-siakes thrd-gradetest
they examied?

“[A]lthough the testing systen in this dstrict was consideed high-stakes by he
standards ofthe late 1980s, ly today's sandardsit was tame.Thae wereno
cash award . . . hreats to dissolve schols a remove sudents inrespaseto
low scores. . . .l pressue arose aly from less aingilde things, suclas
publicity and jawbaning.”

In ather words, this foundational study had involvedno real high-stakes testat all. Ater all,

D The study traced the annual trend in average scores on a third-grade test "perceived to be high stakes" over
several years, then administered a different third-grade test, with no stakes, that had been administered in the
district several years earlier. The researchers, finding a steadily increasing rise in scores on the new test contrasted
with a substantially lower score on the old, no-stakes test, attributed the rise in scores on the new test to inflation
allegedly caused by the alleged high stakes. The study ignored several factorsthat could have influenced the
results, such as differing content, teachers, students, and incentives. Indeed, it ignored most of the factorsthat
could have influenced the results, or speculated that they must have conveniently cancelled each other out, and
then declared that high stakes must have done it.

Even nearly two decades later, much of the study remains shrouded in mystery: "The price of admission [to
conduct the study] was that we take extraordinary stepsto protect the anonymity of the [school] district, so |
cannot tell you itsname, the state it wasin, or even the names of the tests we used.” Thus, the study is neither
replicable nor falsifiable. An easy solution would be a content match study between the two tests used for
comparison. If, as claimed, the two tests represented the same domain (identified, i.e., it could have been [and
likely was] as broad as a "grade level" of mathematics from two completely different content frameworks with
non-parallel topical sequences), why not support that assertion with some empirical evidence?
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in our open demacracy, all tets ae sibject to "publicity and jawboning,” wheher they
genunely have hgh stikes omo stakes. (Koret, incidentally, is alsancorrect in characterizing
the testas "highstakes by he standards ofthe late 1980s": atthe time more thantwenty
states adninistered high sclool graduation exams—or whichfailingstudents weredenied
diplomas.)

Do as ISay, Noas | Do

Many testing researches (ursurprisingly, ot associatedvith CRESST) caart againstthe
simplisic assumgons that any testwill generdizeto any dher simgy becawse hey have he
same sbject field nameor that one testcan ke usedto benchmark tends inthe scoreof
anather (Archlald, 1994; Bhola,Impara,and Buckenahl, 2003, 28; Buckendah et al., 200,
Cohenand Spillare, 1993, 53 Freeman et al., 983, Impara, 2D01; Impara, € al., 20®@; Plake,
et al., 20®). Ironically, dspite hmself,Koretz cannd help agreeng withthem.Much do the
space inMeasuringUpis devoted to cauioning the reader agairst doingexactly whathe
does-making pples-to-orangescomparisms with scoresor scoretrends from dfferent tests.
For example:

“Onesomeimes dsqueting consguenceof the incompleeness oftestsis that
different testsoften provide somewhatinconsistent resuts.” (p. 10)

“Evena sirgle testcan povide varyingresults. Justas mlls have amarginof error,
so b achevemert tests. Stulents whotake morethan one form of a testtypically
obtain different scores.” (p11)

“Evenwell-desigred tests will oten provide substartially different views oftrends
becatse ofdifferences incontent and other asgects d the tests' esign. . . [W]e
haveto be carefu not to placetoo much corfidencein detailedfindings, suctas he
precisesizeof change overtime or of differences letween groyps.” (p.92)

“[O]ne camot give allthe credt or blame o one factor . . . without investigatng the
impact of others. Many d the compex statstical malelsusedin ecoromics,
sociology, emlemidogy, ard other sciertes areefforts to take inb account (or
‘control' for') other factors that offer plausiblealternative explaationsof the
obseveddata, ard many gportion variation in the cutcome-say, ¢st
scores-amag varias possiblecauses. ... Aypothesisis orly scientfically credble
whenthe evicencegathered has rded out plausilde alternative explarations.” (pp
122-123)

“[A] simplecorrelaion need not indicate that one of the factorscauses he other.”
(p. 1)

“Any number of studieshaveshownthe compexity ofthe non-educational factors
that can afect achiecvementand test scores.” (p129

Recomnendation recoi

Koretz's vage suggestionthat educatars teachto "a broader domain' would dilute
coverage brequired content that typically hadeen develged through apainstaking pblic
process ofexpet review andevalwation. Inits place, edicatars wouldteachwhat exactly?
Conent that Kordz and other arti-standards edicatars prefer? When the cortent domain of a
test is the legally (or itellectually) mamated curriculum, teacherswho "teachto the test" are
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not only teachingwhat they aretold they stould be teachirg, they areteaching wha they are
legally anl ethically obligagd to teach (Gardrer 2008).

Anaher exampleof animprudent recommerdation: the Princeton Review sellsetst
preparation services, mosprominently for the ACT ad SAT collge adnissiontests. Its
publishers arge that students need not learn sulject matter to do well i the tests,onlylearn
sometest-taking ticks.Paya smallfortune for one of their prep coursesand you, too, can
learnthesetricks, they adrertise. Cuously, independent studieshavebeen unableto confirm
Review's claims (see,rfexampe, Camara2008; Crocker, 208; Palmer,2002; Tuckman199%;
Tuckmarand Trinble, 1997; Allenswort, Correa,& Porisciak, 2008)hut Koretz supports
them:"...thistechnigue does oten help to raise scors."

After investigatonsand sustined pressurefrom better business graps, the Rinceton
Review in R10voluntary agreedo pull its advertising hat promisedscoreincreasesrom
takingits couses (Nabna Advertising Division 2010).

Scriging a hoax

Around 1910, a lalorer at the Hlitdown quarries of souhern Englanl discoveredthe first of
two skullsthat appearedto represent the missing litkk between ge and human In the decaces
following, mairstreamscienceand someof the world's mast celdrated scientiss would
accept"Piltdown Man" as anauhentic specimerof an earlyhominid. Alorg the way, oher
scientiss, typcally ofthe lessfamous varigy, proffered criticisms ofthe eviderce, bu were
routinely ignaed. Only inthe 1950s, ater a new datng techrique applied to the fossilremains
found themto be modern, was the accumiated abundance ofcortrary eviderce widely
consicered. The Rltdown fossils, itturned out, were cleverlydisguise forgeries.

"Piltdown man is ore of the most famous frauds inthe history of science,” writeRRichard
Harterin his review ofthe hoax literature (196-1997). Why was isosuccessfulMarteroffers
these plandions:

someof the worlds mostcelelrated scientiss sugorted it;

it matched what prevailirg theoriesat the time had led scientist to expect;
variousofficials respasilde for veiification turned ablind eye;

the forgerswere knowledjeableand skilled inthe art of decegion;

the evicencewas accepteds stficient despite anabsenceof critical details; and
contrary evicencewas repatedy ignored or dismissed.

MeasuringUp'shigh-stakes-causedst-score-irflation myth-making fts the hoax script
perfectly.
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