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The standardized testing movement in the schoojslbreahe product of educational
research but our growing reliance on these testsientifically shortchanging the
education system and the nation. The tests deplogreed statistical methods, reliability
and validity assessments, and controlled conditamtssampling principles, all to ensure
as accurate as possible measurement of studeevaatent. They represent another
reassuring application of the modern scientifichmoéds that deliver clean water to our
taps and cool air-conditioned breezes to our hames hot day. Yet if their one-size-fits-
all approach may be misaligned with today’s diveasenomy, as labor economist Robert
B. Reich (2000) has pointed out, | would also dut they set far too low a standard for
science’s contribution to an education systemshates the nation well.

The tests represent a decidedly retarded viewsefareh and a diminished
democratic conception of public schooling, givelrttzt the realm of educational
research has to offer. That is, while most everysoeld agree that test performance
does not encompass the whole of what it meansta lar to be educated, it also needs to
be recognized that the tests do not encompasshblke wf the truth that research has to
offer on the school experience. Similarly, thigHan testing fails to deliver what should
be expected from an education system in a demoaatiety. We need to raise the
standards of accountability for research and edutab that we are working from a far
more complete and diverse picture at creating aogdestic and educated society.

Educational research rarely tells a singular stangly offers but one answer, and
certainly not of the sort that tests scores daeyhith a single number, sitting in
comparison with others, determines the fate ofila,ch teacher, a principal, a school, a
district. In the face of this public faith in whitie test scores say about the schools,
people need to appreciate that research alreadrsdafflargely at public expense, a far-
reaching understanding of what it means to sendrehi off for a dozen years to learn
about as many subjects, across a handful of schBolgrast that with how this current
focus on a singular answer to how our childrenl@aening, on whether a schools is good
or bad, provides little public incentive to discuggestions of educational means and
ends. Thinking about test score standards, measgdst national curriculum
standards, displaces local and global thinking alnat the school should be like, and



how it can serve the children and the communityrRest results suggest the need for
test mechanics to come in and tune the schoolseftber performance, better results.

The tests may well reassure the public that theykinow this school compares
to that school on a single measure, but they tle tio inform the public about the nature
of education, about the risks and possibilitiekafning, which is something that
educational research is good at, something thdtd gmisome distance in developing the
conditions of a more deliberative democracy. Wetwaurset a standard of accountability
for education and the research that supports deropchat allows — to call on one of
public education’s most traditional goals — fort@esgthening of democratic purpose
and process, especially as that purpose and prooassrns the schools themselves.

Let us raise the standards, then, of educatiomalatability. The public deserves
to know more, far more that standardized test tesaln tell. They deserve to know more
not only because they have already paid for thltveof educational research, not only
because their children’s and their own future degeon what it has to be tell us about
the education system, but because such knowledgiliso democracy, and because
people might well wish, as a result of this edwatto learn more about learning. This is
a call for strengthening the basis of participatimnnformed advise and consent. If the
current standardized achievement scores do notuselipink about different approaches
to educating bilingual children, of creating an gmpation of literature and other arts, of
developing critical thinking skills, of improvingp¢ health and well-being, the different
talents, then those measures are not helping ednsatilemocratic project.

We need not abandon the standardized tests. Theynarsource of information
that needs to set within the context of the laggecess of inquiry what it means to learn
and teach, and how that relates to the economyvatfdre, the culture and health, of the
nation and the planet. The goal is to raise thedstals of public reason and deliberation,
as a means of increasing the quality of democlié¢icThe challenge in adhering and
developing these standards of more democratic fofregducation and governance rest
on developing new expectations — and corresponidiogmation technologies — for
the public value of this research among educatesgarchers, policy-makers, and the
public. To make standardized test results the maldic face of educational research and
evaluation, as we have at this point, is like mglkarbaseball players weight the sole
statistic available not only to those watching glaene but to the team’s manager,
coaches, and owners.

The research community needs to take far greasponsibility for making the
complex and varied understandings afforded by rekda how students learn a part of
public discourse about education. The lack of #dikut any research except test results is
not a failure on the part of the public, policy-ree& or educators. Researchers have not
made access to this understanding easy; it has y&it within research standards to
consider a work’s contribution to public delibeaas. It is time to focus on how
educational research constitutes a public good.

The standards for public reason and deliberatitforined by research, can only
be raised, however, through support from both ésearch community and the public. As
with any work or performance, the relationship be#w the producer and audience can
build an experience that goes beyond what bothhnaeyht possible, an experience that
can develop among them, which creates, in effeagvastandard for both parties. So this
plea for raising the standards by expanding theegpions for the public value of



research and evaluation studies of education ireaddd to both the research community
and the public, in the knowledge that an appremadif its critical contribution to
extending the educational reach of democratic pdssas will need to come from both.

As things now stand, with public expectations sfrgular standard for student
achievement as the whole of the educational questiat only is the democratic basis
diminished, but the entire research-into-policytegsis open to wide-scale abuse. In
fact, | offer a case study in the misuse of researcthe vital area of teaching the young
to read and write, to demonstrate just how critical to setting this new standard for
educational research as a viable form of publiokadge. It will demonstrate that while
researchers are very good at policing the standardssearch as professional practice,
they have a distance to go in appreciating thedstias for research as a democratic form
of public knowledge. And until the whole of educatal research becomes part of that
public standard, the schools are left to the déstatf research’s most singular and narrow
form of inquiry, the achievement test.

Research and Democracy: A Case Study

In 1997, Bonita Grossen published the influentibltespaper, 30 Years of Research:
What We Know about How Children Learn to Retimfough the Centre for the Future of
Teaching and Learning in Santa Cruz, Californiao&Sen, 1997). Her synthesis of
reading research was intended to demonstrate t@isensus had been reached on the
value of “code-oriented” or phonics when it caméeaching children to read. The paper,
which drew on a good deal of National InstituteChiild Health and Human
Development (NICHD) research, delivered an assanedsingular answer to the
guestion of what we know, and it has played a §icant role in successful efforts to

shift the educational programs of Texas and Catlitor

Yet, it was not long before the paper’s claims weaked into question by
Richard Allington and Haley Woodside-Jiron, two edtional researchers at the National
Research Center on English Learning and Achievemtethie University of Albany
(1999). They found Grossen’s white paper to hawaepresented the research, and
thereby proposing essentially unsubstantiateduostmal recommendations for teaching
reading. Allington and Woodside-Jiron then argtaf this “misuse of educational
research” is grounds for questioning “the reliapitf any ‘consensus’ document
whenever ‘research’ is used as a policy lever,” tieg advise American Educational
Research Association (AERA) to “develop an earlymay system and a viable
procedure for responding to similar advocacy evantke future” (1999, p. 11). The
cold-war allusions to early-warning defense systeunggyest just the sort of the boundary
between university-based research and the pulditaasf policymaking that needs to be
overcome.

Allington and Woodside-Jiron are obviously concertieat “consensus
documents” such as “30 Years of Research” canniligte autonomous and independent
nature of research and researchers in the namevofgha greater public impact. My
concern here is that the shroud of suspicion wttiely would cast over public advocacy
and_consensusnly serves to absolve researchers of their casponsibilities for
ensuring that their work informs democratic deldiems over education. It lowers
research’s public accountability, and reducesyin,tthe prospects of it contributing to
the public’s thinking about education, leaving theld to the narrow channel of




standardized test results as the sole scient¥it@ted measure of what schools are
doing. While | have no objection to AERA settingaipommittee to monitor public uses
of research, in an effort to prevent misrepresentatof research results, | think this
should be only the first and not the final stejnicreasing the public presence of
educational research, especially at this time eagchanges in scholarly publishing.

It does seem apparent that academic journalsellitably migrate to the web
over the next decade for reasons of economy, ptivitycand plain convenience
(Ekman & Quandt, 1999). However, in a field sucledscation, researchers face a
critical choice in this process. They can let ipp@n in ways that does not alter the basic
process of researchers publishing research foaresers, or they can work with these
new technologies and our own research practicespmove the public presence and
value of educational research, with an eye to ntatirs research more accessible,
coherent, and comprehensible on a public scaldifigkly, 1999; 2000). They should be
encouraged, for example, by just how quickly thbligyin considerable numbers, has
taken to using online medical and financial reseaervices. The research community
should see this process of going public with whadriown as a way of limiting the
political misuse of research, as a way of raisithgcational standards by enabling the
public to learn far more about the risks and paltsés of schooling, knowledge that can
be shared on a global basis. Where should relatderigorous educational research
stand with advocacy, consensus, and public congkem it comes to such critical
educational issues as literacy? What is at staltesistegrity of the research enterprise.

Research’s Public Value

Whether representing industry alliances, socialéssenvironmental concerns, or
consumer groups, the interest group has incregsaaoghe to represent the forceful
public voice of advocacy with significant politicalout? Interest groups have been
particularly active around educational issues,jmgthehind state referendums on
bilingual education and affirmation action, for exale, as well as the teaching of
evolution® Now it may be tempting to think of interest growgssdistorting the natural
course of democratic processes, to see them asgangaup of the opinionated and
vested against the individual expression of eqiiaens, but interest groups also
represents a freedom of association around deefplydlues, issues, and interests, if only
in response to a politics of issue-less candidatswemerism.

What we need to recognize is that advocacy hasdaiee public profile and
deliberative role of research, as Allington and \d&de-Jiron make clear in identifying
three forms of advocacy in this questionable cqs¢.The appearances of NICHD staff
and NICHD-supported researchers before policymatongms (b) the widespread
dissemination of this research through the populiatt media, and (c) the use of a
particular policy tool — a white paper (Grosser®)&hat purports to summarize the
NICHD-supported research” (1999, p. 4). My condsrthat, the flaws of the Grossen
paper aside, public uses of research are not iairtocthe goals or quality of scholarship.
Researchers have long been advocates, especitilyiteracy, whether for or against
code-oriented curriculums (Stahl, 1999). The reseaommunity, rather than reinforce
its defenses against the political use of flawedkwbowever, needs to do more to make
its work part of the public domain, which would pitke, among other things, its own
check on such abuses.



What might the increased public presence of edowaliresearch look like? Well,
to offer a quick-sketch version, think of a puldiceess website — developed in
conjunction with post-print journal publishing -attwould enable educators,
policymakers, and researchers to survey relatetiestuThis needs to be more than
AskERIC which provides a list of authors and titlie&ed to abstracts, although it could
start that way. Say one was interested in leartinngad and chose Grossen’s “30 Years
of Research.” To appreciate what research haddo iafthis online universe of
knowledge, one should then be able to link to mby the studies which she cites, but
also the ones that have gone on to cite her stodytee studies she cites, through a two-
way citation process. This would enable readese&ohow well these works have stood
up to critical comment. It would enable one totwisrmal reviews of Grossen’s work
(such as Allington and Woodside-Jiron’s) as weljoas informal discussions that have
referred to it. There should also be a furtherifigkof research to the relevant policies
and practices in various states, to appreciatethswresearch worksSuch a public
knowledge website of could be supported by spieeidldictionaries and sites of practice
and application, much as the National Library ofdiéee’s MEDLINEplusprovides for
health research.

It will take much experimentation, collaboratiomdaresearch to develop an
accepted and sustainable standard for a publicsasit like this. It will also drive up
the level of debate among interest groups, whiteiding people and policy makers with
greater confidence in using research as part afeliberative process. In this way, it
would speak to Penelope L. Peterson’s concernsesg@d in her presidential address to
AERA, “Why Do Educational Research?” a few years,aghen she insisted that the
goals of this association and thus of its membpral@re not only to “ensure the
continued funding for research,” but to “communéctte findings of high-quality
research in ways that influence policy and pratiiz898, p. 9).

The current standard for assessing research’s walgeality is on its internal
consistency, on the validity and reliability of iteeasures, on the soundness of its
conclusions. Yet what we as often herald in oueaesh, from the initial funding
proposal to the study’s conclusions, is how it iffgractitioners and policymakers,
parents and the public, nation and world, a beitelerstanding of, say, students’ reading
and writing. This may not apply to all educatioredearch, but at some point in pursuing
a scholarly understanding of literacy, it seemsttaask whether what we know could
offer more to people who want to understand mooaisliteracy and act on that
understanding. We are educators, after all, arsdefleiment of publieducation seems
worth our attention at a time when the very medafracholarly communication is
changing.

This does not mean abandoning peer review and,ahsit imperfect, methods
of ensuring the distinguishing quality of reseaasha form of knowledge, but it does
mean thinking more about how research works inipald whether by design and
publication, it could work better in helping peogiténk about what they want from
schools. It may be too soon to argue that the pshiapacity for research is increasing
with this web-borne age of information, but to jedgom the medical and financial
research sites at least, people are hungry for laume that once was the sole domain of
experts and professionals.



Educational research’s contribution to policy makireed not be seen as external
to its scientific claims but as another potent@lirse of their validation. As literacy
research often seeks to better understand how edsi@@n improve children’s reading
and writing, it seems appropriate to judge itsafleness as it informs those involved in
this democratic process of setting and enactingatthnal policies. We may refer to this
process, a little self-righteously | find, as talfjitruth to power, and yet it calls for more
than keeping a watchful eye on publics uses ofkh@svledge, like librarians who see
themselves as, above all, protectors of the bdbkalls for improving the public’s
ability to tap into what truths, what powers, tkimwledge offers, as if that were the very
object of undertaking this research. This is teegdhe standards of both the schools and
the talk about the schools. It is to expect morgcational work from both research and
public. Research into educational practices shmatter to people, all the more so in an
age of interest-group politics. The public quabfythis knowledge, to reiterate my
theme, is surely the best protection against itsalby the politics of expertise.

Knowledge without Consensus

A critical point for raising the standards of edumaal accountability — which | am
proposing we do by increasing the public qualityesfearch on the schools — is whether
the public has a stomach for results that do rfteata consensus among researchers. To
stay with our case study, Allington and Woodside:ds critique of “30 Years of
Research” is principally based on its pretenceepwasenting a consensus among literacy
researchers. As | noted above, they end up caliegery concept of consensus into
guestion, at least in policy settings: “The resea@mmunity, in our view, should be
concerned about the reliability of any ‘consensie®ument whenever ‘research’ is used
as a policy lever” (1999, p. 11). | agree, and higpsee that concern extended to the
public’s own regard for consensus among researchbesvalue of research’s
contribution lies in the detail, in how it rendéine differences among programs, the
overlooked consequences, and the nature of stu@demtseachers’ experiences.

Yet a consensus is also at work here, a consensushe validity of such
differences in research approaches and findingse&tehers are trained very well to
scrutinize each other’s work with its divergenced distinctions, identifying its
strengths and weaknesses. This ability to judgejtiadity of this divergent work is
surely part of what the research community hadfer,art of what makes this form of
knowledge interesting and potentially helpful. Véhil may seem that the public and
policymakers will balk at any research that doesrepresent researcher consensus,
policymakers at least have learned to work witarege of, according to Barker and
Peters, “cognitive difficulties” posed by the reden research, from the merely complex
to the scientifically unknown and perhaps unknowdB93, p. 2).

If the public can set aside the idea that researalprocess of arriving at a
singular, universal truth, at least with somethaisgcomplex as learning to read and write,
it will have the chance to better understand hosvdcy can be encouraged and studied in
different ways. Rather than encourage the imprad$iat research seeks a consistent and
single-minded body of findings that would dictateeffect, how to teach literacy — as if
the decision of how to teach should be left upghodxperts — we would do better to
develop ways of representing the divergence andgheement within this field of
inquiry. Knowing the possibilities and risks iddiil so far, knowing the challenges the



research still faces, provides its own comforteéoge, its own basis for taking action, in
the face of always partial knowledge.

On the one hand, presenting this consensus overg#ince seems simple enough.
We make plain for people how the research has te@ted, neatly so at times — much
as is the field of practice — between code andgs®oriented, phonics and whole
language. Go back to that public access webskettbed earlier and imagine a series of
concept maps and summaries representing the diMisitween code and process studies,
with commentaries bringing comparable studies betwbe two schools of thought into
juxtaposition. This division is made abundantlyat|eas it turns out, by Stephen Stahl, a
professor of reading education at the Universitgebrgia (1999). Stahl's own tireless
research efforts over the years captures the dawelgeracy goals that divide the two
approaches, while demonstrating that the impadtamers, whether in motivation or
achievement, often failed to differ, apart frommsdhat whole language, for example,
favors voluntary use of reading strategies, whgddck of interest in reading
achievement diminishes test scores. Stahl also dstnabes how these reading programs
appeal to a world view among educators and resegzr¢hat concerns more than test-
score impact. Researchers need to help peopletsestudies might differ; they need to
help them see the difference made by those difée®rBut this brings me to the more
difficult part of representing this consensus averdivergent state of the research.

For as things stand, these differences diminisiptheic impact of research. “As
long as the research community tells the policy mamity contradictory things,” Robert
Donmoyer explained on the topic of talking truttptmwer, while he was editor of
Educational Researchéthe research community cannot expect to havehnmituence
in decision making” (1997, p. 2). One challengwifind ways of presenting studies that
challenge and contradict what has come beforenayathat enables people to judge for
themselves, or that invites additional studiesutthier resolve the matter. Another
challenge is to design and present studies tha@tostipeady comparisons and contrasts
among divergent stances — as Stahl, for examptesimw less than half of the 40 whole
language studies he examined used achievement rasdauvored by code studies,
although in fairness this needs to work both wa@99, p. 17). It should be obvious,
then, that rendering research as a public resmirgeeater coherence and
comprehensibility, even in its differences, wikéafar more than a nifty website. It will
require a rethinking of the standards and practicasguide our scholarship, but that
seems appropriate to this whole question of whaiveset to do with these new
technologies for managing and sharing knowledge.

We might think of it as extending the example & National Academy of
Sciences’ open inquiries, as it makes going publiegular part of what it is to do and
publish research. It could well augment public aderice in research, policies, and
resulting practices, while offerings researchefia greater sense of audience for their
work. This is to use the web as the printing preas originally used, at the origin of
scientific journal publishing somewhat more thareéhcenturies ago, to expand the reach
and usefulness of knowledge (Eisenstein, 1979%4p-566). Up to now, this new
medium has been largely directed at making it easipublish research for researchers,
which may well increase access among researchagmbal scale. But | want to ask,
as we take this initial steps, whether we shoulderplore ways of using this increased
access offered by the web to make research a gpaateof the larger social process of




sense-making which could only, in turn, make thrgér sense-making a greater part of
the research process.

| recognize that | am asking a lot of researchdrs have grown wary of politics.
| hear the resistance in Stahl, for example, wheelehds his support to Allington and
Woodside-Jiron, in concluding his perhaps premadbitiary for whole language by
insisting that “we need to understand the natungotifical movements in education so
that we can transcend them to provide effectiveruigion to the young” (1999, p. 21).
No, | want to respectfully counter, researchersirieaunderstand political movements in
education so that they can increase the presemtcplay of publicly funded research in
the necessarily political processes of organizimg) directing education in a democratic
state. Researchers need to understand politicaéments in education so that their work
contributes to the scope and informed basis of deatic participation, be it of
individuals or political movements, by equippingih with the knowledge that can
improve instruction in directions decided througtblic processes. They need to do so
because they believe, in its own form of reseamisensus, that the knowledge which
they are so carefully pursuing through researchahasuable contribution to make to
people’s understanding and to the potential lef/plublic reason, in a phrase borrowed
from Kant, more recently worked by John Rawls (1999

“Effective instruction” for the young does not regutranscending the politics of
democratic participation in education, as if taaflp separate the singular researched
truth of reading, as ascertained by a test scaym the rabble-rousing politics of
education. What research can tell us about effeatstruction and the effects of
instructionshould help us realize the consequences of thalgep, help us to appreciate
the risks and possibilities in coming togetherreate an education system for the young.
The research should help educators and the puldlke rsense of what is at stake in how
we understand, approach, and teach people to rebdréte. That we expect this
research to contribute to democratic processesg#ie educational standards for both
researchers — in rendering their work incisive,areht, and intelligible — and the
public, as people’s use of this knowledge to inseciheir democratic and civic
engagement adds to the very reasons for the faiblicestment in education.

Innovative experiments are already underway inighblg research in electronic
forms (Pea, 1999; Kiernan, 1999; Nor@snolka, & Soloway, 1999)And if there is no
telling what shape this medium will take in the ngeahead, or what impact it will have
on the role that educational research plays inipddtums, we should not be dissuaded
from experimenting with new technologies that aaarease the play of knowledge in the
public sector, encouraging people to democraticatiyage with the institutions that
govern their lives. A consensus among researchenstbe value or possibility of
improving the public value of research is as urjike form as it is on how to teach
reading and writing. But they might still agreettiee should test the possibilities that
educational research can do more to inform theipalbld professional talk about
education falls within the public responsibilitielsa research enterprise devoted to
understanding educational processes, and thadtishe sort of cautious and concerned
consensus that would advance the interests of datmdeliberation.

We should attempt, then, to set new standardsufoliqggknowledge so that people
are able to readily draw on research findings,weadhould set new standards for what
educational research can contribute to our undeasig of the schools that go well



beyond the narrow scope of a standardized teses8oich standards will contribute to
an increase in effective democratic participatitvey will help people realize the full
value of publicly funded research; and perhaps mggortantly, they will speak to the
very value of public education in all of its cobutions to the civic and political
responsibilities that constitute a democratic state

Notes

! Donald A.B. Lindberg, Director of the National kitsy of Medicine, reports that “when the Library
discovered that one third of the almost 200 millMBDLINE searches per year are being done by the
public, for their personal health and the healttheir families, the Library immediately began piamg a
new program to help consumers easily access heéittmation on the Internet and MEDLINuS was

created as part of this efforttittp://www.nlm.nih.gov/medlineplus/aboutmedlinephisl). This new

service provides access to extensive informatiausbpecific diseases and conditions and alsoilhies to
consumer health information from the National ngés of Health, clearinghouses, dictionariess kit
hospitals and physicians, health information inrSgtaand other languages, and clinical trials.

2 As a front-page story in the New York Timesplains the current political climate: “So many
independent interest groups are poised to spegd sams on advertising to influence electionsyber
that Republicans and Democrats alike fear the datels may find themselves playing bit parts inrthei
own campaigns” (Berke, 1998, p. Al).

% The most recent example of interest group imgafrund in the Kansas Board of Education’s 1999
decision to make the teaching of evolution optidnalcience classes. As Stephen Jay Gould hasegoint
out, it took the fundamentalists behind that vbre¢ elections to secure a one-vote majority ortieghe
member board (Dreifus, 1999, D3). But then joustdichard Wright has accused Stephen Jay Gould’s
popular work on evolution of feeding the creatitsiisause, as creationists “love the conspirat@rimb of
Gould’s description of these gaps [in the fossibrel] as the ‘trade secret of paleontology™ (Wiigh999,
p. 61). This risk of misuse that follows from thery accessibility of Gould’s work is a hecessanyeas, |
am arguing, of research playing a greater publi. ro

* These ideas are based on the two pilot projediseoPublic Knowledge Project at the University of
British Columbia. The first was a collaborativeatfwith the_Vancouver Sym daily local newspaper,
examining how print journalism could be extendedhgviding links to related research, policies
practices, programs, and organizations availabldennternet (http://www.educ.ubc.ca/faculty/ctgp

A Public Knowledge Policy Forum was then createthhe British Columbia Teacher’s Federation
(http://pkp.bctf.be.ca) to facilitate public paipiation in the policy-making process of the BC Miny of
Education supported by access to the relevant édunearesearch and the government policies anaspla

> MEDLINEplus, National Library of Medicinehttp://www.nlm.nih.gov/medlinepl)sSee footnote #1.

® For the work of the Public Knowledge Project ifstregard, see note #4 above.
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