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Introduction

The nation's investment in school achievement testing is enormous; the
amount and variety of testing have continued to grow. Unfortunately, how-
ever, much of this testing remains under-utilized. Achievement-test re-
sults can be extremely useful in school-wide and district-wide planning and
decision making. They can provide information for analyzing curriculum,
diagnosing instructional strengths and weaknesses, and determining direc-
tions for school improvement. Test-score patterns can also serve as the
basis for projecting student achievement goals and monitoring progress
toward their attainment. But, as four years of research at UCLA's Center
for the Study of Evaluation shows, it is only the rare district in which
schools regularly and systematically use testing for these or similar pur-
poses. In most school districts across the country, testing and instruc-
tional decision making are not routinely and coherently linked. As a re-
sult, few schools and districts are getting a maximum return on the dol-
lars, staff time, and student Tearning time that they invest in testing.

At the same time, the quality of the educational planning in their schools
suffers from a lack of precise and useful information.

What distinguishes the relatively small number of schools in which
principals and teachers regularly pay close attention to test scores? How
do some districts structure on-going links between testing and instruction
in their schools? How can others do so, achieving both fuller use of test-
ing and more informed instructional decision making in the process? This
article addresses each of these questions, drawing answers from the Center

for the Study of Evaluation's recent, extensive research.



After a brief review of the research base, the discussion below opens
with a Took at current test-use patterns in the nation's schools. These
patterns verify that much achievement testing is indeed under-utilized, and
they suggest that there is 1little use of test information in systematic,

school-wide planning. The data also indicate that leadership by district

administrators is a key factor in how closely testing is linked to instruc-

tional decision making and reveal two general approaches that district
leaders can follow in building such links. Attention then turns to some
specific ways that each of these general approaches can be pursued by dis-
trict leaders. Models and concrete guidelines are presented, all based
upon intensive case studies of districts that have systems in pltace for
1inking assessment with instructional planning and decision making. A
summary highlights the main features of these systems.

The Research

From 1979 through the present, the Center for the Study of Evaluation
(CSE) at UCLA has been conducting two, complementary studies of testing and
test use. One, the Test Use in Schools Project, has studied current
nation-wide patterns. Inquiry has focused on many types of tests and other
assessment techniques, especially in the basic skills areas of reading/
English and mathematics. The project's central effort was a 1981 survey of
assessment practices, test uses, and contextual factors that influence
them. Questionnaires were sent to the principal and four classroom
teachers in elementary schools and high schools randomly chosen from within
a nationally representative sample of school districts. Returns were

received from 1,058 respondents: 220 principals, 475 upper-elementary-



grade teachers, and 363 high school teachers of English and mathematics.

Fieldwork took place before and after this survey; a total of eleven
schools {(four secondary, seven elementary) from five districts in different
geographic regions of the country were visited. The two phases of field
study produced over 100 in-depth interviews with school- and district-level
educators, including 12 principals, 69 classroom teachers, various instruc-
tional specialists, and other administrative personnel.

While the Test Use in Schools Project has focused on what is, the
second CSE effort, the Evaluation Design Project, has yielded a detailed
look at what can be. It has conducted fieldwork in districts which cur-
rently have testing-instruction linkage systems in place. In order to
locate these districts, recommendations were widely sought and between 40
and 50 of the districts nominated were screened in phone interviews with
appropriate district-lTevel administrators. Ultimately, eight districts
were selected for intensive exploration in on-site interviews and observa-
tions. A first phase of the Evaluation Design district organization study
(1979-1982) was directed at understanding how the testing-instruction link-
ages in these districts worked and at identifying the district characteris-
tics that contributed to their creation and maintenance. More recent work
has examined the costs and impacts of two of these eight systems, each of
which represents one general approach to tying test results with instruc-
tional decision making.

While the Test Use Project establishes the need for linking testing
with instruction and indicates some general approaches for doing so, study
of these eight districts by the Evaluation Systems Project provides some

clear guidelines for effective testing-instruction linkage systems.



The Status Quo: Two Tiers of Testing and Limited Use

The Test Use in Schools Project provides a portrait of the
contemporary status guo. It describes central tendencies in public-school
test use across the nation. This portrait reveals that there are two tiers
or layers of student-achievement assessments in our schools today. These
are consistently distinguishable from one another in their proprietorship,
characteristics, and functions. One tier of assessment is internal or
local to the schools. It is "owned," and for the most part produced, by
teachers themseives. This local or internal tier includes two main types
of assessment: (1) the tests, quizzes, and other measures that teachers
construct and administer in the course of their teaching, and (2) the cli-
nical judgments of students' achievement that teachers form as they inter-
act with students and observe their work in various classroom situations
day after day. A third kind of measure also figures in this tier, but it
is especially imporant for elementary-school teachers. These are the tests
included with commercial curriculum materials used in the classroom. While
these are not produced in the school, teachers in the elementary grades
most often have an investment in them. Teachers often have a say in
choosing (and choosing how much to use) them and the materials they
accompany; teachers can time their administration and adapt their content
to fit the pace and emphases of instruction.

The second tier of assessment is external to the school: mandated by
the district, state, and/or suggested by federal program reguirements
(e.g., for placement in compensatory education programs). Norm-referenced,

standardized test batteries are the most common among these. Other types



of measures used for minimum competency (or functional literacy) testing or
as part of state assessment programs are also included here. In some
cases, too, tests constructed or purchased by districts and referenced to
their curricular objectives fall in this second category. Tests of these
kinds are also included there. In some cases, too, tests constructed or
purchased by districts and referenced to their curricular objectives fall
in this second category. Tests of these kinds are developed beyond the
schools. Their administration is called for primarily to meet organiza-
tional needs and concerns at higher levels of public-education governance.
Those who work at those levels may have a sense of ownership in these
tests; educators in the schools rarely do.

These two tiers of assessment function quite differently in most
schools and districts. Teachers and principals rely heavily on the results
of internal assessment strategies and consider them important as they go
about routine instructional planning and decision making. At the same
time, they generally treat information from external testing as of minor
importance, using it only occasionally and idiosyncratically. These
patterns are obvious in both CSE's fieldwork findings and survey data.

Forty-three classroom teachers were interviewed during pre-survey
fieldwork in a systematic-but-open-ended format. They discussed all the
information they had throughout the year on students' academic capabili-
ties, performance, and progress; they described whether and how they used
that information. Collectively, they cited far more uses for the informa-
tion that came from assessment strategies that were local to the school and
classroom. (See Table 1.)

Teachers surveyed across the nation were asked to rate the importance

of diverse types of assessment results in four routine, decision-making
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tasks. Again, the pre-eminence of the internal tier of assessment was
apparent. (See Table 2.) Principals in CSE's national survey were asked
to rate how important a role data from various sources played in eight
regular school-level administrative activities. Here, the separate
functions of the two tiers of achievement assessment were especially
apparent. Principals reported counting internal assessment data more
heavily in making instructionally relevant decisions, e.g., allocating
funds, assigning students, evaluating teachers. But they indicated that
results of external measures were more important in reporting to those
beyond the school, e.g., to district administrators and the public.

Taken together, the research findings just cited show that there are

notable quantitative differences in the ways the external and internal

tiers of assessment are used by educators in the schools. They reveal that
the results of externally mandated testing serve fewer purposes (Table 1)
and are not counted as heavily in planning or decision making {Tables 2 and
3). But fieldwork clearly suggests that there are also significant guali-
tative differences in how the two tiers of assessment are typically uti-
1ized by teachers and principals. The results of external tests are most
often examined briefly, casually, and asystematically. Do principals
consider the results of standardized and district-objectives-based tests in
curriculum evaluation? Table 3 suggests that they do. But interviews
indicate that this often means that they merely glance over the scores,
mention them in a faculty meeting, and point out the areas in which the
school did especially well or poorly. Do teachers use standardized test

results in planning? Apparently they do to some extent (Tables 1 and 2).



Types of Tests and the Uses of Their Results by Teachers (Interview Data)

Table 1

{Cells show the number of times the 44 interviewed teachers freely cited each use
for each type of test)

TEST TYPES
USES
- A B C D E F G H 1 Total

Planning Instruction 24 21 10 3 pd 3 13 4 2 82
Referral/Placement 3 6 0 2 0 0 11 1 0 23
Within Classroom Group-
ing & Individual 6 14 18 4 6 5 4 3 1 61
Placement
Holding Students
Accountable for Work, 8 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
Discipline
Assigning Grades 32 8 17 5 1 1 1 1 0 66
Monitoring Students' 18 12 17 2 1 1 0 1 0 51
Progress
Counseling & Guiding 10 6 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 22
Students
Informing Parents 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2
Reporting to District
Officials, School 0 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 6
Board, etc.
Comparing Groups of 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3
Students, Schools, etc.
Certifying Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Competency
TOTAL USE CITATIONS 101 74 63 16 11 19 33 10 3 330
Explicit Statements 0 1 0 1 0 0 10 2 7 21
of Non-use
Legend:

A = Teacher Constructed F = District-Objectives Based

B = Teachers' Other Major Assignments G = Standardized

C = Curriculum Embedded H = Minimum Competency

D = School/Department/Grade Level I = Statewide Assessment

E = Commercial Diagnostic



Table 2

Importance of Test Results for Teacher Decision-Making
in Elementary and Secondary Schools {Survey Data)

[mean ratings on 4-point scale: 4 = Crucial; 3 = Important;
2 = Somewhat Important; 1 = Unimportant or not used]

ELEMENTARY

Decision Area: A B C D E

Planning teaching at —— 3.39 -—-- 2.53 2.60
beginning of the
school year

Initial grouping or 3.12 3.58 2.91 2.51 2.59
Placement of students

Changing a student from 3.12 3.66 3.04 2.52 2.52
one group or curriculum

to another, providing

remedial or accelerated

work

Deciding on report card 3.38 3.69 2.89 1.62 1.81
grades

SECONDARY

Planning teaching at -——— 3.59 ---- 2.22 2.38
the beginning of the
school year

Initial grouping or 3.04 3.84 2.48 2.28 2.46
placement of students

Changing students from 3.27 3.61 2.67 2.52 2.59
one group or curriculum

to another, providing

remedial or accelerated

work

Deciding on report card 3.65 3.68 2.29 1.36 1.45
grades

Legend:

Teacher-Made Tests

Teacher Observations/Opinions

Tests Included with Curriculum

Standardized Test Batteries

District Continruum or Minimum Competency Tests

Mmoo O 0 I
LIS | I | N ||
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Table 3

Importance of Test Results for Principal or Schoolwide Decision-Making
in Elementary and Secondary Schools (Survey Data)

[mean ratings on 4-point scale: 4 = Crucial; 3 = Important;
2 = Somewhat Important; 1 = Unimportant or not used]

ELEMENTARY
Decision Area: A B C D E F

Curriculum Evaluation 2.94  3.27 3.01 2.91 3.04  2.99
(.84) {.e4) (.67) (.75) (.87)

Student Class Assignments 2.93 3.12 2.50 2.35 2.46 2.44
(.79) (.71) (.81) (.91) (.99)

Teacher Evaluation 2.12 —_— 1.70 1.53 1.80 1.68
(.97) (.76) (.78) (.93)

Allocating Funds ---- 3,08 1.917 1.89 1.94 1.91
(.71) (.87) (.90) (1.01})

Student Promotion 3.06 3.29 2.65 2.31 2.38 2.45
{.70) (.67) (.81} (.96) (.94)

Public Communication 2.31 — 2.77 2.47 2.34  2.57
(1.05) (.90) (.99) (1.00)

Communicating to Parents 3.43 3.45 2.91 2.64 2.67 2.74
(.55) (.57) (.60} (.98) (.95)

Reporting to District 2.62 ---- 3,12 2.78 2.74 2.88
(.91) (.68) (1.10) (1.10)
SECONDARY
Curriculum Evaluation 2.76 3.14 2.83 3.27 2.95 3.02

(.75) (.70} (.67} (.64) (.82)

Student Class Assignments 2.98 2.99 2.77 2.98 2.78 2.84
(.73) (.79} (.77) (.87) (.87)

Teacher Evaluation 2.39 ——— 1.683 1.77 1.84 1.75
{.83) {.74) (.71} (.78)

Allocating Funds ---- 3,34 1.73 2.20 2.06 2.00
(.54) (.81) (1.13) (1.08)

Student Promotion 3.33 3.46 1.61 2.58 2.05 2.08
(.85} (.75) (.78) (1.28} (1.13})

Public Communication 2.24 ---- 2.84 2.92 2.30 2.69
(1.05) (.80) {(1.03) (1.07)

Communicating to Parents 3.56 3.38 2.91 3.03 2.55 2.83
{.55) (.76) (.58) {1.00) (.99)

Reporting to District 2.53  ----  3.10 3.12 2.92 3.04
(.88) (.64) (.97) (.95)

Legend:

A = Results of Teacher and Curriculum Tests

B = Teacher Opinions/Recommendations

C = Standardized, Norm-referenced Test Batteries

D = Minimum Competency Tests

E = District Objective-based or Continuum Tests

F = Average External Tests (C,D,F)



-10-

Fieldwork suggests, however, that more often than not, this means a once-
a-year visit to the office for quick look at their students' cumulative
files. Are standardized test batteries and minimum competency scores con-
sulted in student placement? Each table indicates that they are. But
visits to schools make clear that they are most often consulted as part of
an automatic or cursory gate-keeping procedure. Law or policy guidelines
direct that students with scores below a certain cut-off point be placed in
a compensatory program or remedial class. Alternatively, as one high-
school teacher put it, describing a procedure reported by many offices:
They give me each kid's standardized-test score on my class
roster. If one stands out, I usually check with the
counselor to be sure the kid should really be assigned to
geometry.
Such uses contrast sharply with teachers' recurrent and systematic use of
assessment that are local to the classroom and school in an on-going pro-
cess of intructional planning and decision making. They contrast markedly
with principals’ serious consideration of teachers' advice, recommenda-
tions, and grades on teachers' assignments in making budgetary decisions or
next year's class assignments. And they certainly do not constitute
thorough utilization of external testing data in a systematic process of
school-wide analysis of curriculum and instruction, decision-making, and
planning.

Why do the two tiers of achievement assessment function in the dif-
ferent ways that they commonly do? The reasons are not hard to find. They
Tie in the interplay of several factors: characteristics of the measures
themselves, circumstances surrounding their availability, educators' train-

ing in assessment, and the organization of educational planning in schools,
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districts, and beyond. Examining these factors not only discloses why
internal and external assessments are used differently in the schools. It
also begins to reveal how each tier of assessment can be used more fully
toward improving instruction -- and why district leadership is the key to
this process.

Our system of schooling is organized such that teachers routinely do a
great deal of instructional planning. They have a major role in planning
what to teach (and/or emphasize) and how to teach it, in diagnosing indivi-
dual students' learning needs, and in assuring that students are working at
appropriate levels in the curriculum. As the school year unfolds, they
need to monitor their students' progress, to consider whether and how to
adjust the pace and emphases of their teaching, to grade students and in-
form parents of achievement-to-date, and so on. To do all this and do it
well, teachers need assessment tools with three basic characteristics: (1)
Validity -- they must assess what the teacher believes he or she has actu-
ally taught in a way that seems consonant with the way he or she has taught
jt; (2) Suitability -- their intended purposes must fit the tasks the
teacher needs to accompish, (thus teachers seek placement tests for place-
ment, chapter and unit tests for monitoring progress and grading, etc.);

and (3) Immediate Availability -- the teacher must be able to employ them

whenever it seems appropriate to do so and have the results back promptly.
In short, the assessment tools that teachers need must be sensitive to

local conditions, to the array of particular circumstances in their parti-
cular classrooms at the moment. And, in order to function throughout the

year as the instructional leaders of their schools, principals need
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measures of the same kind. It is not surprising, then, that both teachers
and principals rely heavily on assessment strategies that are internal to
the school and its classrooms; teacher-made tests and assignments,
teachers' observations and clinical judgments, and the adaptable, readily
available tests that come with the commercial curriculum materials they are
using. From their points of view, these internal measures have all three
of the characteristics listed above. Externally mandated measures, on the
other hand, usually do not. They are not designed primarily to provide
data for routine classroom decision making. The fit between their contents
and format and a particular teacher's curriculum is problematic. Often,
their scores are not returned until weeks or months after administration.
Often too, the results come back in a format teachers and many principals
find unfamiliar and/or cumbersome. For any or all these reasons, the re-
sults of standardized tests, minimum-competency measures, and many dis-
trict-objectives-based tests can seem remote and irrelevant to teachers and
principals. In addition, teachers and principals generally have limited
formal training in testing and measurement or the use of test data (Herman
& Dorr-Bremme, 1983; Yeh, Herman, & Rudner, 1978). This limits also the
accessibility of external testing data to educators in the schools. CSE's
Test Use Project fieldwork found teacher and principals voicing these very
concerns as drawbacks of external testing (Burry, et al., 1982;
Dorr-Bremme, 1983}.

But the very characteristics that make internal assessment tools ideal

for use in individual teachers' and principals' routine work severely

restrict their utility for systematic school- and district-wide planning.
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Their content and the timing of their administration is idiosyncratic,
variable from classroom to classroom. Aggregating the data they provide in
order to see achievement patterns across grade levels, a department, or the
entire school, therefore, is difficult if not inappropriate and impos-
sible. This is especially true of teacher-made tests and assignments, but
it also often applies to tests embedded in texts and other commercial
materials. (Teachers time their administration differently; they sometimes
adapt their contents. The same materials or text series are not always
used throughout the school.) And while teachers' cumulative observations
and experience-based judgments are valuable sources of information, they
cannot be readily synthesized into a precise, detailed, picture of specific
curricular or teaching strengths and weaknesses across many classrooms or
schools.

It is these problems with local or internal assessment strategies that
have made standardized, minimum-competency, and special district-object-
jyes-based tests attractive to local school districts -- and make similar
measures a virtual necessity for states and other educational agencies. By
providing standard and consistent data across settings, such tests facili-
tate comparisons among classrooms, schools, and/or districts; they permit
year-to-year monitoring of performance. They are 1ikely to be more sound
psychometrically than teachers’ own tests; in most circumstances they are
sufficiently valid to indicate broad patterns and trends. Tests of these
kinds can take time to administer, score, and analyze comprehensively, but
comprehensiveness is important to district and state planning, especially

if data are gathered only annually or biannually. Coming full circie,
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however, the same features that make these types of measures useful to
districts and larger education agencies generally 1imit their usefulness
for teachers and principals. Thus, two tiers of achievement testing,
largely distinct in their functions, are maintained in public schooling.
Both of these tiers could be used more fully than they now are as
information sources in school-wide decision making and planning for
instructional improvement. How? The data and analysis presented above

suggest two approaches that districts can follow: One approach is to build

from the inside out: to construct district tests that have the character-

istics of internal assessment tools -- the validity for local curricula,
suitability for routine classroom purposes, and immediate availablity that
appeal to teachers -- and at the same time provide consistent, reliable
data that can be aggregated in ways useful for school and district decision

making. The second approach is to build from the outside in: to analyze

information from externally mandated measures currently given in the dis-
trict and deliver it to schools at times and in formats that maximize its
utility in planning for curricular and instructional improvement.

These approaches are not mutually exclusive; both can be followed
simultaneocusly. But the effectiveness of either depends upon more than the
proper handling of testing and test scores. It also depends upon a
district system that structures and supports the use of testing information
in an on-going planning process -- systems of a type that are not widely
present in most districts today. On the whole, most districts do not rou-
tinely return test results to schools in ways that facilitate their use in

decision making. Admnistrators review scores for the faculty in most
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schools, but rarely on a periodic basis as part of routine procedures.
Follow-up to assure that teachers are giving attention to the content area,
skills, etc., that test scores indicate need emphasis is rarely routine
either. (See Table 4.) Survey data show that the majority of teachers are
instructed in how to administer tests and that they are informed about test
results. Yet it appears that few receive training in how to 1ink teaching
and testing or in how to use test results in improving instruction. (See
Table 5.)

These are only some very general indicators that not many districts
are closing the testing-instruction Jloop with systematic planning
mechanisms. They are supported, however, by fieldwork from both CSE pro-
jects. Furthermore, even though efforts of the kinds shown in Tables 4 and
5 are only the most elemental in a district testing-instructional decision
making 1inkage system, they can make a difference in how teachers view and
use testing. Analyses of survey data show that where there is more support
by district and school leaders for the use of test results in planning, and
where there is more staff development in assessment, teachers have a signi-
ficantly more positive view of testing and its uses and tend to treat the
results of district-objectives-based, standardized, and even minimum-compe-
tency tests as more important in instructional decision making. With this
in mind, let's examine some ways that districts can create successful links
between testing and planning for instructional improvement in their
schools.

Building Links From the Inside Out

Districts that follow this approach build outward from classroom

assessment needs to those of the school and districts. They also build
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Tahle 5

Percentages of Teachers Reporting Recent Participation in Staff Development

Secondary Secondary

Topic Elementary English Math

{1} How to administer tests required by
my state, district, and/or school 78 h4 46
{procedures to follow, etc.)

(2) Analysis and explanation of state,
district, or school test results 84 70 60

(3) How to tie what is taught more closely
to the skills, content covered on
required tests 50 37 25

(4) Training in the use of test results
to improve instruction 35 2l 19
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from what should be taught to what should be tested. First they construct
district curricula, then district tests to match.

Two of the districts studied closely by CSE's projects were especially
successful in taking this approach. Their slightly different testing-

instruction linkage systems are useful models for others.

The Central City Model *

Located in the rural midwest, Central City School District serves
about 5,000 students in seven elementary schools, three junior highs, and a
high school. It has a long history of innovation and commitment to curri-
culum development. It also has a group of teachers who pioneered use of
the high school's main-frame computers (originally purchased and used for
computer-assisted instruction) in the scoring and analysis of teacher-made
tests. These factors, and an energetic leader, joined in the creation of
Central City's system for linking test information with instructional
planning.

The test information. Each summer in recent years, the district has

sponsored curriculum development projects. But while the district initi-
ated, compensated, and guided, it was teachers who did the work. Several
representatives from the faculties of each school were selected by their

peers to participate.

*District names used in this paper are pseudonyms. Any resemblance
between these names and those of actual districts and communities is
unintended.
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Efforts began with the construction of an elementary-grade media (or
library) skilis module and continued through the development of complete
mathematics and social science curricula for the elementary grades. Later,
the mathematics curriculum was extended through grade 8 and work began on a
reading program. In each case, development was done unit by unit in
several stages. First, teachers decided on instructional objectives and
selected and/or wrote materials and learning activities for achieving
them. Then, pre-and post-tests referenced to the objectives of each
unit were designed and "mastery levels" for each objective were specified.
Units and accompanying tests were piloted the next year; objectives, mate-
rials, and test items were revised in 1ight of teachers' criticisms and
suggestions. Further revisions incorporating teachers' feedback were made
after the units went into general use in schools across the district.

Testing materials were designed such that all the unit tests could be
scored and analyzed by computer and returned to the teachers in a day or
two. Results came in the form of a set of easy-to-read sheets, one for
each student. The sheet listed each objective covered on the test, the
number of items that measured the particular objective, the number of these
items the student had correct and incorrect, and whether the number correct

I

equaled "mastery." At the top of each sheet appeared a paragraph that
described the types of errors the student had made and summarized the types
of difficulties the student seemed to be having with the skills or content
covered.

In mathematics, the district had selected a sample of items from the

unit tests and combined these to create mid-year and end-of-the-year
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summary measures given to students in all schools. Teachers recejved sum-
mary sheets of the type described above for these tests, too. (The dis-

trict was considering developing similar tests in other subject areas once
the process of curriculum and test-item revision was considered complete.)

A1l this applies to the lower grades, but similar developments had
begun in the high school mathematics department. These were initiated by
the teachers, who had worked toward common curricula and devising
computer-scored tests for various courses. In line with a general district
attitude, other departments were encouraged, but not required, to follow
this example.

The end results of the district-wide effort were several: (1) curri-
cula that were consistent across the district, that teachers were invested
in, and which teachers actually used; (2) a system of tests that fit the
curricula and provided timely information in a form appropriate for a vari-
ety of routine instructional decisions; and (3) a body of test information
that was valid and consistent from classroom to classroom and could thus be
aggregated and compared in school and district planning.

The structure of school decision making. Within the schools, these

test data came into play in two main ways. First, they were routinely used

by teams of teachers in regular "unit" meetings. Elementary-school "units"
included several teachers {(one of whom was chosen as unit leader) a clus-
ter of students across two or three grades, and occasionally an instruc-
tional aide. Students were often divided among unit teachers in different
groupings for different subjects based on their current level of achieve-

ment and rate of learning. (Some schools, however, tended to use the

self-contained classroom approach for most students).
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Unit teams met at Teast weekly during release time at the end of an

abbreviated school day. At the beginning of the year, they discussed
students' placement and planned instructional emphases and pacing. Later
on, they routinely examined students' progress, reviewed their placements,
re-evaluated and altered their teaching, and discussed individual learner's
problems and how best to address them. Data from district tests, as well
as other available information, were routinely examined as these matters
were considered. Unit meetings, then, were the primary setting for linking
test data with instructional decision making. (Where classrooms were self-

contained, teachers reported using the district tests individually, as well

as in unit meetings. And similar procedures were followed in the junior
high and high school math departments.)

A second use of district test data occurred periodically as principals
established school goals and agendas for school in-service activities.

District support systems. The linkage effort described above was

supported by the Central School District in a number of ways.

First, district leaders initiated and provided resources for the
curriculum-and-test development. They also gave release time for weekly
unit meetings in which test data are used for instructional planning.

Second, district administrative leaders provided staff development in
curriculum writing and test development. Originally, these semester-long,
weekly "courses" were led by professors from a state university. Later,
however, the district encouraged teachers to take over the classes: to
adapt them to be more practical and relevant and to serve as instructors.

Credit on the district's pay scale was given for participation in these
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classes. A district administrator also maintained close contact with the
nearby office of the local Intermediate Educational Agency (IEA). IEA help
was routinely sought in problems in test development and scoring-and-
analysis issues. The IEA also provided some staff development in
instruction.

Third, the district maintained media centers staffed by instructional
specialists in each school. Specialists helped unit teams and individual
teachers locate supplementary teaching materials to address learners'
needs. They also offered training in such areas as instructional diagnosis
and prescription.

Fourth, a district administrator worked with teacher committees in
piToting curriculum units and tests, eliciting teachers' critiques, and
revising objectives, materials, and test items.

It was this same administrator who encouraged continuing and broaden-

ing the use of the computer-scoring-and-test-analysis process.

The Shelter Grove Model

The Shelter Grove Unified School District is located in the
southwestern region of the country. Until three years ago, Shelter Grove
was an elementary school district. The recent merger has brought Shelter
Grove's enrollment to about 5,700. These students are distributed through
four elementary schools, two middle schools (grades 6-8), and a four-year
high school.

Shelter Grove's system for linking testing with instruction is similar
to Central City's in several ways. Yet it is different enough to be worth

description as a second "inside out" model.
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The test information. Like Central City, Shelter Grove administers

tests of several types. But those that have the greatest power to influ-
ence instruction in Shelter Grove schools are those developed by the dis-
trict and referenced to its continua (or sequences) of instructional objec-
tives in reading, mathematics, and writing (composition).

Shelter Grove initially contracted with a commercial firm which pro-
mised to write test items for district-selected objectives and to provide
computer printouts of scores. Introduced in the early 1970's, these tests
failed to win teacher support. Teachers complained that they were not
coordinated with anything that was taught, that they did not know what to
do with the results.

Teacher committees were appointed to try to revise test items. They
responded to the need for coordinating testing and curriculum by beginning
to work on a district-level continuum of objectives. From then on Shelter
Grove's experience paralleled the more recent history of Central City. By
the late 1970's, teacher committees had devised continua of objectives and
accompanying criterion-referenced tests for reading and math, as well as
similar tests for language arts. More recently, a district writing con-
tinuum was established.

Unlike the Central City materials, Shelter Grove's tests do not serve
as unit pre-tests or post-tests. And except in written composition, dis-
trict objectives are not accompanied by district-designed materials or
recommended learning activities. Rather, the continua are aligned with

commercial reading and math text series used district-wide.
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The district tests at the appropriate level were routinely adminis-
tered to students by classroom teachers at two or three points between
October and February. Scores were aggregated by the district's Testing
Coordinator for individual students, instructional groups, entire classes,
and the school. These profiles were sent to the schools in time for plan-
ning days that occur regularly at several points through the year.

In addition, proficiency tests composed of various segments of the
district's criterion-referenced tests were administered to children in
grades 4, 5 and 6 each year in April and May in accordance with state
requirements.

The structure of school decision making. District tests were rou-

tinely used in each elementary and middle school during planning days that
occur at several points in the school year. (The system has yet to be
introduced in the district's high school.) Two of these days were in
June. On the first, the program of the school was routinely evaluated by
the entire school staff looking at the group, classroom, and total school
scores. These sessions functioned as a needs assessment for the next
school year. On the second June planning day, individual teachers placed
students in appropriate learning groups for the coming year using the
test-result profiles on each student.

In September of each year, test information was updated; information
on students new to the district was added. In October, teachers met with
their principals to set learning goals -- benchmarks on the continuum that,
based upon past performance profiles, they expected the children in each

instructional group to meet.
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A mid-year evaluation took place each February. Summary reports on
current-year testing were run, distributed, and examined. Principals met
with teachers, as well as with the Superintendent and Assistant Superinten-
dent for Instruction, to discuss students' progress. Plans for modifying
the instructional program were made at this time. Then, in June, the cycle
began anew with reference to the again-updated test-score profiles.

Individual teachers also used criterion-referenced test information in
reporting to parents each October and again each spring. Report cards
listed continuum skills on one side and noted students' progress toward
each objective. And each May, letters were sent to the parents of children
who were two grade levels behind expected performance; special conferences
with these parents were also arranged.

District support systems. As was the case in Central City, a number

of district activities and programs helped to sustain the 1inking of test
data with instructional planning in Shelter Grove. In addition to the dis-
trict's leadership and resources in developing the instructional-objectives
continuua and criterion-referenced tests, these included the following.

The district maintained a Professional Development Program (PDP) that
provided teachers with the skills necessary to act upon the test results.
Coordinated by a full-time specialist, the PDP had evolved over time based
upon the Madeline Hunter orientation to teaching. Level One activities
{for all new teachers, aides, and substitutes} dealt with such basic teach-
ing skills as understanding goals and objectives, motivation and reinforce-
ment, and task analysis and diagnosis. Level Two activities {which were

not required but encouraged, and which many teachers took) extended those
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of Level One with emphasis on individualizing instruction. Strategies for
meeting affective needs using inquiry skills and teaching specific curri-
culum content were also covered. (Prior to the general implementation of
this PDP program, all principals had been required to take the Level One
course plus courses in clinical teacher supervision.)

PDP sessions require teachers to apply the skills taught back in their
own classroom, with supervision and feedback from the PDP coordinator.

Learning specialists conducted demonstration lessons, recommended
materials, conducted diagnoses of new students, and assisted teachers in
planning and placement when new criterion-referenced test scores arrived in
the schools. The learning specialists were considered master teachers, and
regutarly played an important role in helping teachers use test informa-
tion. They also functioned to communicate changes in the continuum or
changes in district policy to the faculty. With the PDP, learning special-
ists were perceived as critical supports to the district's linkage effort.

A Testing Advisory Committee composed of a principal and several
teachers continually updated and improved the district's tests in light of
teacher criticisms. This group also handled whatever administrative and
technical problems arose in testing, scoring, and reporting back results.

Ad hoc continuum revision committees made up of teachers and learning
specialists were paid during the summer to revise sections of the continua
as seemed appropriate.

In addition to these formal organizational features, a variety of
other networking activities (e.g., principal observations, learning specia-

lists' visits to classrooms, monthly meetings of a district communications
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council} helped district personnel work closely together in maintaining
1inks between test data and instructional planning in the Shelter Grove

schools.

Guidelines

The experiences of Central City and Shelter Grove, especially in
contrast to those of two other districts with similar but lTess successful
linkage systems, suggest a number of guidelines for other districts
interested in linking testing with instruction from the inside out.

1. Build curriculum and assessment measures together "in-house."

Administrators and teaching staff in both districts believed very
strongly in the district development process. They felt that it helped
assure teacher "ownership" and confidence in both curricula and tests;
these, in turn, seemed important as prerequisites to teacher use. Shelter
Grove's unhappy experience with tests built outside the district, even when
they were coordinated to district specifications, supports this wisdom.

2. Assure a close fit between test items and curricular objectives and
materials.

This can best be done by designing curriculum first and then the
tests, as was done in Central City and, ultimately, in Shelter Grove too.

Teachers are inclined to see district objectives-based or criterion-
referenced tests as a burdensome irrelevancy if this condition is not met.
New Branford, an urban district with 30,000 enrollment in the northeastern
United States, attempted to devise criterion-referenced tests keyed to its
district reading and math objectives. But when Test Use Project

researchers visited New Branford schools, they found that few teachers used
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them. Continuum objectives were intended to fit with the five or six math
and reading series used across the district. In fact, according to
teachers, they fit well with none. Thus, teachers continued to use the
tests included with these commercial series to get the information on
achievement they needed -- and they also had to give district tests to
comply with district requirements. But information from the latter was
rarely consulted, and teachers resented the requirement. For similar rea-
sons, Central City teachers neglected their district's objectives-based
reading tests, although they were generally enthusiastic about those in the
other subjects. Developed years earlier with little teacher participation,
and no accompanying curricutum materials, teachers complained that the
reading tests were not valid for the content of the two basal series used
in Central City.

3. Strive for maximum teacher involvement.

To help build curriculum and tests that teachers own and use,
teachers' participation in the development process must be more than nomi-
nal. Both Shelter Grove and Central City included many teachers on their
development committees; these teachers did the real work of constructing
the curricula {or continua) and the test items. Mechanisms were provided
that allowed all district teachers to offer feedback on a regular basis.
Their criticisms were taken seriously in the revision process.

In contrast, New Branford (mentioned just above) and Metro District
{another urban district studied by the CSE Test Use Project) had a small
number of teachers on district advisory committees as they constructed

continua of objectives and accompanying tests. These teachers did not
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participate in the actual development process; their presence was not
visible to district faculty; they had 1ittle impact on the results. And in
neither district did teachers feel the objectives or tests were completely
suitable. New Branford teachers' response has been described. Teachers'
response to Metro District's tests was quite mixed.

4, Make tests that cover the entire range of skills in the curriculum
and/or continuum of objectives.

The district tests of Central City and Shelter Grove included items
that assessed students' performance on skills and content from the most
elemental to the most advanced in the subject areas tested. Metro District
(enrollment over 100,000), in contrast, purchased tests for each grade
level in reading, math, and language arts that covered only the most simple
skills to be taught in the grade. In the economically disadvantaged neigh-
borhoods where more students had trouble with these skills, test results
did help teachers locate areas in which individuals and class groups needed
remediation. But in these schools, the tests also functioned to push the
actual curriculum in the direction of the most elemental skills. Teachers
and principals wanted students {(and their schools) to do well on the tests
each spring. Thus, they spent much time drilling and re-drilling children
on the simple skills tested. Simultaneously, they gave shorter shrift in
their teaching to other skills specified for the grade level, which were
included on the test. Elsewhere in the district, where students routinely
obtained 90 percent to 100 percent correct on the same tests, the tests
yielded 1ittle diagnostic or placement information for teachers.

One moral of these contrasting stories, then, is test what you want
teachers to teach, because teachers will place their teaching emphasis on

what you test.
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Several other "do's" and "don'ts" can be abstracted from the Central
City, Shelter Grove, and similar but less successful models. These, how-
ever, are equally pertinent to the "outside in" linkage approach discussed
next. Thus, they will be omitted here and mentioned in the concluding

summary.

Building Links From the Qutside In

Districts that follow this approach adapt information from externally
mandated tests to suit schools' planning needs. In so doing, they support
school-Tevel planning structures and procedures, just as districts taking
the inside cut path do.

The testing-instruction linkage systems of two districts that followed
the outside in approach are described below. They provide very different,

but equally instructive models.

The St. John Model

The St. John School District covers a wide geographic area of suburban
and semi-rural municipalities in a Western state. 1Its 72 schools serve
between 40 and 50 thousand students in grades K-12.

Linking testing with instructional planning began in St. John during
the mid-1970's when the state legislature enacted a program intended to
stimulate planning for school improvement at local school sites. Participa-
tion in the program was voluntary, but over the years most St. John elemen-
tary schools, along with two of its junior high schools and one high

school, elected to participate. The district encouraged this involvement;
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in turn, schools' participation occasioned district efforts to provide test
data for use in local site planning.

The test information. Long before the advent of the state-sponsored

school improvement program, St. John School District had required adminis-
tration of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. Students were tested each
January in grades 2-6. The purposes this information had served previously
are not germane here. But once numerous St. John schools joined the state
program, test data became especially important for them. Guidelines for
the state school-improvement planning process required that in establishing
improvement plans schools specify: (1) the "existing level of performance"
in a particular area, (2) the "needed program changes or additions," (3)
improvement objectives, and (4) activities to measure these objectives.
Major activities to be undertaken in order to achieve the objectives also
had to be described, along with budgets and other improvement-program
features. But the four reguirements enumerated here were those that called
for "hard data" such as test results.

It seemed reasonable to use ITBS results in developing these improve-
ment plans, yet district administrators realized that these came back from
the test publisher in a form that was cumbersome. Computer printouts
presented the results for each sub-test area for each grade for each year
on a separate page. Principals and teachers found these reports compli-
cated as well as overwhelming in size. Consequently, the district under-
took development of what it now calls the Academic Performance Profile

{APP).
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In summary, the APP gave each district elementary school an annual
overview of its ITBS test results for all years and all grades for a par-
ticular subtest (e.g., reading comprehension, math concepts, etc.} on a
single page. This reduces fifty pages of computer printout to approxi-
mately six ordinary 8l/2 by 11 inch pages.

In addition, the APP simplified the format in which the information
appeared. Simple graphs were devised to visually display : (1) the scores
of student groups as they moved through the grades (1982 first graders as
second graders in 1983, etc.}; (2) the performance at various grade levels
in various years {the fourth grade in 1981, 1982, 1983, etc.}; and (3) the
gains (indicated in terms of grade-level growth) realized from one year to
the next for the various grade levels (the gains made from second grade in
1982 to third grade in 1983). Two simple tables on each page (i.e., for
each sub-test) supplemented the three line graphs.

Since the state program guidelines also call for annual needs assess-
ment, the St. John District also created survey questionnaires for staff,
parents, and students. These solicited respondents' perceptions of the
effectiveness of the schools' various programs, as well as their percep-
tions of how strong the need is to improve in the same areas. Each school
can add up to 20 questions to those common across the district. Surveys
are administered annually in the spring of each year. The district's
evaluation office tabulates those for each school and returns their results
in a concise form.

The structure of school decision making. The state's school improve-

ment program mandated the creation of a School Planning Council (SPC) in
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each participating school. SPC members had to include the principal and
representatives of the teachers, other school staff, parents and other
community members, and (at the secondary level) students. This group was
assigned central responsibility for establishing needs, goals, and activi-
ties for school improvement, as well as allocating the state program funds
provided to the school for improvement activities.

However, St. John's district evaluation specialists elaborated on
these state requirements. They urged their schools to also create

"component committees," smaller groups (including SPC members and others)
who were charged with planning for improvement in particular areas -- in
subject areas, in school environment, in human relations, in staff develop-
ment, etc.

Component committees review the ITBS/APP summary forms, survey re-
sults, and other information. They specify and document needs, set objec-
tives, and develop school and classroom activities to realize them. They
also state how achievement of the objectives will be evaluated and propose
a8 budget suitable for their plan. In a next step, various component com-
mittees present their particular plans to the School Planning Council. The
SPC accepts or suggests changes in each improvement-plan component and
makes decisions regarding final allocation of state program dollars among
the various components. The SPC also monitors impltementation of the plan
through the coming school year.

While plans were routinely developed for a three-year period, revi-

sions were made each spring based on information gathered during the cur-

rent school year. Thus, school improvement planning was an annual process
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centered in the spring. But implementation in classrooms and SPC monitor-
ing recurred throughout each school year.

Interviews with participants and observation of planning meetings
indicated that test data (and survey results) were used in deciding upon
and substantiating needs, specifying objectives, evaluating implementation,
and revising the plans. SPC members also referred to this information in
making and justifying budgetary decisions.

District support systems. The St. John School District supported its

testing-instruction linkage system in many of the same ways that Shelter
Grove and Central City supported their quite different ones.

Staff development in the organization and process of planning, includ-
ing the use of the APP test summaries, was conducted for 600 district per-
sonnel during their first year in the state program. Others received this
introductory training as they entered the program. Furthermore, teachers,
principals, and parents agreed that the regular availability of the dis-
tricts' two evaluation specialists was a key to the program's maintenance.
They routinely provided staff development and answered ad hoc guestions
regarding planning and test-data use.

St. John also maintained a comprehensive staff-development program in
instructional techniques. This was a major factor in facilitating the

realization of school plans.

The Bayview Model
Bayview is a community of 100,000, and is located about 50 miles from

a major Western metropolitan area. The Bayview Unified School District's
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sixteen elementary schools, four junior highs, and three senior highs
enrcll 14,000 students.

Bayview's six-year-old effort at testing-instructional linkage was
more diffuse than that in most of the other school districts visited by CSE
researchers. Interest in testing and evaluation was relatively new, and
many in the district were skeptical of their value. Nonetheless, the need
to comply with externally mandated testing programs stimulated a small
group of district administrators to try to make greater local use of them.
Only one of these uses wiil be discussed here. It offers an example of
"outside in" testing-instruction linkage that is quite different from the
St. John School District's.

The test information. Three different achievement testing programs

figured in the Bayview linkage endeavor to be described here. The first of
these was the State Assessment Program (SAP}. This half-hour test was
administered each spring to students in grades 3, 6, and 10 in accordance
with state requirements. The test was devised by the state and referenced
to objectives common to many state-approved text series. Items were matrix
sampled; not every student was asked to respond to identical questions.
Thus, data for individual students were not reported. Results focused on
grade level and school patterns.

A second test used by Bayview was the norm-referenced, standardized
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS). The district had just begun to
reguire this test in all schools for grades 1-9 when CSE fieldwork was
conducted. Formerly, it had been given only in schools with Title I {(now

Chapter 1) compensatory education programs.
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The district's proficiency (or minimum competency) testing program was
also used in testing-instruction linkage. Forms for grades 5, 9, 10, and
11 had been developed with the help of consultants to meet the state's
mandate. These measures covered reading, writing, and mathematics skills
deemed essential for life coping. The current forms of the test were
introduced in 1978.

The decision-making structure. The data from these three tests were

brought to bear on instructional planning in several ways by Bayview dis-
trict leaders. Chiefly, however, they had begun to use the three test pro-
grams mentioned above as content for staff development course work in task
analysis and diagnostic-prescriptive teaching.

District leaders had won grant funds from the state to create a
Professional Development Center (PDC). The primary focus of the PDC's
program was the continuing development of effective teaching strategies. A
Teacher Center funded by a federal grant augmented the PDC. Curriculum
development and the translation of educational research for practical,
instructional applications were the central thrusts of the Teacher Center's
program. The very presence of these two centers testified to Bayview's
emphasis on teaching-effectiveness skills. In addition, principals were
required to attend workshops dealing with supervision, and these focused on
the elements of effective teaching.

It was in the context of increasing external test mandates and the
emphasis on staff development that Bayview's linkage system began to take
shape. From the perspective of District leaders, Bayview teachers and

principals were avoiding facing the issues raised by the District's
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relatively poor performance on the external measures. In response, said the

Director of Staff Development:
We [at the central office] tried to model a problem-solving
way of looking at it so principals could do similarly in
their schools. The Director of Instruction worked with
principals in the way he wanted them to work with teachers.
Also, we asked teachers if they were addressing areas of the
test. They said they were. When we observed, we found
teachers had difficulty defining the skills to be taught as
well as diagnosing for these skills. As a result, we built
task analysis cycles into our Professional Development
Center programs focusing on the low scoring skill areas
identified by the State Assessment Program.

The district's cadre of leaders began by training principals to ex-
amine SAP (and later the other tests) to see what specific skills they
assessed. Once these were identified, the next step was for principals and
their faculties to examine school curricula in order to determine whether
these skills were being taught and if so at what grades and with what em-
phasis. Staff development provided principals, and later teachers, with
the information and techniques they needed to do this.

This was taking place with varying degrees of thoroughness in dif-
ferent Bayview schools when CSE's Evaluation Design Project staff made its
several visits. At the same time, areas of curricular and instructional
weakness district-wide had been identified by district administrators.
These areas were then targeted for sessions on diagnostic-prescriptive
teaching and other instructional skills.

Analysis of test results also suggested areas for emphasis in the
development of continua. Citing the impact of proficiency-test skill and
score analysis, for example, the Bayview Coordinator of Curriculum said:

The proficiency exam has helped the district focus on

curriculum... [We learned that] in math we teach computation
but the test tests applications through story problems.
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Thus, in the Bayview Unified School District, task analysis of tested
skills served as the basis for a comprehensive examination of the dis-
trict's curricula and suggested areas of curricular weakness. Simultane-

ously, analysis of test results led to the identification of teaching weak-

nesses. Links between testing and instruction were generated through the
development of district-wide objectives and in Professional Development

Center and Teacher Center programs.

Guidelines

The St. John and Bayview districts had put in place very different
kinds of systems for 1inking the results of externally mandated testing
with instructional planning in their schools. Nevertheless, it is possible
to abstract a number of guidelines from their "outside in" models. Other
districts would be well advised to bear these in mind should they follow
similar approaches.

1. Make test score data comprehensible for teachers and principals.

Providing test results in a format that facilitates their use is obvi-
ously a key to testing-instruction linkage. That professional educators
working in the schools can be bewildered and intimidated by reports of
scores from externally mandated measures was clear in Test Use Project
fieldwork (cited early on in this paper). It was equally apparent in the
early experiences of district administrators in both Bayview and St. John.
The latter addressed this problem by translating the scores into succinct,
easy-to-read, relevant tables and graphs. Bayview dealt with it by

teaching principals and teachers to dissect the tests and test results.
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2. Train teachers and principals to use test scores as diagnostic tools.

As noted near the outset of this paper, the results of externally man-
dated tests are commonly used in a brief and casual way to get a general,
comparative reading on group performance. The essence of their use in the
St. John and Bayview systems was diagnostic. They played a role in identi-
fying patterns of strength and weakness in particular content areas and
skills. They served to stimulate questions such as "Why are we scoring as
we are scoring in this area?" and "How can we improve?" Diagnostic uses
are not routine in most schools. Simply presenting test scores in clear,
readable format does not mean that they will occur. Teachers need teaching
and practice in hypothesizing the different factors that underlie test per-
formance. They need instruction and help in abstracting meaning from
scores. Survey findings suggest that most districts do not provide this.
In different ways, both St. John and Bayview did.

3. Expect that results of externally mandated tests will serve as only one

source of information in planning and decision making.

Wisely, neither Bayview's cadre of Teaders nor St. John's district
evaluation specialists tried to make test results the sole basis for edu-
cational decisions. Human values and priorities do and should influence
decisions about what objectives to pursue in school improvement or to build
into district continua. The day-to-day experiences with students and ob-
servations of their work that teachers and principals rely upon so heavily
are hardly irrelevant in making instructional decisions. These factors
were routinely accepted, along with test data, as bases for decision making

by St. John administrators as they assisted School Planning Councils and
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reviewed their plans. Bayview's Coordinator of Staff Development, too,
recognized that test data needed to be examined in light of other factors.
"When we see through our task analysis and curriculum review what we are
and are not teaching, the next step is to ask, 'Do we or don't we want to
teach this? How important is it for our students.'"

Data from externally mandated tests can serve to identify problems, to
support or disconfirm experience-based judgments, and to stimulate ques-
tions. They can be used to justify or rationalize decisions that have
already been made. But as the separate experiences of St. John (recall
their needs assessment questionnaires} and Bayview (recall their juxtapo-
sition of multiple measures to district curricula) indicate, test data in
themselves are only one important source of information for educational

planning.

Summary and Conclusions

CSE's national survey and its fieldwork in two research projects
suggest that both testing that is internal to the school and that which is
externally mandated can be used more fully in systematic educational deci-
sion making. Districts can build a curriculum and tests that can serve
teachers’ routine classroom needs and simultaneously provide consistent,
reliable, and valid data for school and district decision making. Dis-
tricts can also capitalize upon data from externally mandated testing by
adapting it to local needs. No single approach or model will be appro-
priate to every setting. But whether a district chooses to pursue linkage
from the inside out or from the outside in, there are several factors that

will be necessary for success.
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One of these is district leadership. 1In each district studied by CSE,
there was an individual or a small group in the district office -- idea
champions and supporters -- who were vitally interested in using test data
in instructional planning and decision making. CSE's national test use
survey substantiates that such leaders make a difference in school-level
uses of test information.

A second element in district success is an organizational arrangement
-- a setting and set of procedures -- for decision making. In Central City
schools there were the weekly meetings of unit teams; in St. John, regular
sessions of the School Planning Councils. Shelter Grove held its princi-
pal-teacher planning days in June, October, and February each year. In
Bayview, the locus of linkage was staff development workshops, continuum-
building committees, and regular school faculty meetings. These organiza-
tional arrangements motivated and structured the use of test results by
creating (1) real needs for information, and (2) procedures by which the
implications of test-score patterns could be discussed and acted upon.
None of the field study districts with successful linkage systems simply
offered schools test data and left their use to chance.

Third, each of the districts managed testing and/or test results such
that they increased the marginal utility of test information for teachers
and principals. Teachers routinely receive data on student achievement as
they watch their students in class, review their assignments, and grade
classroom tests. These data are immediate, rich, and compelling. So too
is the information principals regularly gather as they talk with staff and

visit their classrooms. To be equally useful and compelling, external test
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information must add "something new" to what teachers and principals
already know. Each of the four models described above did this. Central
City's computer-scoring-and-analysis system for unit tests summarized indi-
vidual students' mastery of objectives, as well as their errors and weak-
nesses. Shelter Grove compiled data on the progress of individuals and
instructional groupings toward benchmark goals. St. John's Academic Per-
formance Profiles charted year-to-year trends and annual gains. Bayview's
task analysis projects based on tested skills and test scores helped to
reveal why and how students' performance was what it was. In each case,
test data were configured in ways that told teachers and principals
something more than "your students are doing well in this and not so well
in that" -- which is information teachers and principals typically feel
they already have.

A fourth and final element in successful district linkage is the
maintenance of on-going resource and support systems. In the districts
studied, these centered in the area of staff development: <training in test
development and use, training in how to realize instructional goals derived
from test information, or both. Frequently, too, instructional support
staff -- learning specialists, media specialists, evaluation specialists --
were routinely available to provide help and answer questions. Support
also took the form of adaptability and flexibility on the part of district
administrators. Clear channels were open for Central City and Shelter
Grove teachers to participate in the development of and criticize the qua-
1ity of district curriculum and tests. St. John's evaluation specialists

revised district needs-assessment surveys in light of teachers' feedback;
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Tocal schools could add survey items suitable to their particular con-
cerns. Bayview district leaders showed patience and understanding in
encouraging principals and teachers to take a "problem-solving approach" to
low test scores. And of course, each district supported its testing-
instructional linkage system with release time and other resources.

The models and guidelines suggested here will not answer all the ques-
tions and concerns school districts will encounter as they work to Tink
testing and instruction in systematic ways. But they do indicate produc-
tive directions to the more efficient use of testing and the improvement of

education planning in American schools.
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