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PRINCIPLES AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR

EARLY CHILDHOOD
ASSESSMENTS

N ~| Goal 1: Ready to Learn
\ By the year 2000, all children in America

\ will start school ready to learn.

Objectives:

B A chubdren will have access to hugh-guality and developmentally appropriate
preschool programs that help prepare children for schoal,

W Even parent in the United States will be a childS irst teacher and devote time
cach diy to helping such parent’s pre-choal child feam, and parents will have
aceess to the traming and support patents need.

B Children will recerve the nutrition, physical activity experiences, and health
care needed to arm e ar sehool with healthy minds and bodies, and to maintain
the mental alertness necessary to be prepared to learn, and the number of
low-birthweight Babies will be sgniticantly reduced through enhanced prenacal
health sesteros,




TITLE II—~NATIONAL EDUCATION RE-
FORM LEADERSHIP, STANDARDS, AND
ASSESSMENTS

PART A—NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL
SEC. 201. PURPOSE.

It is the purpoes of this part to establish a bipartisan mecha-
nism for—

SEC. 307, EARLY CHILDHOOD ASSESSMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Goals Panel shall su the work of
its Resource and Technical Planning Groupe on | Readiness
(herufhrinthilnctionnfandtouthc‘Gmp")bim‘pmve
the mathods of sssessing the readiness of children for school that
would lead to alternatives to currently used early childhood aseess-

address a broad u? o childhood
including the needs of children with disabilities;

(2) creats clear guidelines regarding the nature, functions,
mdmdnﬁydﬁmﬂm&.iﬁuﬂm‘mt
formats that are & iate for use in culturally and
t;c:ldliydimnmﬁu,hndonmdddmuof ool

neas;

(3) mounitor and svaluate early childhood assessments,

ing the ability of existitg asssssments to provide valid
information on the readiness of ren for school: and

(4) monitor and report on the long-term collecticon of data
on the status of young children to improve policy ana practice,
including the need for new sources of data necessary to assess
the broad range of early childhood developmental needs.

(c) ADVICE.—The Groups shall advise and assist the Congress,
the Secretary, the Goals Panel, and others regsrding how to improve
the assessment of young children and how such assessments can
improve services to children.

(d) REporT.—The Goals Panel shall provide reports on the
work of the Groups to the appropriate committees of the Congress,
the Secretary, and the public.

o
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A, mericans want and need good information on the well-being of young
£ children. Parents want to know if thewr children will be ready for school.
Teachers and school admunistrators want to know if their programs are cffective
anud if they are providing children the right programs and services. Policymakers
want to know which program policies and expenditures will help children and
their families, and whether they are eftective over time. Yet young children are
notoriowsly ditficult to assess accurately, and well-intended testing efforts in the
past have done unintended harm. The principles and recommendations in this
report were developed by advisors to the National Education Goals Danet o help
carly childhood professionals and poheymakers meet their mformation needs by
assessing voune childeen appropriately and etfectively.

The tirst National Education Goal set by President Bush and the nation™s
Governors m 1990 was that by the vear 2000, alf children in America will start
schoo! ready to leam. This Goal was meant to help those advocating the
unportance of Children's needs. Yet from the start, Goal 1 proved problematic to
measure. The Pane! could fmd no vood dati or merhods tomeasure children's
status when they started school. Tnview of the importance of this issue, Congress
in 1994 charged the Goals Panel to support its Goal Tadvisors 1o “eredte clear
aidelines regardme the natre, functuems, and wses of carly childhood assessments.,
mehudmg assessment formars that are appropriate for wse in culoeally and lingisacally
diverse communes, based em madel clements of school readiness.” The prinaiples and
recommendations in this Jocument are the result of eftorts by the Goal 1 Early
Childhood Assessments Resource Group to address this charae.

Anmpeataar ana e Unegoe Deveicprooin of Yooy Shirbedve o
Assessing uldren m the carliest vears o Tite—-trom birth 1o age S~ - difficult
because 1t s the perad when voune children™ rates of phyvsical, motor, and hnguistie
development outpace vronth rates at all other stages. Growth s rapids episodie, and
tuehiv iflnenced by envieonmental supportss nurtunmge parenis, quahiny careen e,
and the lcarmme serome.
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Because voung children learn in ways and at rates different from older children
and adults, we must tulor our assessments accordingly. Becanse young children
come to know things through Jdoing as well as through listening, and becanse they
otten represent their knowledge better by showing than by ralking or writing,
paper-and-pencil tests are not adeguate. Because young children do not have the
experience ro understand what the wouals of formal tesring are, testing interactions
may be very ditficult or impossible to structure appropriately. Because young
chaldren develop and learn so tast, tests given at one point in time may not give i
complete picture of learning. And because young children’s achievements at any
point are the result of a complex mix of their ability to learn and past learing
opportunities, it is a mistake to interpret measures of past learning as evidence of
what could be learned.

For these reasons, how we assess voung children and the principles that frame
such assessiments need special attention. Whae works for older children or adudts
will not work tor younger childrens they have unigue needs that we, as adules, are
obliged to recounize it we are to oprimize their development.

Recent Assessment Issues

Educators and child development specaists have long recognized the uniqueness of
the early vears, Informal assessment has characrerized the carly childhood field. Early
cducators have abserved and recorded childrens behavior naturabistically, watching
hildren in their natural environments as youngsters carry out everyday activities,
These observations have proven etfective for purposes of chronicling children’s
Jdevelopment, cataloging their accomplishments, and tiloring programs and
activities within the clissroom ro meet voung childrens rapidly changing needs.

Recently, however, there has been an ineresse in formal assessments and testing,
the results of which are used to ke “high stakes™ decisions such as tracking
voungsters into high- and fow-abilite eroups, (mistabelog or retaming them, or
st test resulis to sort children into or out of kindergarten and preschools. In
many cases, the instruments developed for one purpose or even one aee group of
children have been meapplied to other groups. As aresult, schools have often
identitied as “not vet ready™ for kinderaarten, or as “too mmmature” for group
settings, large proportions of vaungsters (often bovs and non-English speakers)
who would benetit enormously trom the learnimg opportunities provided i those
~settings. I particular, because the alternative trearment is often madequate,
wreenmy out has fostered meguities, widening - and perpetianing—the aap
between voungsters Jecmed ready and unready.
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The Current Climate

Despite these difficulties, demands for assessments of student learning are
increasing. Pressed by demands for greater accountability and enhanced
educational performance, states are developing standards for school-aged children
and are crearing new eriteria and approaches for assessing the achievement of
challenging academic goals. In this context, calls to assess voung children—from
hirth through the carliest grades in school —are also increasing. This document
attempts to indicate how best to craft such assessments in light of young children’s
untgue development, recent abuses of resting, and the legitimate demands trom
parents and the public for clear and vsetul intormation.

The primciples and recommendations in this document are meant to help state
and local officials meet their information needs well. They mudicate both general
principles and specific purposes for assessments, as well as the kinds of provisions
needed to ensure that the results will be accurate and usetul for those purposes.
Because testing voung children has in the past led to unfair or harmful effects, the
recommendations melude warnmes o protect agmnst potential misuse. To explam
the basis of these recommendations, there is a definition of cach of four categorices
of assessment purpose, the audiences most concerned with the results of each, the
technical requirements that cach assessment must meet, and how assessment
constderations for cach purpose vary across the age continuum from birth 1o 8
vedars of age.

General Principles
The folfowing general principles shoubd enide both pohicies and pracnices for the
assesstient of vounge children.

¢ Assessment should bring about benefits for children.
Gatherme aceurate mfornution trom voung hildren i ditficalt and potentiatly
aresstud. Fornl assessments many also be costly and take resources that could
otherwise be spent directly on programs and services for voung children. To
warrant conduicting assessments, there maust e a clear benefit—cither in diret
ervices to the child or in mproved quality of educational programs,

o Assessments should be tailored to a specitic purpose and should be reliable,
valid, and fair for that purpose.
Assessiients desiened for one purpose are not necessarthy valid o usend tar
ather purposes. In the past, many of the abuses of testime with voung children
have occurred becanse of mustise. The recommendations i the sections tha

follon are tailored to spedihic assessient puposes,

o Assessment policies should be designed recognizing that reliability and
validity of assessments increase with children’s age.
The vorneer the vhild, the more dittsenle s o obtan rebable and valid
assessent Jatas T particalarly diticult toassess dnbdren®s cogmve absihoes
accurately betore aee 6, Because of problems with redutalin and sahdin, some
tpes of assesstnent shonld be postponed untl Cibdren e older while othes
tpes of assessient can be pursued, But ondy wiih necessany sateauands.
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¢ Assessments should be age-appropriate in both content and the method of
data collection.
Assessments of young children should address the full range of early learning
and development, including physical well-heing and motor development;
social and emotional development; approaches toward learning; language
Jdevelopment; and cognition and general knowledge. Methods of assessment
should recognize that children need familiar contexts in order to be able
Jemonstrate their abilities. Abstract paper-and-pencil tasks may make it
especially difficult for young children to show what they know.

» Assessments should be linguistically appropriate, recognizing that to some
extent all assessments are measures of language.
Regardless of whether an assessment is intended to measure carly reading
skills, knowledge of color names, or learning potential, assessment resulrs are
casily confounded by language proficiency, especially for children who come
from home backgrounds with limired exposure to English, for whom the
assessment would essentially be an assessment of their English proficiency.
Each child’s first- and second-language development should he taken into
account when determining appropriare assessment methods and in
interpreting the meaning of assessment results.

s Parents should be a valued source of assessment information, as well as
an audience for assessment results.
Because of the fallibility of direct measures of voung children, assessments
Jould include multiple sources of evidence, especially reports trom parents
and teachers. Awessment results should he shared with parents as part of an
ongoing process that involves parents in therr child's cducation.

fraportant Purposes of Accessment for Youna Children

The intended use of an assessment —its purpose—determines every other aspect of
how the asessment s conducted. Purpose determines the content of the assessment
(What ~houkd be measured Y methods of data collection (Should the procedares be
ctandardized ! Can data come from the child, the parent. or the teacher s techoneal
requirements of the asessment (What level of relinbility and validity must be
estahlished ): and, finally, the stakes or consequences of the assessment, which in
turn determine the kinds of sateguards necessary 1o protect against potential harm
from falhible assesmens-Based decisions,

For example, of data from a sratewide assessment are going to be used for school
accountability, thenat s portant that data be collected in o standardized way
to enstre comparabibity of school resaless I cChildren in some schools are given
practice ahead of tme <o that they will be tamilar with the task formars, then
abdren mall schools should be provided wish the same practices teachers should
not give help during the asessment or restate the questions unless i s part o the
ctnlard adimimstration to dosop and all of the assessents should be adninistered
i appronimately the same week of the school vear In contrast, when ateacher s
work e with an indivrdual child i doassroom trvimg to help thae chld earn,

6 Y BEST COPY AVAILAuLe




assessments almost always oceur in the context of activities and tasks that are
already familiar, so practice or task familiarity is not at issue. In the classroom
context. teachers may well provide help while assessing to take advantage of the
learning opportunity and to figure out exactly how a child is thinking by secing
what kind of help makes it possible to take the next steps. For teaching and
learning purposes, the timing of assessments makes the most sense if they occur
on an ongoing hasis as particular skills and content are being learned. Good
classroom assessment is disciplined, not haphazard, and, with training, teachers’
expectations can reflect common standards. Nonetheless, assessments devised by
teachers as part of the learning process lack the uniformity and the standardization
that is necessary to ensure comparahility, essential for accountability purposes.

Similarly, the technical standards for relinbility and validity are much more
stringent for high-stakes accountability assessment than for informal assessments
wed by individual caregivers and teachers to heip children learn. The consequences
of accountahility assessments are much greater, so the instruments used must be
sufficiently accurate to ensure that important decisions about a child are not made
as the result of measurement error. In addition, accountability assessments are
usually “one-shot,” stund-alone events, In contrast, caregivers and teachers are
comstantly collecting information over long periods of time and do not make
high-stakes decisions. If they are wrong one day about what a child knows or is
able to do, then the error is casily remedied the next dawe

Seriots mistses of testing with young children occur when assessments imtended
for one purpose are used inappropriately for other purposes. For example, the
content of 10 measures intended toidentity children for special education is not
Appropriate content to use 1 planning instruction. At the came time, asesments
destened for instructional planning may not have sufficient vididity and technical
accuracy tosupport highestakes decisions such as placing children inva speaual
kindergarten designated for ae-risk children.

An appropriate assessment svatem may include different assessmenis for
difterent cateronies of purpose, such as:

e acssments tosupport learnimy,
o asessients tor identitication of spectal needs,
o eesments for program evaluation and montornng trends, and

o awessments tor high-stakes accountability.

In the sections that tollow, the requirements for cach of these assessment
purposes are deseribed. Only under special circumstances would 1t be possible to
serve more than one purpase with the same assessment, and then usaally at greater
cost, because the technical requirements of cach separate purpose most still be
catishied. We address the isue of combinmg purposes i the List section.

10 7
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Purpose 1. Assessing to promote children’s learning and

development
Kindergarten 1st 2nd 3rd grade
Birth 1 2 3 : 4 5 6 7 8 years

l l | l | | |

T i ] | | i i
Parents and caregivers Parents, caregivers, and Teachers use both format
anserve and respond as preschooi teachers use and informal assessments
_tuldren develop language  direct measures, including  to plan and guide
ina physical skills. observations of what instruction.

children are learning, to
decide what to teach next.

Definition of purpose. Assessing and teaching are inseparable processes. When
children are assesed as part of the teaching-learning process, then assessment
mformation tells caregivers and teachers what cach child can do and what he or
Be 1o readv o learn next. For example, parents watch an infant grow stronger and
more confident in walkme while holding on to furniture or adules. They Taneess”
thetr childs readiness to walk and begin to encourage independent walking by
offerme outstretched hands across small spaces. In the same ven, preschool
teachers and primary-grade teachers use formal and intormal assesments to

oanee what things children atready know and understand, what thines could he
understood with more practice and experience, and what things are wo diticule
without further groundwork. This may include appropriate use of carly learning
readiness measures to be psed in planning nexr steps in mnstruction. Teachers abvo
use thetr assesments of children™ learning to reflect on their own teaching
practices, so that they can adiust and modity currtcul.t, mstrucrional acnvines, and
classroom routines that are mnetfective,

Audience. The primary audicnce tor assessments used to support learnmg 1s the
teacher. recognizing, of course, that parents are each child' first teachers. The
primary caregiver is asking himself questions abour what the child understands,
ahar ~he does not understand, what she should be learung, and what 5 too saon
for her to he learning, ~o that the carcaiver o constantly providing children with
opportunities to learn that are closely congruent with where thev are ona learming
continuum. I more structured sertings, classtoom assessments are used by teachers
on a ongoing hasis to plan and gude instruction. Teachers ase hoth formal and
nformal assessment information to figure out what is working and o wentity
which children need additional help.

Chledren and pavents are alwo important audiences for assessment data gathered
as part of instruchon. Children henefir from seemy samples of their own work
collecred over tume and trom being able ta see thetr own growth and progress.
Onee hildren are in the primary grades, helping them become good seltesesons
s vahuable skill that helps in future learnings. For example, more and more
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Sample ol student work: the North Carolina Grades 1 and 2 Assessment
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teachers are now actively involving children in sharing their accemplishments
with parents during conferences. Parents also want and need good information
about how thetr child is doing. Although teacherns collect much more information
than can he shared with parents, samples of student work and reacher appraisals

of each child’s progress should be shared on a regular basis as part of an ongoing,
reciprocal relationship hetween professionals and parents. Documentation of
children's work with accompuanying evaluations helps parents fearn about the
curriculum and appropriate expectations, as well as their own child’s performance.
Exchange of information can also be the occasion for parents to offer observations
on similar or dissimilar behaviors 2ad skills displayed in home and school conrexts.

Principals and primary-grade teachers may also work together 1o review
instructional assessments to make sure that the school’s programs are succeeding
in helping voung children mecet developmental and academic expectations.
Although external accountability testing should be postponed unitil third grade
because of the difticulties in testing young children, grade-level teams of teachers
and ~chool administrators can use instructional assessments for purposes of
internal, protessional accountability to make sure that children who are strugeling
receive spectal help, toadentify needs for further protessional training, and to
improve curricula and instruction.

Policymakers at the state and district level are not the audience tor the results of
classroomi-level assessments, However, policymakers have o fegitimate interest in
knowing that such assessmenits are being used at the school level to monitor
student fearning and to provide targeted learming help, especially tor children who
are experiencing learming ditfculties, such as fearning to read. While external
accountability testing is not appropriate for tirst and second graders, policymakers
mav wish to require that schools have plans i place to monitor student progress
and o dentty and serve children in need of more tensitied help.

Technical requirements. In order for assessments to support leariing and
Jdevelopment, the content ot classroom assessments must be closely aliened with
what children are learning, and the timing of assessments must correspond 1o the
specitic Jays and weeks when children are learning particular concepts. Often,
this means that informal assessments are made by observing children during an
st rue tonal activity. To use sssessment informarion eftectively, ciregivers and
teachers must have enough knowledpe about Child development and cultural
vartations to be able to understand the meanmg ot a childs response and 1o locate
it on g developmental continaum. One example of how children’s wnting tvpically
develops trom seribbles to Jetters 1o partially tormed woerds to complete sentences
1= shown on page 8, Teachers must koow not onbyv the tvpical progression of
Quldren™s growang proficiency, but also must be sutticiently imidiar with age and
srade espectations to know when partually formed words wonld be evidence of
precoctous petformance and when they would be evidence ot bedow-expectation
performance that eequares spectal attention and imtervention. More fornal
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assessments, conducted to improve learning, must abo be tied to the preschool or
primary curriculum and should have clear implications for what to do next.

The reliability and validity requirements for assessments used to support learning
are the feast stringent of any of the assessment purposes. Over time, teachers’
assessments become reliable and consequential, in the sense that multiple
assessment events and occasions vield evidence of patterns or consistencies in a
child’s work, but the day-to-day decisions that caregivers and teachers make on the
basts of single assessments are low-stakes decisions. If an incorrect decision is made,
for example in judging a child™ reading level to help select a book from the library
(this book is too easy), that decision is easily changed the next day when new
assessment Jdara are available, Because assessments used as part of learning do not
have o meet strict standards for technical accuracy, they cannot be used for
external purposes, such as school accountability, unless they are mgniticantly
restructured. They may, however, inform a school faculty of the effectiveness of its
primary scheol program.

Age continuum. How old a child > within the carly childhood age span of birth
to 8 vears old affects both the what and how of assessment. At all ages, attention
hould be paid to all five of the dimensions of carly learning and development
identificd by the Goals Panel’s Goal T Technical Planning Group: physical well-
bemng and motor develorment; social and emotional development; approaches
toward learning: language development; and cognition and general knowledge.
Parents of toddlers and earlv caregivers address all tive areas. Beginning in first
arade, greater emphasis is placed on language and literacy development and other
cognitive-academic domains, though assessment in other domains may continue.
Licatls, there should not be an abrupt shift in assessment and instruction from
kindergarten to first grade. Instead, preschool assessments used as part of teaching
hould introduce age-appropriate aspects of emergent literacy and numeracy
currtcula; and m Grades 1 wo 3, physical, sociai-emotional, and disposition learning
aontls should continue ta be part of classroom teaching and observation.

Methads of collecting assessment data include direct observation of children
Jurmye natural activities; fooking at drawings and samples of work; asking questions
ctther orally or in writing; or asking mformed adulis about the chiid. The vounger
the child, the more appropriate it is to use ohservation. As age mereases, especially
bw third grade, the frequency of more formal assessment “events” should inereise,
Bt should st be Balanced with informal methods, Across this carly childhood
aze span, uldren should be introduced toand become comfortable with the idea
that adulis ask questions and check on understanding as o nataral part of the
WCATIHNY Process,
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Recommendations for what policymakers can do

1. Policymakers shoukd develop or identify assessment materials, to be used
instructionally, that exemplify important and age-appropriate learning goals. At
the carliest ages, caregivers need tools to assist in observing children. Lacking
such assessment materials, preschool programs may misuse screening measures
for such purposes. Many local schools and districes fack the resources to develop
curncula and closely aligned assessments consistent with standards-hased reforms
and new Titde I requirements. Tn order for assessment results to be usetul
mstructionally, they should be tied to clear developmental or knowledge continua,
with benchmarks along the way to illustrate what progress looks like. Because it
1 oo great an undertaking ror individual teachers or early childhood programs
to develop such materials on their own, effores coordinated at the state level cm
make @ stgnificant imMprovement in assessment priactices.

2 Policymakers should support professional development. Early childhood care
providers ind teachers need better training i children’s development within
curricular areas in order to be effective in supporting children’s learning. Deep
understandivg of subject matter enables teachers w capitalize on naturally
accurring opportunities to talk about ideas and extend children’s thinkmng. In
order to make sense of what they are observing, caregivers and teachers need a
clear understanding of what tepical development looks like in each of the five
Jimensions, and thev also need to understand and appreciate normal variation.
When s a childs departure frontan expected benchmark consistent with
haeustic or culturl differences, and when s it asign of a potential learning
Jisorder! Teachers and caregivers also need explictt trainmg iy how o ose new
torme of assessment —-not only togadae @ childs progress, but fo evaluate and
improve their own teaching pracuces, Many times, teachers collect children’s
work in portfolios, but do not know how to cvialuate work amunst common
criterit. Or teachers may know how to nark children’s papers for nght and
wrong atswers, but need additional tranme to fear how to docament chitdren's
thinkine, to understand and analvze erroes in thinking, and w budd onceach
chelds strenathe
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Sample of student work: the North Carolina Grades 1 2n1d 2 Assessment
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Purpose 2. identifying chiidren for health and
special services

Kindergarten 1st 2nd 3rd grade

Birth 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 years
] | { l I | ]
I | I 1 | I |

All children should be
screened regutarly for
health needs, including
hearing and vision checks,
as part of routine health
care services.

Many serious cognitive
and physical disabilities
are evident at birth or
soon thereafter. As soon

Children entering Head
Start and other preschool
programs should be
screened for health needs,
including hearing and
vision checks.

Individual children with
possible developmeintat
delays should be referred
for in-depth assessment.

All chitdren should be
screened at school entry
for vision and hearing
needs and checked for
immunizations.

Some mild disabilities
may only become
apparent in the school
context. Districts and
states must by law have

as developmental delays
or potential disabilities are
suspected, parents and
physicians should seek
in-depth assessments.

sound teacher and parent
referral policies, so that
children with potential
disabilities are referred for
in-depth assessment.

Definition of purpose. Assessments described in Purpose 1 are used by caregivers
and teachers as part of supporting normal learning and development. Assessments
used for Purpase 2 help to identity special problems and to determine the need for
additional services beyond what regular caregivers can provide. The purpose of
identification is to secure special services. Purpose 2 refers to identfication of
Jisabilities such as Blindiness, deafness, physical disabilities, speech and language
impairment, serious emotional disturbance, mental retardation, and specitic
learning disabilities. [t also reters to more routine checks for vision, hearing, and
immunization to ensure that appropriate health services are provided.

Because of the potential inaccuricy of nearly all sensory and cognitive measures
and the cost of in-depth assessments, idenufication of special needs usually occurs
i two stages. Sereening is the first stepn the identification process, [tinvolves a
brief assessment to determine whether referral for more in-depth assessment s
needed. Depending on the nature of the potential problem, the child is then
referred toa physician ar child-study team for a more complete evaluation. For
mental retardation and other cognitive disabihities, the second-stage in-depth
assessment is referred to asadevelopmental assessiment.

Audience. The audience for the resules of special-needs assessments are the aduhs
who work most closely with the child: the specralists who conducred the
assessmient and who most phan the tollow-up treatment and meervention; parents
who st e mvolved w o understanding and meeting ther chuld’s needs; and the
preschool or primany -grade teacher who works with the chald dathy and who, most
likely, made the referral secking extra help.
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Technical requirements. Except for extreme disabilities, accurate assessment of
possible sensorv or cognitive problems in young children is very difficult. The
instruments used are fallible, and children themselves vary tremendously in their
responses from one day to the next or in Jifferent contexts. In the field of special
education, there is a constant tenston between the need o wdenrify children with
disabilities to ensure carly intervention and help, versus the possible harm of
fabeling chiddren and possibly assigning them to inetfective treatments,

At step one in the identification process, the screenmg step, there are two
general sources of inaccuracy. Firse, the instruments are, by design, quick,
shartened versions of more in-depth assessments, and are theretore less reliable.
Sccond, they are not typically administered by specialists qualitied to make
diagnostic decisions. The two-step pracess is cost-ettective, practical, and makes
sense so lone ax the results are only used to signal the need for tollow-up
assessment. The following warnings ane highlighred to guard against typical
misuses of screening instruments:

e Screening measures are only intended tor the reterral seage of identitication.
They are hmited assessments, and typicallyv are administered by school
personnel who are not trained to make interpretations about disabilities.

e Screening measures should never be the sole measure used o idenrify
children for special education. Becatse sereening instruments have content
like 1Q teats, they should also not be used for instructional planning.

For physical disabilities such as visson or hearing impairment. the second-stage
mn-depth assessment nvolves more sophisticated diagnostic equipment and the
chinical skills of trained specialists. For potential cognitive and language disabilities,
the second stage of identitication involves trained specialists and more extensive
data collection, but, even so, diagnostic procedures are prone to error. To protect
against misidentification in eirther direction (excluding children with disabilities
tfrom services or mislabeling children as disabled who are not), several safeguards
are built into the identification process for cognitive and language disorders:

(1) the sensory, behavioral, and cognitive measures used as part of the in-depth
assessment must meet the highest standards of reliabdity and validity:

{2) assessments must be administered and interpreted by trained professionals;
(3) multiple sources of evidence must be used and should especially represent
competence n both home and school settings: and (4) for children with more
than one Linguage, primary language assessments should be used 1o ensure that
anguage difference is not mistaken for disability. As noted in the age continuum
section that follows, screening and identification eftorts should be targeted for
appropriate ages, taking into account the accuracy of assessment by age.
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Sample of student work: the North Caroiina Grades 1 and 2 Assessment

Age continuum. Spectal needs wentification starts with the most severe—and
most casily recognizable—problems and then identifies children with milder
problems as they get older. Children with severe disabilities such as deaftness,
blindness, severe mental retardation, and multiple physical disabilities are usually
wentified within the first vear of Life by parents and phyvsicians. Universal
sereening of all intants is not recommended, because sensory and cognitive
Assessments are inaccurate at oo carly an age, but every child should have acces
to a regular health care provider. and children should be promply reterred if
parents and physicians see that they are not reachmg normal developmental
milestones.

A referral mechantsm contributes to the accuracy of follow-up assessments by
werving as an additonal datasource and checkpont. As childeen enter preschool,
mdividual cluldren with possible developmental delays should be referred tor
in-depth assessinent. Some nuld disablities may only become apparent in the
schoul context or, in fact, may eoly be a problem because of the demands of the
school setting. Again, indications of problems should lead o referral for in-depth
assessment. Universal hearing and viston screening programs are usually targeted
for hindergacten or first grade 1o ensure contact with every child. Such programs
are intended to cheek tor milder problems and disabilities that have gone
undetected. For example, it a child has not received regular health checkups,

A routine kindergarten sereening may uncover a need for ghisses,
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Kecommendations for what policymakers can do

1. States should ensure that all children have access to a regular health care
provider to check for developmental milestones and to ensure thar children
are on schedule for inmunizations by age 2. In addition, states should provide
vision and hearing screenings tor all children by age 6.

2. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act requires states to have Child
Find programs in plice and adequate referral mechanisms in both preschool and
the primary grades to ensure that children with potential disabilities are reterred
tor in-depth assessments. Child Find is typically an organized eftort by public
health, social welfare, and educational agencies to identify all disabled children
in need of services.

3.0 Mild forms of cogmitive and fanguage disabilities are particularly haed 1o
identify. We know, however, that effective treatments for children with mild
cognitive and Linguage disabilities and most children at-risk for signiticant
reading difficulty all myvolve the same kinds of high quality, intensive language
and lireracy interventions. Therefore, policymakers should consider increasing
the availability and intensiy of such services for broader populations of students
whao are educationally at-risk, including children in poverty and children
thought ro have special learnmg needs.

1. Given the potential for misuse of sereening measures, states and Jistricts that
mandate screening tests should consider how they are bemg used and should
evaluare wherher wdentitications in their jurisdiction are more accurate with
the use of formal tests than in states or distnicts where only parent and teacher
referrals are used.

3. States that numdare admimstrarion ot cosmunive screening measures should
expressly forbid the use of sereening tests for other than referral purposes.
Specifically, screening tests should not be used as readiness tests to exchude
childeen from ~chool; they should not be used to track children by abulity in
Kindervarten and first grade; and they should not be used 1o plan instruction
unless a valid relanonshep with tocal curricula has been established.
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Appropriate Uses and Technical Accuracy of Assessments Change Acros

] Birth

—r——
—— N

3
1
I

—-h-b

Purpose 1: Assessing to promote children’s learning and development

Parents and caregivers observe Parents, caregivers, and preschool
and respond as children devetop teachers use direct measures, including
language and physicai skills. observations of what children are

learning, to decide what to teach next.

Purpose 2: ldentifying children for health and special services

All children should be screened regu- Children entering Head Start and
larly for health needs, including hearing other preschool programs should be
and vision checks, as part of routine screened for health needs, including
health care services. hearing and viston checks.

Many serious cognitive and physical Individual children with possible
disabilities are evident at birth or soon developmental delays should be
thereafter. As soon as developmental referred for in-depth assessment.

delays or potential disabilities are sus-
pected, parents and physicians shouid
seek in-depth assessments.

Purpose 3: Monitoring trends and evaluating programs and services

Because direct measures of Assessments, including direct and
children’s language and cognitive indirect measures of children’s physical,
functioning are difficult to aggregate social, emotional, and cognitive
accurately for ages from birth to 2, state  development, could be constructed
reporting systems should focus on and used to evaluate prekindergarten
living and social conditions that atfect programs, but such measures would
learning and the adequacy of services. not be accurate enough to make

high-stakes decisions about
individual children.

Purpose 4: Assessing academic achievement to hold individual student

'
e
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lhe Early Childhood Age Continuum (Birth to Age 8)

Kindergarten 1st grade 2nd grade 3rd grade

7
. ‘5l ? 7 8 years

I | i

Beyond age 8

Teachers use both format and informal
assessments to plan and guide
instruction.

All children should be screened at
school entry for vision and hearing
needs and checked for immunizations.

Some mild disabilities may only become
apparent in the school context. Districts
and states must by law have sound
teacher and parent referral policies, so
that children with potential disabitities
are referred for in-depth assessment.

Beginning at age 5, it is possible to use
direct measures, including measures
of children's early learning, as part of a
comprehensive early childhood assess-
ment for monitoring trends. Matrix
sampling should be used to ensure
technical accuracy and to provide safe-
guards for individual children. Because
of the cost of such an assessment,
states or the nation should pick one
grade level for monitoring trends in
early childhood. most likely kinder-
garten or first grade.

¢ eachers, and schoois accountabie

——— - -

Before age 8, standardized achievement
measures are not sufficiently accurate
to be used for high-stakes decisions
about individual children and schools.
Therefore, high-stakes assessments
intended for accountability purposes

1 should be delayed untii the end of third
grade (or preferably fourth grade}.

o

e
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Purpose 3. Monitoring trends and evaluating programs

and services

Birth 1 2
S RN

Berause direct measures
of children’s language and
cognitive functioning are
difficult to aggregate
accurately for ages from
birth to 2, state reporting
systems shoutd focus on
living and social conditions
that affect learning and the

b

Kindergarten 1st

4
i

Assessments. including
direct and indirect
—easures of children’s
physical, social, emotional
and cognitive developmen®
could be constructed and
used to evaluate pre-
kindergarten programs.
but such measures wouid

2nd 3rd grade

6 7 8 years
] j
1 1

Beginning at age 5, it is
rossible to use direct
measures, including
measures of children's
early learning, as part of
a comprehensive early
childhood assessment for
monitoring trends. Matrix
sampling shouid be

not be accurate enough
tc make high-stakes
decisions about individua#
children.

adequacy of services. used to ensure technical

accuracy and to provide
safeguards for individual
children, Because of the
cost of such an assessment,
states or the nation shoyld
pick one grade level for
monitoring trends in early
childhood, most likely
kindergarten or first grade.

Definition of purpose. For assessment Parpese 1and Purpose 2, assessment data
were used to make decisions about mdividual children. For Purpose 3. assessment
data are vathered about groups of children in the ageregate and are used by
palicymakers to make decisions about educanonal and social programs. In this
cateeory, we mclude two ditterent types of measures, soctal mdicators. used to assess
the adequacy of services to children or conditions in the environment, and doect
measires of childven, where children thennelves are the sourees of the data.
Examples of social mdicators melude the percentage of mothers inastate who
receive well-laby care, the pereentage of Zoyear-olds on schedule with
immunizations, o the pereentage of low-income children who attend gualuy
pra_\chunl Programs, Dhirect measures of Children's performancy could mclude the
Jeeree of linvuage development or tamilaney with concepts of print. (For
example, does the child come to schoul knowing how to hold o book and knowine
that printed words tell i ston ) Such measures, when aggregated tor groups ot
chuildren and used tor Purpose 3, could assess the desired outcomes of quahiey
prescheol. Note, however, that these assessients are not used to inake decsions
ont the Chiidren who particpate, but instead are ased tocevalaate programe.

We have combimed within Papose 3 two dosedy related tses of averecare daa,
momtorms oends and progam crabuaron. Large-scale assessment progiuns sach o
e Sational Assesstent of Fducatonal Proeeess (INAFIY warve a monoring
function. Daa tor the naren and for sates are gathered onaeeular cvede o
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document any changes in levels of student performance. Assessments designed to

monitor trends could be used o monitor progress toward Goal 1 or to answer the

question, “How is my state doing compared to the United States, another state, or
Germany and other industriatized nations?”

Program evaluation refers to larpe-scale evaluation studies such as the evaluation
ot preschool, Head Start, or Title  programs. Program evaluations help to
document the quality of program delivery and to determine whether programs are
cttective in achieving intended outcomes. In this sense, the uses of data under
Purpose 3 hold programs “accountable™ and hold states “accountable™ for the
adequacy of social conditions and services to young children. However, hecause
the use of data to judge national or state programs entails consequences for the
programs rather than for individuals, it is still relatively low-stakes for the
individual children, teachers, schools, or local early childhood programs involved.
Because of very different implications for technical safeguards, the Goal | Early
Childhood Assessiments Resource Group has drawn a sharp distinction between
monitonng and progrand evaluation uses of data and the high-stakes accountability
uses of asse stients described in Purpose 4, which entail consequences for
individuals.

Audience. Policymakers are the primary audience for aggregate assessment data,
Trend data and results of program evaluations are also important to the public

and to educators and sacizd service providers with particular responsibility for
improving prograims. For example, national evaluations of Head Start provide
evidence to Congress of the benefits of carly educational interventions, which
ensures continued funding as well as the establishment of related programs, such as
Early Head Start and Even Start. In addition, more detailed evidence gathered as
part of Head Start demonstrations and evaluations gives feedback to the system,
and can he used tor subsequent improvement of the overall Head Start program.
For example, carly evaluations documented and reinforced the importance of
parent involvement in accomplishing and sustaining program goals. Similarly, the
Jata from Goal 1 activities can be ased to inform the public regarding the overall
status of America’s young children, as well as identifying where services are needed
10 foster childrens optimal development.

Technical requirements. Because of their use in making important policy decisions,
Ltrgesscale assessment data must meet high standards of technical accuracy. For
example, if policy changes are going to be made because reading scores have gone
up or down, it is essential that the reported change be valid, and not an artifact of
measuremnent error or changes inthe test. One of the difficulties, for example, of
vsing teacher opmion surveys to report on kindergartnens” readiness for school is
that changes over time could be happening because children are becoming more
or lew ready or becanse teachers” expectations of readiness vary or are changing,
Because of their visbility, state and national assessments ailso serve important
svinbolic tuncriions. For example, when the NAED results are reported, they are
otten acs ompanied by sample problems illustrating what students at cach age
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Joald know and be able to do. Because teachers and school admunistraters often
make changes m curriculum and instructional strategies in an effort o improve
performance on such external assessments, it is important that the NAED tes
fourth and cighth graders include challenging open-ended problems. and net just
the kinds of questions that lend themselves most easily to multiple-choree formats.
Similarly. direct measures of young children should be broadly representanive of the
five dimensions of early learning and development, and nor limited 1o
inappropriate paper-and-pencil tests. In addition, in order to inform public policy
adequately, Targe-scale trend data and evaluation measures should address the
conditions of learning—the adequacy of programs, the level of training of
caregivers and teachers, the curriculum materials used, and the adeguacy of support
services—-as well as the outcomes of carly education and intervention.

Fortunately, the difficulties in measuring young children accurately can be
compensated for in Purpose 3 by the aggregate nature of the data. Instead o
in-depth assessment of each chuld needed te ensure reliability and validiny for
Purpose 2, pathering data from sufficient numbers of children can ensure accuracy
for purposes of evaluting programs. Mearix sampling s a statistical technigue
whereby cach child participating in the assessment takes anly part of the ol
assessment. Matrix sampling, which is currently used as part of the NALT design,
has two distinet advantages. First, i allows comprehensive coverage of a broad
assessment domain without overburdening any one child or student who
participates in the assessment. Second, because each studenr takes only a portion
of the total assessment. it is impossil-de to use the results to make decisions about
mdividual children. This second featare 1s especially important as a sateguard
'.l,uzlin.\t misuse of assessment results.

Age continuum. Because of the ditficultios in obtaining direct measures of fcarning
with voung children, the tepes of measures that can be included in a monitoring
svstem or evaluation study are very different for children at different ends of the age
range from birth to age 8. For children from birth o 2, the only direct measures that
are sufficiently accurate to be feasible i a large-scale, every-child data collection
effort are measures of physical chasacreristics such as birthweight. For children in this
voungest age range. monitoring systems should focus on the conditions of learning by
creating social indicators that track characteristics of families and the adequicy of
health and child care services. Tmportant indicators in this earliest age range include
percentage of low-bisthweght babies or the percentage of 2-year-olds being
mununized.

For 3- and 4-yvear-olds, social mdicators that describe the adequacy of services
in support of learning and development are presently the preferred mode of
assessment. For example, Ohio's annual Progress Report on Education reports data
on the percentage of 3- and 4-year-olds in poverty who participate in Head Start
or preschoal. 1Cis abo possible 1o assess fearning of 3- and 4.year-olds directly.
Although good measures are not readily available off the shelf at present, it is
technieally possible to construct direct measures of cognitive, language, social, and
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motor learning for 3- and 4-year-olds. To avoid overtesting and protect against
misuse, these assessments should use matrix sampling procedures. To ensure
appropriate and accurate procedures, assessments should be administered to
children individually by trained examiners under controtled conditions. Direct
measures of learning would be costly to develop and administer, bur the
information gained would make such efforts feasible if designed as part of targeted
national evaluation studies, such as the evaluation of Head Start, Even Start, and
Title T'in the preschouol years. In these studies, dara are aggregated to evaluate
programs and are not used to make decisions about individual children.

Although direct measitres of learning are possible in the context of large-scale
program evaluations, it may still be costly and unfeasible to establish a state or
national monitoring system to assess 3- or 4-year-olds. The problem would nor he
just with crearing the direct measures themselves, but with the difficulties in
locating and sampling all of the 3- or 4-year-olds in a state. Unlike the Head Start
example, where the sample could be drawn from those children participating in
rhe program, a state monitoring system would require a household survey and
individual assessments for a sample of children in their homes, at a cost that would
outweigh potential henefits.

Beginning at age 9, however, it would be possible to administer direct measures
of learning outcomes to children in school as part of a monitoring system. For
example, the Goals Panel’s Goal 1 Resource Group on School Readiness proposed
a national Early Childhood Assessment to provide comprehensive information
about the status of the nation’s children during their kindergarten years. The
envisioned assessment would not only address the multiple dimensions of carly
tearning and development, but would also counteract the fallible nature of cach
data source by collecting information from parents, teachers, and children
thetmaelves, through both direct measures and portfolios of classroom work. The
tive dimensions of carly learning suggested by the Resource Group are being used
by the Narional Center for Education Staristics as the framework for developing
measures for the National Early Childhood Longitudinal Survey. Although these
measures would not be available for widespread use, the insights gained from their
development and field testing should be helpful w states trying to develop therr
OWI dasessinents,

Individual states could consider developimg an cardy childhood assessment
progriam for monorng trends. However, the cost of developing such a system that ‘
i~ both comprehensive and technically sound would be substantial. Therefore, it ‘
would be unteastble to try to collect assessment dativat every grade level from \
Rindergarten to Grade 3. Tnstead, one grade level should be selected for this type of
trend data, most Tikely cither kindergarten or Grade 1. A kindergarten-year
assessment would have the advantage of bemg bothy i culminating measure of the
eflects of learnmg opportunities and services available in the years before schoul
anda “haseline™ measure againdt which o compare learning gains by fourth grade.
Afinst grade assessment would be less desirable tor monttormy trends because of the
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Sample of student work: ihe North Carolina Grades 1 and 2 Assessment

Burring of preschool and school effects, However, a kindergarten-year assessment
would have special sampling problems, because participation in kindergarten s
voluntary 1 many states. At a minimum, accurate interpreration of trend data
would require sampling of children in private kindergartens as well as in public
chools. In addition, regardless of which grade s used to collect reend dara, it would
be important to keep track of demographic characteristies, especially first- and
wennd-langage status, age, and preschool experience, becawse changes in these
factors have substantial effects and could help in interpreting changes trend Jdata
Co R T
I. Before age 3, larse-scitle assessment systems designed o inform cducational and
wctal policy dectsions about voung children should focus on social indicators
that measare the conditions of learming. Direct measures of learning outcomes
tor 3+ and 4-venr-olds can be developed and ased in arge-scale program
cvaliations, stich as Head Start, Even Start, and Tide T the preschool vears,
but must be adnmmistered under controlled conditons and using matrix
cmpling. Resalts should not be reported torindividual children

2 Bemnmimg b age 3t is possible touse direct messares, including measures ol
childrens fearming, as part of a comprehensive carly childhood wtem o
monttor trends. Matns samphing procedures should be used to ensare rechnical
ety and ar the same time protecn against the misuse of data to make
decrarons abott mdinvidual Children. Because such ssstems are costly 1o
mplement. states or the nuaton shoukd pick one erade fevel tor purposes of
monttorme fearming trends meearly duldhood, mose fikely cither kinderngareen
or fiest grade.
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We put bosks on the tahble and
made a Maze for fhe Fumnea
Pigs. We puf’ a guinea pig
way in the back of the house.
They went to  find the grass
at the  Other end of +he
house . We were Trying To find out
how many Seconds it would take
them to find the grass. T+ took
Rodney Q minutes and Q0 seconds

W wark: the North Carolna Grades 1 and 2 Assessment

Sample of studer
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Purpose 4. Assessing academic achievement to hold individual
students, teachers, and schools accountable

Kindergarten 1st  2nd 3rd grade Beyond age 8

Birth 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 years
i i } ! | i i
! | l I | | |

pafore age 8, standardized
achievement measures are
not sufficiently accurate

to be used for high-stakes
decisions about individual
children and schools.
Theretore, high-stakes
assessments intended for
accountability purposes
should be delayed untl
the end of third grade (or
preferably fourth grade!.

Definition of purpose. Purpose 4 refers to external exaninations, mandated by an
Jnthority ontside the school, usually the state or school district, and admmnistered
10 avess academic achievement and to hold students, teachers, and ~choeols

L countable tor destred learnmg ontcomes. For policymakers, there 1 close
cmularty between the use of issessment data for Purpose 3 and Purpose 4. Both
misht be tsed. for example, 1o report on state and distnet trends o o compare
it amd distriet results to national norms or international benchmarks However,
the important distinetion between Purposes 3 and 41 how indinduals whoe
particpate o the assesment teachers atd students- - are aftected by asscesment
results, Included w this category are external dssessments admmistered nanenally
or By states and schoot districts, Hgesults are reported tor indhividuat studenis
clissrooie, of ~ hools, then the assessment has much higher sithes than either
das-tosday inctructional assessments or statewide trend data, Obvioushy, when
Jeewament resibts are tsed toreram students i kindergarten of to award menie pay
for tedachers, the Consequenues of isaessment are serious. Research evidence shows,
however, that merely reporting school results m the newspaper s sufhoent to give
hieh stabes to assessment tesults wizh accompanving chanees produced n
mstruetional practices, Theretore, the decrson o veport seores ot mdaidiad soudones
and schools places assessients i this “aecountabin” cateson. whether ornet the
assesstnent s explictly Libeled asan acconuntabihity sysiem,

Audience. Poheyvnakers and the veneral public aresagam, the primary audienee
tot aceountabilin datn An expressad mtention of schoal by « ool repartme and
reporting of mdividual stadent resudas toave local constituenges. cspectalls
parents, the data they need 1o be natorimed about the quadiny of Tocal schooks and o
foblsy for program mprovement,
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Sample of student work: the North Carolina Grades 1 and 2 Assessment

Technical requirements. Accountabiliny assessments may be similar i content 1o
assestents used for monitormg trends, Both should Be comprehensive measures of
mportant learnmy goals. At higher grade levels, in taet, some states have school

accountability systems that are also used 1o report state and district trends in
achicvement. Standards tor rehabality and validity are more difficult to meet for
accountabiliey purposes, however, because steandards for technical decioraey mint he
metat the lowest wnat of reporamg. Thus, individial stident scores must he
suffickently reliable, instead of juse the state or distret mean bemy reliable. Because
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cach individual score must be sufticiently reliable and valid, it is not possible to use
the ageregation ot scores to compensate for inaccuracies individual measures.
Individual-score reporting abso precludes the wse of matrix sampling to sample an
assessment domain broadly. Instead, for farness reasons, all students must take the
~ame test. ’

The high-stakes nature of accountability assessments also contributes to their
possible inaccuracy. All assessments are fallible and potentially corruptible. Results
can be distorted by departures from standardized administration procedures (e,
allowing more time) or by inappropriate teaching-to-the-test {i.e., giving practice
on questions that closely resetable the asessment). These practices are
Jocumented to oceur more frequently when the results of testing have high-stakes
comsequences for students or teachers., Although some educators may be motivated
by personal gain to coach their students or to change answers, widespread practices
that undermine the integrity of results are more likely to oceur because i test is
seen as professionally indefensible, because 1t is unfair to children, takes time away
from teaching, or diverts attention from important learning goals.

Age continuum. Direct measures of learning outcomes are tfraught with error
throughout the entire carly childhood age span. Such errors have very ditterent
consequences e an sccountability context than in clasroom contexts, where
tenchers are constantly learnimg new things about cach child. Although
andardized messures of children’s physical, social, emotional, and conitive
development could be constructed and administered for purposes of program
cvaluation and monitoring trends- hecause dataaggregation would provide both
safeguards and improved accuracy-—such assessments cannot be made sufficiently
reliable and fair 1o be used tor high-stakes decisions about imdividual children and
\Chunl.\.

IS IR LA IO I T T A R

1. Betore age 3, standardized achievement measures are not sufticrently accurate
1o be ised for hugh-stakes decistons about ndividual children and schools,
Therefore, high-stakes assessments intended for accountabiliey purposes should
be delayed uneid the end of third grade {or preferably fourth grade).

[

Althoueh it is not technically defensible tor states or distriets o admunister
fortnal, standardized measures 1o hold st and second graders to grade-devel
stndards, policymakers have a legitimate concern that 3rd grade = “too late”
tor identify children whao are falling behimd. As suggested under Purpose 1,
policynuakers at the state and distrct level conld resnonably require that

tenchers and the sehools Tave procedures i place to monitor student progress
using instructionally relevant assessments, and that whools have a plan for
providing mtensitied special help ot culdren are having difticuliy, especially n
learnung to read.

o
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Combining Assessment Purposes

There s a natural tendency for policymakers and educators to want to use
assessinent data tor more than one purpase. The cost of developing new
asessments would be better justified if the results could be used for muluple
purposes, and it reachers and children go o the rouble of participating in an
asessment, it would be desirable to get as much use from the data as possible.
Many parents, teachers, and policymakers also want a combined system so that
mdividual student resules can be compared to standards set by the state or district.
However, these destres for efficient use of assessment results must be weighed
agarst the abuses that have oceurred in the past when inscruments designed for
ane purpose were misused for another,

Often, 1115 a mastake to combine purposes. This is true ercher because the
different purposes require different assessment conent or because the technical
requirements tor cach purpose are quite different. In the examples thar follow, we
consider the combimarions of purposes that have most often occurred in practice,
esther m carly childhood setrings or i state asessment programs. In the fire case,
educators and policymakers frequently confuse the use of instruments intended for
Purpose Fand Purpose 2, thinking that 1t 15 legitimate to do so because hath
mvohve assessments of indrvidual children. They are not aware, however, that the
two purpeses require ditferent content as well as ditferent levels of technical rigor.

Suntlarh, 1t seems reasonable to use the same asessments to sepve Purpones 1, 3,
atd 4 on the grounds that all three involve measures of learning outcomens.
However, reporumg indinvaidual stedent and ~chool-level data for accountability
purposes (Purpose 4) requires @ higher level of rechnical accuracy than the other
twa purposes adevel of accuracy that cannot be attained in large-scale programs
for chitdren vounger than age 8. Therefore, the Resource Gra wp has made quite
different recommendations hetore and after Geade 3 revarding the feasibility of
includimy accountability uses of assessment dita.

Individual asscssments, Purposes 1 and 2. In the Past, sCrCCNINg MedAsures
mtended as a tirst step i referral for special-needs identification have been
misused tor mstructional purposes. For example, screening instruments designed to
resemble short-form 1Q tests have been used inappropriacely to plan instruction or
to hold children our of kindergarten. Although it would he possible, in theory, to
develop asessments that could be used legitimately for both clissroont issessment
and sereeming for special needs (Purposes 1 and 2), extensive investment would be
required to develop bath curnicalarly relevant assessment content and empurical
norms tor evatuating disabihty.

Tosupport teaching and learng (Purpose 1), assessment tasks should be as
closely tred 1o the local preschool or primary curnculum as possible. For Purpose 2,
when chinraans are trying to make inferences about abiliey to learn andfor the
existence of a possible disabidiey, 1Q tests and ather developmental measures have
tradionally been designed tobe aseurniculum free” as posstble. The intention i
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to tse the most generic tasks possible, so that all Children trom a wide vartety of
backerounds will be cqually tamiliar with the content of the sssessment. Of course,
this has not alwin s worked even when seemingly familiar content wis wseds henee
the problems of cultural bias.

An alternativ e method of assessment for specal-needs sdentification would
be to use dvnamic assessiment, where ability to learn is evaluated over de by
providing focused learning opportuniries interactively with asessment. Dvhanine
assessment techniques have not vet been witiciently developed (o pernut their
Jissemnation for widespread we. Even school pavehologists and other spectahists
would need exrensive training to use Jynamic asessment with curriculum-atigned
assesstent tashs, We shoubd also note that assessment materiats intended for ose
muking spectal education placement decisons would reguire normative daraand
an empirical hasis o support interpreting low perforiance as evidence of 4
bty nd would have to meet the more strimgent rehalsiliny and validing
ctndards for Purpose 2. I the meantime, the mostappropuoare policies are those
that prevent the misuse of existimg instruments.

Assessments of learning outcomes for Grade 3 and above, Purposes 1, 3, and 4.
At hicher grade levels, states have attempted to develop meastires o acadenmie
outeomes that could be wsed tor mdierdual mstructional decions eeportmg of
date-tevel achievement trends. and school accountabihing Kentuchy S ose ot
clissroom pordtolios tor school and state reporting s one s v evample Ule ot
aseessnients for muelople purposes reguires signiticant myestinent of resourees to
cnsure that the technieal regquirements tor each purpose are satisticd. There man
Ao be ot sacritices required trom the destgn that would be optimal tor ¢ach
purpose separately. [n the Rentucky example, the mtention to use resalbs for school
and state-level compartsons regquires that the tasks or entries m the pottiolios be
the same for a given grade and subject matter. such standardizaton of curteulbar
expectations woukl not be posible nattonallv or v states withou a state
curtteulum. Use for accountability prrposes abo requires standardization of scorng
acrons schools and rigorons external checks to make sare that the dara bemny
seerezated from classrooms are comparable. There are many Fenetus to this
articulated. multipurpose asesstient sestem, bat i absa requires substantal
tvestient of resourees.

Assessments of learning outcomes before Grade 3, Purposes 1and 3 Becaus ot
the mherent Jithceulties of assesang voung Children accurately, and the hewehiened
problems and techiical requirements of Iaghstakes testing, the Resource Grroup
has recommended agnnst accountability uses of asessiment data betore the end off
Grade 3. For the same reasons, 1 is unworkable to attempt to combime asessments
for Purpose 1and Purpose 4 or carly urade levelh. Assessments could not at the
wnie e be flexible and mformal enouch to be usetul to teachers i day Ato-dan
teaching and learning and sodb meet the technical requirements of retiability,
wandardization, comparbihitg validity, and tarmess that muost be satistied tor
accouniabity reporting.
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States considering carly childhood assessments to monitor trends (Purpose 3, a
low-stakes type of program accountability) could, however, work to ensure that the
content of assessments used for Parpose 1 s closely aligned with the content of the
statewide assessment. For example, as part of developing continua of proticicncics m
the early grades that lead to artainment of state performance standards in Grade 3
or Grade 4, states could develop model instructional unirs with accompanying
assessments to be used as part of the learning process. Such materials could be made
available te local districts to aid in curriculum improvement and staff development,
but would not be formally admunistered as part of a state assessment. Because of

tor Purpose 1 and Purpose 3, but the two types of assessments could be developed in
parallel <o that they would be conceptually compatible and mutually supportive.

My Fingers

Abat when 1 was three
ears old Iwas coming
of of the grocery store.
We wert 1o put the bags in

the car. The groceryman was
dodt 1o close the Trunk when

I put my fingers in the way!
Mom and him gasped but
right when 1t was coming
dwn ] moved my ﬁngers!
My Mom sad that itwas
my garding angel that moved
my fingers away.

Sar ‘
Sample of student work: the North Carolina Gtades 1 and 2 Assessment
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Conclusions

Assessment of young children is important both to support the learning of cach
individual child and to provide data—at the district, state, and national level—for
improving services and educational programs. At the level of the individual chitd,
teaching and assessment are closely linked. Finding out, on an ongoing basis, what
a child knows and can do, helps parents and reachers decide how to pose new
challenges and provide help with what the child has not yet mastered. Teachers
also use a combination of observation and formal assessments to evaluate their own
teaching and make improvements. At the policy level, data are needed about the
preconditions of learning—such as the adequacy of health care, child care, and
preschool services. Direct measures of children'’s early learning are also needed to
make sure that educational programs are on track in helping students reach high
standards by the end of third grade.

Awessing young children accarately is much more difficult than for older
udents and adults, because of the nature of early learning and because the
language skills needed to participate in formal assessments are still developing.
Inappropriate testing of young children has cometimes led to unfair and harmful
decisions. Such testing abuses accur primarily for one of two reasons: either a test
desigmed for one purpose is improperly used for another purpose, or testing
procedures appropriate for older children are wsed inappropriately with younger
children. In making its recommendations, the Resource Group has emphasized
how technical reguirements for assessments must be tailored to cach assessment
purpose, and we have tned o explan how the increasing relinbdity and validity of
measurement for ages from birth to age 8 <hould guide decisions about whar kinds
of assesemients can be administered accurately at cach age. :

Four catepaties of assessment purpose were wdentified, waith accompanying
recommendations for educators and policymakers:

o Assessing to promote children’s learning and development. The most
important reason for assessing young children is to help them learn. To
this end. issessiments should be closely tied to preschool and early -grades
curriculum, and should be i nataral part of instructional activities.
Policymakers should support the development or provision of assessment
materials, to be used instructionally, that exemplity important and age-
appropriaie learning goals. States should also support pre essional
development 1o help teachers learn to use benchmark mntormaton to extend
Huldren's thinking.

o Assessing to identify children for health and special services. Screenmngora
reterral procedure should be m place to ensure that children suspected of
having 4 health or learnmg problem are reterred tor m-depth evaluaton.
Chven the potential for misuse of COmTve sereening neasures, states that
mandate sereening tests should monitor how they are used and Jould take
extra steps toavord mnappropriate uses, 1Q-like tests Grould not be used 1o
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vlude chuldren trom school or to plan mstruction. Often, the need for costly
asessments could be chmnated if mrensive Linguage and Iteracy programs
were more braadly avalable tor all of the groups deemed cducationally ar-risk,
c.e. children e in povern, chirldren with midd coznitive and lanouaee
Jisabihoes, and children with carly readine ditticulties.

* Assessing to monitor trends and evaluate programs and services. The binds
ot assessent that teachers uve in preschool and the carly erades to monitor
children’s learming are notsatficrently reliable or directh comparable for uses
aatside the chassroom, Betore ave 3, asessment svatenns destiened to gather
dovaat the state or natonal fevel should focus on socal indicarors that
deseribe the condiions of learnime. e.e., the percentage of low-income
children who attend qualiny preschood procrams. Begimning ar ave 3, it 1
posstble o develop birvescade assessment svstems to report on trends m eardy
tearnme, but matees sampling should be ased to ensare technical aceuracy and
at the same tne protect indinadual children from st msose.

* Assessing academic achievement to hold individual students, teachers, and
schools accountable, There should e no highestakes accountabifies wamg of
mdivadual uldbven befme the end of thed evade . This ven strone recommen-
danon does notimply that members of the Resource Groug are aganst
accountabihity or against hagh standards, In et metrucoonatly relevant
assessii s destened 1o sapport stdent Jearmimg should reflect a clear
contimuui of progress i Grades Ko Fand 2 thae feads to eapected standards
of performanc e toy the third and tourth erades. Teachers should be
sccountabde tor keepmy track of how well therr students are fearnie and
tor respondime appropriatel bur the technolos of testing s not sutticient ly

accunare tompose these decsions usme an outsede assessment.

Congress ureed the Goals Panel advisors coofter “Aear curdelines teeardine
the vrures tinctions and uses of carhy chuldivood assessments.” In exammme
crrrent trends mstareand local policies, we tound numerons effores 1o enard
aannst testing iistses of the pasteas well as poston e ettores o devise standands and
avsessments that woald dearls document chuldren™s Tearming. W hope that these
recommendations ond ponaples wall be osetal to eductors and parents. as well as
tostate pelicvmakers who hold the authorny 1o determimime: restine policies,
Ultmnately v coal s toset bigh expectanions tor carly learming and Jevelopment.
tormake e thar ne il who atls Bsehind coes uanonead and e the same time
tochelp o oenteand the pubhic indersand how vared are the successtud parhis of
calvlcarme dopondime on the rne of development, Tmenstic and cultudl
CAPCTCTC s, g Commni onty v
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Glossary

Accountabitity: The concept of trving ra hold appropriate parties ac onnrable for ther
performance: mn educaton these are tsially adnumistrators, teachers, andfor students,
Bevand trseal accountabilizy, this concepr currently means responsthiliry tor student
academic pertormance, usathy by publicly reposting student achievement data ofren resr
wores). Accountability mechanisms vary amons states and local districts in the types of
Chool and student Jata that are used and in the degree to which rewands, snctions, or
othet vomsequences are attached to performance.

Assessment: The process of collectng data to measure the pertormance or capabilities of
4 ~tudent or aroup. Paper-and-penctl tests of stdenty know ledee are @ common form of
Aeesament. but Jata on stadent attendance of homewotk completon, records of intornal
adult observations ot student proficieney or evaluations of projects, oral presentations, or
othet forms of problent-soiving mav abso be asesments,

Child Find programs: Oreanized cttores by health, weltare, and education agencies o locate
aad sdeny chabtdren mneed of special educavon servaces

Development: Crrowth or maturation that cecurs prnnirdy becase of the emeraence of
undeth g Brologieal patterns or preconditions. The terms Levebopment and fearming

are distingtnshed by the presumption that one s cansed by seneties and the other v
experience. Howererat s kaown that development can be protoundly atfected by

eny ronmental conditions.

Developmental assessments Measurement of childs cogmnne, Lingmage, knowledae, and
pavchomotor shills monder e evaluate Jeveloprient i comparson te culdren of the ~ame
ronotowical aee.

Doy elopmental continuuis: A continim that desenbes Gpcal midestones mdibdrens
cronth and emergme capalidines according toage.

Divnamic assessments An interacine mode of assesmeru weed torevatiare chadds b
o fearn by prossding o stractered learming staation. obserying how the Jild pertormsand
evaburme how wetl the cluld s able to learn new narernl under carous condions of
sapperted leaming.

Earh childhood: The staee of bt trom bath throuely see ™

Formal assessment: A s stenateand stractared e ns o Collecime tormation on
andent pertorine e thar both teachors and SRJONTS TUCOEIIZU A AssessioRE vvent,

High-stakes assessments \ssessmient~ that Carm seriots ensequene es o sudents or ter
cducator, Therr outcomes Jeternume sach mpartant things s promotien to the nevt erade.
araduaton, went pay tor teachers, or school rankanzs r ported mthe newspaper.

Informal assessments A mcans of collecimg mlotmaton abouat student perdonn ywe n
naturalls oconrrme arcamstances, which may not produce Bughly accun e and sestem
reslis, Bt e pres e nsetab msiehis about o hualds le e,

Large-scale assessment: sramdardi ed teets md other forms o wssessment desianed wobe
admnstered to barge sroups ob mdidials ander preseinbed conditions o provnde
nbernniion about perfermance on o standahised ol o that testlts tor divtncs ~seares, o
nattens can be bl compaed

Learning: Acqnnng of knowledue, shlb s of ke, atniudes, and Vilues tooenh
ol exponenee

Matria sampling: A s tosclecrasabset of i1 the ~tndenss to b tested md subsets ot varons
parts ot testse that e hotudens tikes onlv . postion of the ol asessment. bat valdd
et hsteotis o be de e absout howallstdents would hee por amd on the et test
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Norms: Statistics or dara thar summarize the rest performance of specified groups such as
test takers of various ages o grades.

Normal variation: Reters to the rnge of pertormance levels that, in addition o the average
tor meant performance, s tvpreal for children of a specitic age or grade.

Observation: A svstematie way to colleet data by watching or listenimg to children during
GGGV

Portfclior An oranized and purposeful collection of student work and self-assessments
collecredover nme o demonstrate student learmmg. A portfoli assessment s the process of
et sadent achievement based on porttolios.

Readiness rest: A test used o evaluate a student’s preparedness for a specific academic
prowe..

Reliability: The degree to which a test or assessment measures consistently across Jitferent
Hstnees of measurement—tar example, whether resules are consistent across raters, thmes
of easarement, or sets of test items.

Screening: Selectng imndivrduals onca preliminary test who are i need of maore thorongh
et

Sereening test: A test ined as st step modentifying culdren who may be m need of
sprectabservices T potennal problem s sugeested By the results of 3 s recning test, then a
child shoohd be reterred tor a more complete assessment and disgtiosis.

Social indicator: A warste (usially nor e ~stadent test resalt) wsed to report on o sacietal
condiions such s the rate of mfant mortality, teen pregnancy, or ~<chool drapouts.

Special educations As detmed by regulasions of the Individuals with Disabibities Education
Avtospeaad educaton s the specratly designed mstrucoion tha public schools are required

o otter cither o separate or regular assroom o meet the unigue needs of a chald wadh a
Jisabad,

Standardized test or assessment: Standardization refers to 1 set of consistent procedures tor
adrmistenme and swcormyg o test or asesment. Standardization s necesany o make tea
scotes compatable across mdividuals

Test: A tormal procedure tor elicitmg responses <o as 1o measure the perfornunge and
capabilinies of a stadent or araup,

Validity: The accuracy of a test or assessiment i medsurimge what i was mtended to measore.
Valuhiey s deternuned By the estent to which mterpretations ind decistons based o test
seotes e warranted and supported by mdependent evidenc e

MeDonmell T M auehion, ML & Morson, PRI (1997, Fdiectme one and all.
Stdenes wath deabiliies aond stendeords based veform. Woashimeton, 16 National Acidemy Pree.

Ml anehbn, MWL & Shepard, AL (1903), Improveng edrcation throwgh standards-hased
reform Stantond, CAs Nateonal Acadenn of Edacation,

Nttt Assocotion for the Fducaston of Young Children. (1988). NALEYC posttion
statement on standardeed testing of young uldren 3 throagh 8 years of aee. Young Chiddren
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