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Disclaimer

This paper is supposed to be a "teaser," that is, whet your
paper-reading appetite without giving you a mouth fungus.
It provides mini-previews of upcoming attractions to snap
your gray cells to attention and stimulate your interest in the
topic of bridges, among others.

What Are Content Standards?

This is the story of National Geographic photographer Robert
Kincaid and his assignment in Iowa to . . . OOPS! This is not The
Bridges of Madison County. Sorry. Wrong bridge chapter.

A Brief History

The term standard is derived from two Greek words, Stan, the
god of confusion, and dard, which means "arbitrarily judged
criterion." For example, in ancient Greece, Stan would say,
"There are five major dards that teachers should be able to
demonstrate on a licensing exam." Back then when words were
being invented, teachers had to pass a test called PLATO
(pronounced SOK' ra tÀz), which, translated into English,
literally means "pile of rubble on top of Mt. New Jersey." That
test was administered annually to beginning teachers in the
Acropolis at Zorba University (named after Anthony Quinn).

* The original title for this paper was "Content Standards for the Soul,"

but the people who eat chicken soup didn't like it.
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Amazingly, 2500 years later that test is still being given with
almost all of the original items. Only a few items, which were
judged to be nonauthentic, were discarded. They assessed
knowledge of the following: (1) Crete and its most famous
resident, Homer Simpsonakis (the first cretin), (2) Olympia, the
site of the first world-class sports event, the World Series, and
(3) archaeological treasures, such as the Parthenon, Decathalon,
Baklava, Temple of Kojak, Arch of Dukakis, and Delphi, the first
airline to be hijacked. However, since 2500-year-old norms were
in violation of the 1985 AERA, APA, and NCME Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing, the test was renamed
PLATO II to avoid costly litigation. You are probably thinking by
now, "Thanks for sharing that little story, but what does that
have to do with content standards?" Nothing. Gimme a break.
Actually there is one trivial point: Greek teacher licensing tests
had tenure. I warned you it was trivial.

The content standards of the 1990s represent a reincarnation of
concepts educators have been using since Jurassic Park. Let us
trace through a few of the landmark events. Think back to those
days of yesteryear. I bet a few of you are thinking, "What
yesteryear? I'm just trying to remember yestermonth, or yester-
day!" Well, I am going to attempt to recharge your gray cells.

According to a few really dirty, shriveled, yellow, and perforated
historical documents, for most of prehistory educators stated
the outcome behaviors of students, teachers, administrators,
carpet cleaners, and tractor mechanics as goals and various
types of objectives, such as educational, instructional,
behavioral, expressive, terminal, chronic, and malignant (see
Allan, 1996, for review). Fred and Wilma Flintstone would
regularly receive reports of Pebbles' criterion-referenced test
results expressed in terms of mastery and nonmastery of Mager-
or Popham-type objectives. Unfortunately, Pebbles’ performance
was based on the five-parameter, three-credit, better-fit item
calibration model, plus numbers had not been invented yet, so
nobody understood her test reports. (Note: These reports served
as prototypes for NAEP reports 50 million years later.)

That takes us up to 1980. I skipped over several killion spillion
years because most of the educational developments relevant to
the topic of this page, which is dirty documents, were really dull
and boring. Now aren't you glad we are in the 1980s, when
major test publishers/contractors maintained secret identities by
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using only three initials, such as ETS, CTB, SRA, WPS, IOX, NES,
TNT, CNN, and MTV. They employed objectives-based content
specifications and reporting formats for many of their tests. The
term goals was deeply entrenched in education lingo to capture
the humongous, albeit teensie weensie, outcomes of our
educational system.

What happened at the beginning of this decade to change the
terminology? A series of federal reports and national projects set
the revolution in motion. America 2000 (National Education
Goals Report), Raising Standards for American Education (NCEST
Report), the New Standards Project at the University of
Pittsburgh, and several federal laws used the term content
standards to set forth statements that defined the expectations
for what students should learn nationwide (see Berk, 1993, for
chronology of events). Actually, due to a typographical error in
the Congressional Record, the 1990s did not officially begin until
1992 when America 2000 was transformed into Goals 2000,
principally because of a change in presidential administrations
(Lincoln to McKinley). With that report, content standards
became an accepted term of educationese.

Writing Content Standards

Although many of you think you know what content standards
are and could pick them out of a lineup if they were standing
next to asparagus, are you sure? What do you say to a colleague
who asks, "How do you write them?" It's quiz time.

(1) Do you know of any criteria or guidelines anyone is
using anywhere on this planet to write content
standards at the national, state, local, classroom, or
garage level?

(2) Is generating content standards an instinctive, intuitive
skill that is part of our DNA or NRA?

(3) Do you get the feeling that content standards just
seem to appear out of nowhere, as if they were the
product of some paranormal activity?
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If your answer to (1) is "yes," you need to publish your criteria or,
at least, run for Congress. If your answer to (2) and/or (3) is
"yes," you should seek professional help immediately at a place
like the Mayonnaise Clinic.

Confusion Over Terminology

Content standards carries more definitional baggage and
connotations than goals, outcomes, or objectives. Some people
are just not sure what content standards means. A case in point
is a long-held professional secret that was recently revealed by a
source known as Strep Throat. As reported to the Washington
Post, Mr. Throat said, "Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational
Objectives was first published with the title Taxonomy of Content
Standards, but nobody bought it because nobody knew what it
was." It would seem as though we should learn from mistakes
such as that one. But, noooo! There is also a lot of confusion
over the different levels and the gazillion types of standards (see
Diez, Richardson, & Pearson, 1994). For example, in addition to
content standards, there are delivery standards, opportunity-to-
learn standards, assessment standards, performance standards,
process standards, and (I am not kidding) standards standards.

The difficulties in interpreting content standards may be
represented on a continuum, ranging from "clear as bog scum"
to "total confusion" akin to the annual spectacle of the "Running
of the Bulls" in Pamplona, Spain. In order to illustrate this
communication problem, I am going to use the metaphor of a
deck chair for a content standard. (Warning: You should not use
this metaphor at home unless you are a trained professional like
me.) Consider the different perceptions of Lucy and Charlie
Brown on placing their deck chairs on a cruise ship.

Lucy, who tends to view the world through philosophical glasses,
is trying to explain to Charlie Brown the significance of how he
sets up his deck chair. She says, "If you place your deck chair in
this direction facing the horizon where the sun rises, it suggests
an optimistic, futuristic view of life. If you turn your chair around
and face the rear, you're focusing on what’s behind you,
indicating a pessimistic outlook on life. If you turn your chair to
the side, you're ambivalent and you really haven't decided which
direction you're headed in life." Lucy then turns to look at
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Charlie Brown. He looks at her with a struggling, contorted
expression on his face and says, "I can't even get my deck chair
open."

There are professionals and laypersons who have a precise grip
on the meaning and importance of content standards; yet there
are others who are struggling with their deck chairs.

This confusion over content standards occurred contemporarily
(Latin, meaning literally "two content standards living together")
with the authentic, or performance, assessment movement.
However, the term authentic assessment was considerably easier
to define: any collection of items, tasks, or exercises that can
not be scored objectively with any type of machinery and
requires a bunch of specially trained content-expert scorers to
assign scores everybody will like. Previously, we were only under
the illusion we were doing that. Now it is REAL!

My impression is that, as educators, when we introduce new
jargon, such as content standards, authentic assessment,
rubrics, benchmarks, portfolios, fetishes, and diphthongs, we
end up shooting ourselves in the kidneys. And kidneys are
getting harder and more expensive to repair and replace.
Communication breaks down, and we tend to spend gigantic
amounts of time and food clarifying terminology to bring our
colleagues up to speed and explaining meanings to legislators
and the public, whose support we need to proceed with our
projects.

Although the term goal has not been completely abandoned (it
still appears in the names of panels and projects), it seems as
though it has been promoted to the lofty content standard, but
the form and substance of the statement remain virtually
unchanged from its predecessors over the past 40 years. (At
least I can not identify any fundamental distinguishing features.)
Despite that resemblance, the "goals/objectives" era of
yesteryear came to a screeching halt at the end of the 1980s,
and a reincarnated version arrived to begin this decade, dressed
in "content standards/outcomes" clothing. The student and
teacher assessment movements of the 1990s appear to have
reached a Critical Content Standards Mass. Content standards
have taken on a life of their own and probably reside in a
condominium in Cheesehead, Wisconsin.
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Three-Prong Framework

All of the papers in this book deal with various aspects of
national content standards, state standards, state applications of
those standards, or the interrelationships between standards
and applications. Since every paper I have written previously for
a National Evaluation Systems' volume has been organized into
three parts, dating back to 226 B.C., I do not want to spoil my
predictive validity. Of course, the rationale spewed each time
was that many of the greatest moments or events in history have
occurred in threes, such as "Rambo III," "Three Rocks from the
Sun," and "Snow White and the Three Dwarfs." Consistent with
this tradition, this paper uses a three-prong framework to
contextualize the papers: (1) national-level standards, (2) state-
level standards, and (3) state-level applications. The framework
is shown in the figure below.

Prong 2:

CONCRETEContent   Standards

STATE-
LEVEL

STANDARDS
(specific, clear,
cool & sharp)

EXPLICIT DEFINITION
OF "WHAT"

Prong 1:

NATIONAL-
LEVEL

STANDARDS
(broad,

ambiguous,
warm & fuzzy)

Prong 3:

STATE-
LEVEL

APPLICATIONS

Teacher
  Assessments

Teacher
  Education

Program
  Evaluations

Curricula

Proceeding from left to right, consider one or more sets of
national standards as the anchor point (Prong 1). Any previously
developed standards by a respectable agency should be our
starting point. These standards are typically packaged as
relatively broad, ambiguous, and warm-and-fuzzy statements
about what teachers should know and be able to perform. They
are designed to be mega-outcomes or goals to guide teacher
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assessments, teacher education, program evaluations, and
curriculum development. The operative word here is guide. The
national standards are insufficient by themselves to serve as a
foundation for building tests and programs. That was never their
intent. They lack the specificity and clarity needed to generate
assessments of any kind. However, because a lot of thought,
work, and money have gone into the development of those
standards by really credible and a few rich and famous people,
we should carefully analyze their substance (the standards', that
is) before embarking on our own standards project.

The center section of the figure (Prong 2) represents the arena
where state departments can enter the standards business.
Unlike the national standards, state-level standards can be
specific, clear, cool, and sharp. There should be differences
between the content standards developed by national agencies
and those specified for a given state. The primary purpose of the
state-level standards is to define explicitly and comprehensively
"what" teachers are expected to know and perform. Their
function is to provide a concrete bridge between national
standards and state-level applications of content standards.

Once the standards bridge is crossed, there are four major
application paths (Prong 3) down which one can ambulate:
(1) teacher assessments, (2) teacher education, (3) program
evaluations, and (4) curricula. These applications, listed on the
right side of Figure 1, should all be generated from the same set
of content standards, although each area of application may not
cover all of the standards.

The papers in this volume can be analyzed within the preceding
three-prong framework. A brief discussion of each prong and the
contributions of the various papers to their respective prongs
follows.

Prong 1: National-Level Standards

At present, there are three different national agencies involved
in producing content standards.

(1) Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support
Consortium (INTASC)
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(2) National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE)

(3) National Board for Professional Teaching Standards
(NBPTS)

INTASC, NCATE, and NBPTS, along with other groups of initials,
such as CCSSO, NASDTEC, ESPN, and CSPAN, are conspiring to
build performance-based licensure and professional develop-
ment systems. These agencies have produced or are currently
generating content standards for different purposes and target
populations. INTASC focuses on licensing new teachers, NBPTS
concentrates on certifying accomplished teachers, NCATE
provides accreditation of teacher education programs, and ESPN
interviews sports superstars, such as the Budweiser lizards and
Tickle Me Elmo.

In her paper, Linda Wurzbach describes the efforts of INTASC in
conjunction with 38 states to develop standards and assess-
ments for beginning-teacher licensing, teacher preparation, and
professional development. Emerson Elliott presents the work,
which is in progress, of NCATE to develop standards for the
content areas teachers plan to teach as part of program
accreditation. The NCATE New Professional Teacher Standards
Development Project is attempting to align the NCATE standards
with those of INTASC and NBPTS as well as with the K–12 student
standards. There is no paper specifically on NBPTS, although it is
briefly described by Wurzbach and Elliott, and specific standards
are cited by Gary Galluzzo. NBPTS involves standards for "highly
accomplished" teachers and assessments to measure their
certification at that level.

If you are a state teacher education or testing director, I bet you
are thinking, "Where do I begin? Which set of standards should
be the anchor (or even the barnacles) for our state standards?"
Frankly, I do not have a clue. However, you have at least two
options: (1) scrutinize the standards listed in the Wurzbach,
Elliott, and Galluzzo papers to determine which set would be
most appropriate for your purposes or (2) consider a career
change to avoid dealing with option (1).

I would like to conclude this section with one thought.
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Semi-Deep Thought Alert: Suppose we could assemble a panel
of experts on content standards and teacher licensing,
certification, accreditation, education, and development from
INTASC, NCATE, and NBPTS. According to all of the research on
the optimum size of judgmental panels such as this one to be
successful at consensus building, the panel size should probably
range from greater than two to less than the size of the Mormon
Tabernacle Choir. If the panelists were to be sequestered at
some time-share-promotion-weekend cabin where they would
receive free T-shirts, could they analyze the three sets of
standards and reach agreement on the following?

• One common core of national content standards that all
teachers should be able to attain

• Other content standards functionally unique to
beginning teachers, accomplished teachers, or program
accreditation

The papers cited previously suggest the need to determine the
degree of congruence among the different standards and to
attempt alignment of those standards. In order to reduce the
various compartmentalized efforts and to reduce the number of
standards, several of which seem to be redundant, some type of
panel review would be advisable. Distilling a common core set
and functionally unique sets of standards would have made
writing the next section on state-level standards a lot easier. On
to Prong 2.

Prong 2: State-Level Standards

Content standards at the state level must provide an explicit
definition of what teachers should know and be able to do in a
given state. The operative thread running through most of the
papers on this topic is that those standards should be
performance-based and measurable. These criteria would pre-
clude a state from simply adopting one of the sets of national
standards, described previously, as its own. Such a practice
would be inappropriate and ill-advised because those standards
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were never intended to serve as a blueprint for state-based
teacher assessments, education, program evaluations, and
curricula. Consequently, you have three remaining options.

(1) Modify a set of national standards by adding, subtracting,
multiplying, dividing, and/or rewording to custom-tailor
the standards to reflect the needs of students and
teachers in your state; or

(2) Dig up and revise an old set of state goals written
decades ago, which can probably be found in your local
dinosaur pit. As you approach the pit, as a safety pre-
caution you might want to test the ground—first by
putting your right foot in, then taking your right foot out,
then putting your right foot in, and shaking it all about.
Once you locate the goals, dust them off and compare
them to one or more of the available sets of national
content standards. Make necessary revisions; or

(3) Develop state-specific (a) outcomes/objectives, (b) indi-
cators/criteria, and/or (c) behavioral descriptions.

The typical length of the labor required to give birth to any of
these options ranges from .25 nanoseconds to a zillion light
years, give or take an hour or two. The experiences described in
the papers by Gary Galluzzo (Colorado), Pamela Tackett (Texas),
Carolyn Logan (Michigan), and Maureen Marshall (Massachusetts)
indicate the process and factors involved in delivering a set of
state-level standards. (Hint: Lamaze class techniques would not
help relieve the excruciating pain.) Michael Rebell's paper notes
the pertinent legal issues related to those standards.

The content standards that are finally produced should have a
high degree of congruency with the national standards. What
distinguishes the state standards from the national standards
should be their level of specificity, comprehensiveness, and
representativeness of state-specific outcomes. That final set of
standards approved by the state board furnishes the foundation
and springboard for all of the applications in Prong 3.
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Prong 3: State-Level Applications

Somehow getting over the bridge of your content standards to
the path leading to one of the four applications shown in
Figure 1 is not as easy as it looks. You have several modes of
transportation, each one more dangerous than the other.

• Bike over the speed bumps at an excessively high speed

• Skateboard across the bridge

• Snowboard across the bridge, preferably on white, flaky
precipitation, such as styrofoam

• Walk, and risk getting hit by one of the above

• Bungee jump off the bridge

However, once you have arrived on the other side or in the river,
you may want to go directly to the ER or, if you are physically
able, walk, run, hop, skip, or skate to the application of your
choice. There are a bunch of applications within each of the four
categories listed below.

(1) TEACHER ASSESSMENTS

(a) Licensure

(b) Re-licensure

(c) Certification

(d) On-going Evaluations

(2) TEACHER EDUCATION

(a) Preparation

(b) Continued Professional Development

(3) PROGRAM EVALUATIONS

(a) Preparation Programs

(b) Professional Development Programs

(c) Licensure and Re-licensure Programs

(d) Certification Programs

(e) Teacher Evaluation Programs
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(4) CURRICULA

(a) What Students Should Know

(b) What Teachers Are Taught

These applications are sprinkled throughout the various papers.
However, Wurzbach devotes the most space to the linkage of
INTASC standards to applications in all four categories. Specific
state assessment projects are examined by Ronald Swanson for
the TASP® computer-adapted test in Texas and by Charles
Mackey, Jeanne Clayton, and Homer (Skip) Meade for the video
assessment of teacher performance in the classroom in
New York State. The former chronicles the political, ethical, and
logistical issues of a specific testing program. The latter
demonstrates rigorous holistic scoring procedures with detailed
"rubric expressions" to impose objectivity and fairness in scoring
on a seemingly subjective performance assessment. This scoring
model serves to emphasize the importance of explicitly stated
content standards for three reasons: (1) to establish a high
degree of content-related validity of the measurement, (2) to
create psychometrically and legally defensible criteria for scoring
a performance assessment as objectively as possible, and (3) to
provide a professionally acceptable outlet for our compulsive,
anal-retentive behaviors. These are key technical issues and
possibly legal Achilles’ heels in judging the fairness of a
performance assessment (see Rebell's paper).

Perhaps the most realistic perspective on implementing any of
the applications listed previously is the classroom teacher.
Viewing the impact of the assessments, education, evaluations,
and curricula through the teachers' eye sockets is essential to
attaining success in any reform effort. Maureen Marshall's dis-
cussion of the issues that concern teachers and their expected
reactions to these changes must be seriously considered. The
new rules of the game have to be communicated clearly and
executed fairly.
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Guest Prong: Conclusions

First, I am grateful for the invitation to be guest prong of this
paper. My significant other prong and the little prongs at home
really appreciate this opportunity afforded me to write the
conclusions. Second, I think it is time to get back to the subject
of this section, which is preparing for the birth of baby prongs.
Among the three prongs in Figure 1, the second is the hinge,
linchpin, link, bridge, deck, toolshed, and mobile home that
translates national-level standards into meaningful and
measurable outcomes. Those outcomes should then facilitate
the generation of teacher assessments, teacher education,
program evaluations, and curricula. There are several recurring
themes or messages throughout the succeeding papers that you
are encouraged to lodge in your cerebral Gore-Tex. They are the
seven habits of highly effective state content standards. The
standards should be:

1. derived from and linked to an appropriate set of
national standards;

2. developed by a super-credible panel of experts
(including classroom teachers) representative of appro-
priate disciplines and sociodemographic character-
istics;

3. generated using a systematic, judgmental, consensus-
building process;

4. custom tailored to the needs of teachers and students;

5. expressed as "performance-based outcomes" that are
meaningful, important, job related, and measurable;

6. clear and provide sufficient detail to develop licensure
and certification tests, professional development pro-
grams, and curricula; and

7. able to furnish a foundation for teacher assessments
that is psychometrically and legally defensible in terms
of validity and reliability evidence.
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