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Educationall Accountamility,

IHeld the “systeni™ (Schoels and teachers)
[esponsinie for the academic advancement
Of Its students

Externally: mandated

Menitering of beth Inpuits and outpuis
\/aranle consideration of context
Pifferential incentives



Current Accountanbility: Systems

Clozlls

s Raise learning for alll students
s Reduce achievement gaps

= Impreve systemi efficiency

Emphasis oni test-hased eutpuits
Minimal local context
Stanaards:refierenced Indicaters
Simple and' incomplete theory-ef-action
Meaningful conseguences



Theory-oef-Action

Fhe justification feif IMpesIng| a particular
accountability systen IS the promise that: it will
accomplisih the desired goails.

The mechanism By Which thisiwill-happentis
called the “theory-of-action™.

oo ofiten It IS, stated I simplistic terms and
igneres; ether (less desirable) behavieral
[espenses that the system may. elicit .



The theory of standards-based accountability
Standards-Based Accountability assumes an aligned system of district and

Theory of Action dassroom responses to instruct students to a
state-prescribed set of skills. Student-achievement

results then feed back into the system as a lever to
prompt action at the district and local levels.

Opinions and attitudes

—

Student achievement
and test results

i = i
Incentives, information,

and assistance

Barriers and capacity




Theory-oef-Action (2)

Explication oiff a theon/-ef-action usually
Invelves:a nigh-levelrfilew: chart But rarely,

offers more detail on th
Willfoperate.

It IS precisely. that leve
[equired tordevelep a ¢

€ Processes that

o detaill that'Is
ata, collection plan

10 SUpPPOIT a Seroeus va
(More later)

idation effort ....



Validity as a scientific enterprise

Validity IS an 6ngeing argumenit that
seeks to clanfy what a measurement:
means and te understand the limitations
ol each score Interpretation.

(adapted from Cronbach,1988)

Validity as: consideration ofi CORsSegUEnCes

“\Validity Is an everall evaluative
Judgment, feunded en empirical
evidence and theoretical ratienales, oif
the adeguacy and apprepriateness of
Inferences and actions bhased on test
Scores.” (Messick, 1989)



Systemic Validity.

Assessment: practices and systems of
accountanility are: systemically valid i they,
generate usefuliinfermatien and
CONStruUCtive respenses, that SUppPort Gne or
more policy: goals: (Access, Quality, Equity,
Efficiency) Within an educauion; system,
Witheuitr causing undue deteroration Wi
[ESPECt e other goals.

(adapted frem Braun and Kanjee,
20/0]6))



\alidation

I validating an accountanility: system,, the
theory-of-actioni plays; tiie: same role; as does; the
construct In| test validation.

he more “ecelegical™ view: off validity: emiodied
I the acceptance / emnrace off conseguential
Validity’ IS, perfectly suited ter the: guestions raised
aleUL the Impact ofi an acceuntanility’ system on
the education of oulk children.

Fhus; conseguenitial validity/ is the
ultimate criterion by Whlch we
should judge an accountability
system.



Validity: Questions

IS the system woerking? Ifi se, tewhat
degree? I not, why not andiwhat sheuld
pedene abeut It?

e necessany evidence will' comprise: both guantitative
andl gualiative: Infiermaton.

he required data goes Wellfbeyond recording and
analyzing students’ test scoresi-- It requires tracking
multiple: fiacets ofi the systen over time.

Such efforts are: generally well beyond the capacity of
state education departments and — Inany case — are
likely to be politically toxic.



STRONG STATES, WEAK SCHOOLS: THE DILEMMAS OF CENTRALIZED
ACCOUNTABILITY (RAND, 2008)

Califernia, Georgia;, Pennsylvania

70 supenntendents, 260 principals, 2350 elementany &
midale  scheol math teachers

Responses tor high' stakes; accountaniiity:
95 % Varation amengl teachers (Within schools)

Conclusions

Varablelinkage between central directives/expectationss and
teacher practices

Many. principals;and teachers lack reguisite capacity’ te
respoend censtructively: te the: new: demanads

Greater regulation will lead over time to greater uniformity
Not clear whether it will inspire innevation; and creativity



Validation (2)

Study did not:

Analyze links between teacher practices and
student outcomes

Investigate: student trajectores
Consider chianges in everall reseurce: allocation
Examine patterns: ofi teacher mokility

Ultimately, an evaluative judgment: Is a
tentative causal conclusion ased on
partialevidence dirawn firem an
tncontrollea study, off schoeols and
districts.



Caveats

“Iihe chiefl fault ofi the' testing mevement has
consIsted In its' emphasis; Upen CoRtent In
nighlyacademic matemalr... the fiact that a
particular pupllishews a marked Imprevement
I reading or spelling may. give seme
Indication that a teacher IS Impreving Ner
PErformance ... but the use to Which the' pupll
pULS! that knewledge: Is the enly. significant
P01t IRfdetermining the significance: of
SUject tests Infmeasuing the educatonal
system.

Ridley' and Simoen (1938, as guoted In Rothstein,
2008)).



Caveats (cont.)

“Iihe more any. guantitative secialiindicater Is
Used fier secialf decision-making), the more
supject it will e ter corruption: pressures anad
thermore apt It willfve terdistert and corrupt
e social pPrecesses It IS Intendead 1o monitor.

(D 1. Camphbell;, 1979)

“Distertion; anal Risk in Optimal Performance
Contracts™
(George Baker, 2002)



Barriers to Validation

Constraints

Eixed features; (externally Imposed)
Time
Cost

Capacity,
Complexity
Inertia

Changing players



A Bottom-up Strategy?

Begin by examining particular system
CONMPBRENTS

Consider degree: of ceherence ameng
COMPORNERTS

Evaltiater conseguences (broadly conceived)

Suiggestions fior redesigni (in the smallland in
the large)



Stanadards; for Educationall Accountanility.
SY/SLEMS| (CRESSTI/CPRE)

SyStem; components
lests

Stakes

PUBIIC reporting fermarts
Evaltiation



Validating the Test

fhelack e a gold standard means that the validation
BIROCESS MUust have anexplicit strategy’ and rationale.

Kane (2004)stigeests a tWoe-phase appreach:

> Builalia chainr el reasening firem
the test construction Process to: the: desired clainms.

. Gather theeretical and empircal
support for the “truthiulness™ ofi the claims and te
estanlishr appropriate beundanes.



Validating the Test (2)

Types of tests
x NRIFvs. CRT:
s End-of=course vs. Cress-cutting skills

FThreats te evidential valiaity

s Construct underrepresentation

a Construct=irrelevant varance

EVidence: regarding censequential validity,
a Student leaiming

» |nstructional practices
s Administrative practices



Validating the Test (3)

Tfhe “test™ Is' a “systemr and sheuld lhe

evaltiated as a system
[Design
Develepment:
Materialsypreparation
Administration
Data processing
SCOING
Scaling
Reporting



Validating Periermance: Standards

Increasingly, academic performance Is Being
communicated IR terms off standards: (e.g. 30%
Off students; at @) aloVve: preficient)

Indicators firamed i terms of standards: are
PeIng Used! to track trends In: differences anad/ox
ClANgEs In  academic performance

Conseguentiali decisions alvouls stuidents and/or
SCNEOIS are being made en the hasis ofi results
firamed IRl terms of standards

Policy-makers and the public make Inferences
apeut public schools based el thelr
Interpretations ofi the standards andl standards-
Pased reports



Validating Perfiermance Standards (2)

“Arguments and precedures suppertng a
PErformance standaral... may: differ according
10, the' breadthr of the claim: the perfermance
standards sets fiertn.*

“In practice, though, the perfermance
standardl always empodies a ... claim,
PErtaining torcapabilities for Perermance. in
nontest settings.”

(Haertel and' Lornie,2004)



Validating| Perfermance: Standards (3)

“Standard setting still can not be reduced to a problem
of statistical estimation. Fundamentally, standard
setting involves the development of a policy about
what is to be required for each level of performance.
This policy is stated in the performance standards and
Implemented through the cut scores.” (Kane, 2001, p.
85, emphasis added)

Performance standards are (usually) operationalized by
means of a “cut-score” on the reporting scale.



Validating Performance Standards (4)

Histerically, standardl setting has been a retrospective
Jjudgmental process carried out

» [ndependently of the assessment: design pPrecess
 afiter the assessment IS administered: the: first time.
e consequences) i a retrospective appreach; ale

s Rellance onl sukject matter expertise rather than
[eéseanch on student learning and development

a [[lendency tor confiate pelicy and psychometrics

a Difficulty: infachieving| colerence of cUL SCOKES across
grades

RISKS

s Cut scores may. not e well stpportied
psychemetrcally

a lnAsufficient evidence ter adequately suppert desiread
Inferences



Validating| Perfermance: Standards (5)

With ner geldlstandard, “preceduralivalidity” has been
the teuchstone for evaltiating standards

Bt the validity: argument demands that we examine
different aspects ofi “standards-In-use:

a Credibility: of Interpretation

a Classification relianility

s Predictive efficacy (In-schoel, out-of-school)

s Statistical preperties of Indicatoers derved from standards

TThere are iImportant implications fior
establishing valid performance standarads.



Validating Indicaters

Indicators are: statistics calculated from student-
level data that ane used directly for decision-
making

Percent off students exceeding the proeficiency. cut-score

The change In the percentage of students exceeding the
proficiency cut-score

The percentage: off students gaimingl at Ieast 20 scale scere
points in math from 10™" to; 11" grade

Percent of 9% grade cohort graduating high' school in four
years

Fhere Is anfimplicit assumption that the Indicator
Validly: captures: an Important aspect: of system
functioning — and that It IS apprepriate to
evaluate the system (at least in part) en the
value of that indicator



Politics,
High-level
goals

Theory of learning
Content standards
Performance standards
Federal, state, and local
regulations

Data

State assessments
Local assessments
Process

Schools and teachers
Financial
Demographic

Indicators

Percent proficient
Improvement
Growth
Graduation rates
Teacher attributes

Outcomes

Teacher, and local reports
Mandated state and local
federal reports

Student transfer options
School reconstitutions

Actions

Teacher behavior changes
Administrative actions

Educational reform :
Test-based
Accountability

Assessment
Design

1) Test development
2) Standard setting
3) Psychometrics

4) validation




Validating Indicators (2)

The Janus Strategy.

Backwarads:

Are the data Underying the indicator(s) valid fior
the purpese?

IS the construction off the indicater(s) defiensinle?

EoRvards:

Are the statistical properties of the Indicater(s)
consistent with the' desired Inferences?

IS the Indicator set a reasonahble hasis for the
Intended decisions?



Validating Indicators (3)

Generallfguidelines

Indicators based on one: source of data
are Very susceptinle’ tor corruption

Technicall analysist matters
Fack of locall context ISt prekiematic
Streng necentives/sanctions: not Waranted



Validating Indicaters: (4)

Exemplars

Percent preficient

rendlin; percent proficient

rendiin diffierence IRl PErcent proficient
Growth e a standard

Alaselutergrewii

EStimate ofi valtie-added



Lessons Learned

Accountaniity 1S expected and approprate. for
any: publicly fitnded enterprise

Current accountability systems

a1 Are under-designed and ever-hyped

a Often supstitute iIdeolegy. for technical analysis
» lgnere the dynamics ol human FESPeRSES

s 00 crude for the Intended job

EXperience in etherfieldsi(e.g. healuh care,, law
enfercement, pusiness) tells usi that It IS rare toe
find an accountanility system that Works “as
iIntended™




Lessons Learned (2)

AVhenever you try te legisiate’ prefiessional BeEnavier,
there are hound to e unintendead
conseguences....Nor IS It clear that pay. for
PErfermance (P4P) willractually: result 1n better care:

Doectors have seldemi been rewarded for excellence,
at least not inany: tangiele way... At first glance; P4P
wouldl seem to remedy’ this: problem. But first Its deep
flaws must be addressed befiere patient care Is
compremised In UREXpectediways.”

[S. Jauhar, M.Dx., NY Times, 9/9/08]



Prospects

Validatien fecused on compenents cam make: an Impertant
contrnpution

I thelong-tern, design| considerations must Beceme more salient
N therconstruction: of accountanility systems

Because poelitics (almost) always trumps; psychemetrics,
measurement persennel sheuld try ter engage mere directly in the
policy-making pPrecess

An accountability system that accomplishes
flexible regulation in the service ofi constructive
Imprevement off education oUtcemes) IS a rare
peast Indeed!



Coda

ators > ators
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