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. ‘The process of developing a _
testing/evaluation/instruction management subsystem that will be .
uniquely suited to the specific situation of a given district ' :
requires a decision to use a strategy for instructional change i
which data from testing and evaluation would play a major role.
Considerations that might go into such a decision involve some of the
elements of an analytic framework specified by Bank and Williams . ‘
(1981). Major questions are:\ (1) whether a e C e~
testing/evaluation/instruction management strategy is worth the : -
effort; (2) what opportunities and constraints are posed by the
‘relevant environments and how will these environménts shdpe the
strategy; (3) what ideas related to testing and evaluation run
consistently through the district; and (4) what effect would these

. ideas have on strategy choice and implementation. Further ' .
considerations are the operational elements necessary to implement a T
management subsystem, the formal and informal structures that will
serve as coordinating mechanisms to make testing and evaluation
useful to teachers, and the impact of the subsystem on instruction.
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The 1ntent of the Eva]uat1on Des1gn Proaect conducted at, the
Center for the Study of Evaluatfon, w1th Adrlanne Bank and Richard '
C. Williams -as co-directors, was to examine a small sub-set of_ex1stjng
district po]ic;es, procedures, and programs that appear to contribute
to systemat1c-use of eva]uatlon and test1ng for educat1ona1 1mprovement
It was expected that the proaect,by address1ng 1tse1f to the influences
on and the concerns of schoo] and d1str1ct personnel, wou]d be in a
: pos1t1on tQ/make suggestions for other d1str1cts gu1dance |
" Through' an extensive nomination procedure, six districts were iden-
‘t1f1ed whose adm1n1strators c1a1med their d1str1ct was attempt1ng to
use test scores or eva]uat1on data as a gu1de to reV1sing one or more
aspects of the1r 1nstruct1ona1 act1v1t1es Dur1ng subsequeht interviews
with distr1ct and.@choo1 personne] in each of the d1str1cts, we found a
variety of pract1ces that di tr1cts used to Tink test1ng and eva]uat1on
_ with instruction. We found that the spechic_pract1cesad1ffered from dis-
_\\ﬁizz» trict to district,asvdid the dfstricts' intraorgénizatidné]4structunes |
"~ and the séquence in_which_theirﬂmanagement sqbsystem 11nking testing and
eva1uation'evo1ved ' | | |
< | : In the d1str1cts we\v1s1ted we saw pract1ces that can be- roughly

group/? 1nto three conf1gurat1ons These cqnf1gurat1ons w111 be referred

to as strategies and are fu]]y descr1bed in the paper Schoo] D1str1ct (
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: ¥ . L . . '
_ jﬂanagement Strategies to Link Testﬁng with Instructional Change (Bank,
, ' 1981) We=do not meah that these three are the on]y possible strateg1es nor

§ .

" that the d1str1cts sét out to. create a system to 1mp1ement a part1cu1ar

strategy.

Py

1. An instructiona]Ty—ghiented, objectivesQBased strategy.”

This district adopted tructureﬂ djagnostic/prescriptive
. g i . 1teaching’suppor d by a distriet—wide scope and‘sequence

~outline of bbjectives, a criterion'referenced testing system.‘LA

cont1nuous1y updated and» ater1a1s cross- referenced to the .

{ ' objectives and to the tests.

2 2. A personnel oriented staff development strategy

Great school- to—schgo] var1ah\J1ty and the 11ke11hood that
pr1nc1pa1 and teach1ng staffs wdu]d remain stab]e 1nf1uenced

at 1east one of the districts to adopt a personne1-or1ented staff
deveiopment strategy as a key to datavbased instructional thahge.
Their assumption was that teaEhers thehse]ves made the major
differénce in student 1earn1ng and: that data about’ dech1ts

in student ach1evementx§hou1d determine the content of staff

deve]opment courses

. '3. A building- or1entedgpgpb1em so1v1ng strategy Schoo]s 1n this

district, for reasons of ethnicity, gquraphy,and tradition, re-

L

presented distinct"e organizational entities. The district

affs and parents should together identify

-felt that school

i - : their‘prohTem and deyise sq1ut?ons using testing and eva]uation

IS

data..
co*
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Although the term strategy‘wi11 bring to mind direction and
purd%se,we found that most, d1str1cts we v1s1ted had not made a plan
or.a b]uepr1nt prior to tak1ng the act1ons that seemed to result.in a
strategy what\they d1d evo]ved out of events, 1nterests of peop]e,
effects of the environment. At some po1nt in time, these activities
were conceptua]1zed>or reconceptua11zed so that future act1v1t1es |
could be Just1f1ed or made p]aus1b]e.~ At that po1nt, and- for some dis-
tricts, what eou1d_be Ca]]ed'a-strategy emerged. - . .

A wide range of reasons inf]uencgdlQur'si%“districts to do what
they did to-use data td influence instructiona] decisidns. Clearly the
1mmed1aty of state or federal mandates and funds was one factor. Obvious'
shortcomings in studen¢ skills in some’ cases, 1nterna1 pressures w1th1h

~

part1cu1ar district offices,or the special 1nterests of individuals in

~ »
positions of power: on the Board or w1th1n the d1str1ct pr%'1ded the im-
petus D1str1cts seemed to be, in this manner, adJust1ng and accommo-

dat1ng - in the P1agetean sense of the phrase - to»the,var1ous inputs and

demands made upon,them.

A]though ‘what we described above was the pattern we most 6ften
fouﬂd we suggest ‘that it is poss1b1e for leaders in districts to visualize
and shape a management strategy in a way that is more proact1ve for
subsequent activities. It shou]d be poss1b1e for leaders to understand
many bf the constraints and 1nf1uences active on and w1th1n the district

and then take reasonable steps to move in an instructional change direction.

‘If we be]ieve'pubiic schools should be seeking'instructiona1'change thereby

improving student learning, and if we believe testing and eva1uation can
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contribute to this change, we shou]d}ciarify, as best we can, the

-ﬂ.prdcess-of developing a testing/eva]uatiQn/instruction management sub-

system that will be uniquely suited to the specific sitdation of a
given district. o
' In this paper we will,deal with some, of the consideratibns'that might

go. 1ntb a decision to use a strategy for instruc 16na1 change in which

. data from testing and evaluation wcu]d play a maJor roie\ We w111 use,

4
as organizers, gome of the elements of an. ana]ytic framework specified

'by Bank and W1111ams (1981). i There are certain things these e]ements
can do and _other. things that they cannot do. They can help us think
about the district as ah organization embedded in and‘responsive to its

‘ environment. They can bring attention to ideas, operations and mechanisms1
atready in p]ace An analysis using these elements can make the dec1s1on—
making process somewhaf'iess uncertain. Such ana1y51s will raise but .
not answer our questions ~The decision to deve]op a management strategy
and the specifics of that strategy must be unique to. ad strict and not.
acqu1red as a shelf-item from other districts. While it is true that many ‘:

tdistrictssharecommon characteristics, in no two districts is the gbm-\//~
bination and arrangement of characteristics theﬁsame_ k

Commitmént to develop a strategy for managing data based 1nstruct10na1

change will lead district personne] into a mu]titude of decisions and

considerations of comp]ex‘issues Since effort beyond that requ1redT
'l‘

simply to maintain the status,quo is needed a firstvmaJor question

might be: IS SUCH A T/E/I MANAGEMENT STRATE@Y WORTH THE EFFORT? The

&
answer to that general question may be forthcoming from answers to more

specific’q§estions.

, =1
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- as. s1ze, its socio-economic, poI1t1caI or re11g1ons organ1zat1on his-

‘m1ght heIp to answer the more ‘general forego1ng quest1on

° are administrators, teachefs, and parents satisfied with what the

'districts' schools %re doing in relation to student learning?

o

" do, these individuals see a gai between what‘the schools are

“doing and what it would be, poss1b1e 50 do? - -

o

jaéw ° do these 1nd1v1duaIs be11eve that educat1ona1 Ieadersh1p requires

&~

, act}v1sm and a_constant search for better aIternat1ves?

o

do thesé 1nd1v1duaIs be11eve that more effect1ve 1nstruct1dn
can come, at least in part, as a result of exam1n1ng the pre-

sent performance of students on tests or th¥ present performance
| —— Y .

of programsaas 1nd1cated by evaIuat1ons?

a 3

- A

- A sec¢ond quest1on, concerned w1th relevant environments,

m1ght be WHAT ARE THE OPPORTUNITIES AND THE CQNSTRAINTS Pd&ED BY THE
ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH THE DISTRICT ORGANIZATION IS EMBEDﬂEﬁ7 HOW WILL
"THESE ENVIRONMENTS SHAPE THE MANAGEMENT STRATEGY’

Relevant environments include factors externa] to the district or-
ganiiation but which act upon its Geographic factors such as the exis-

tence of schooﬂs 1soIated or cIustered together\\commun1ty factorse such
4

-
toric factors such as' its past trad1t1on or reputat1on and its expecta-
S
‘tions for the tdture Such factors. in the env1ronment can heIp or h1nder

data- based /pstruct1ona1 change Answers to th!“spec1f1c questions below
°  how have testingjand evaluation resulits been historjcally used

_ir\this district? R o




T ° do parents and members of the district eommunitytusua11y share
the -belief that test results reflect the learning of students
¢ * :

and that the district has respopsibility for inegeasing that -

o learning through instruction? .
N ' ° what specific instances are there of «this belief? _Isqit shared
. “ 4 , ~ N - .
by all parents? : » o . St *
. ’ N . ¢ : - .. N
\ ° what are the external pressures and 1ncent1ves to use test1ng and
LIS P R S
eva]uat1on results to 1mprove instruction? have there been federa] "
. \ ‘ K3 . . ] . . . > ‘
“or court .mandates? how strong a pressure has the media, through. . L
) . - X v . ..
N f its critical appraisal of the public school system, puton the
district?’, .® v o B . R
. _ ‘ . . . B . -

~° what is“the attitude of the opinfon'1eaders 1n:the community to-
_ wards the issue'bf:more}etfjcteney:tn the schools and how suppor-

‘tive would they be in the .event that the district commits itself
b to a strategy for improvement? ” o .
- ,J ° geographically, what is the organizatidn of the schooTs“with-i

E - : in the dtstnic ? are the same issues being considered at the'f'
;. h‘ o [ diﬁf!!ent schdols or are the issges\and piob]ems differentrat
£ . . each school site? ’ |
| | A third general question might be related to igggs, an element in EEN

‘sthe'framework‘that refers to ideas specific to testing, evaluation, and in-

///truct1on and how-: they 1nteract w1th one another; also 1nc1uded wou]d L
be.those 1deas specific to the management of the subsystem 11nk1ng test- ‘

,1ngQand evaTuation with instruction: - WHAT IDEAS RELATED TO.TESTING AND \\\<\

bl . .
A ’ , -
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BVALUATION RUN'CONSISTENTLY THROUGH THE DISTRICT AND wa NOULD»THEY AFFECT.

-

CHOICE AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A STRATEGY FOR INSTRUCTZONAL IMPROVEMENT7

Are there ideas that converge to a commpon vision va1ued by members _fyﬂ
) A
of the staff, members of the commun1ty,and parents7 Grouﬁ\members have

1magés of themse]ves and agree on the way in’ *which they perce1ve the ‘
wor1d, based on common exper1ence values, and be11efs Future‘act1on
_is go1ng to be based on those ideas that members of groups share. It -
/

i X 1% 1mportant therefore, to probe 1n‘the content and direction of}these '

.ideas. : ‘\ : 4
® what ideas do the teaching staff have about testing and evaluation

-

! - thét wou]d_support'or undermine the effort to use data generated by

.both for instructional improvement? - B
‘4 . : . P » ~
o° what 'proport]'on of the staff would expeMy or threat

regarding the use of test results to diagnose’deficits in the -
S . instructional process? .
T ° what proport1on of the staff wou]d be4w1111ng to undergo tra1n1ng in-

new sR111s and behaviors necessary to estabT1sh the test, evaluation,

and 1nstruct1on 11nk{
° what proport1on of individuals, ngembers of the commun1ty, parents,
media peop?err wou]d be w1111ng to part1c1pate in. the effort?

‘ -

is there a. cr1t1ca1 mass or tota] number of individuals w1th1n

c\?

) the staff, members of the ommun1ty,and parents that are genu1ne1y

> T concerned over the issue of 1nstruct1ona1 improvement and wou]d

be support1ve‘of measures taken in that direction? . \

. , 5 does this 'eritical mass! see the propOsed action as appropriate

;. ' L . and adequate, that it will move the schools- in the d;rection of the
C target and that the benef1ts will outweigh’ the costs? -

- v & »
@ . L
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;ﬁihﬁ to what extent are those %n leadership Rositigns. able to create
h'_ b a common'vision that is valued by many members and a sense of
urgency, of needing todtake‘indtiatﬁve and;action? _
° are there 'idea champiOns',that‘cou]d_imbue thefstaff uith‘imo;ove—b
‘ment fervor? what is the persona]‘sty]e of. those individua]s, -
' \asset to
the strategy under cons1derat1on7 B a o

* what makes them important’ and how could they become an

t]

Another major question could be posed in relation to those berationa]
elements that" are to be included in the management subsystem, such as,
‘testing, eva]uat1on, 1nstYuct1on, curr1cu1um, superv1s1on, staff deve]opment,
budget, personnei, media: WHAT IS THE EXTENT,AND KINDVOF EXPERT FUNCTIONS_

" NECESSARY-TO SUCCESSFULLY IMPLEMENT A pAth;BASEQ'iNSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT

-\

" " PROGRAM? , | s . |
° \he uch and whz}4gind of technical knowledge is avaiTab]e with-

in d1str1ct\un1 s or at the schoo] site? how can those resources

3

"

F ng]y 1nf1uence teachers' decisions about. the content ~ 4

- .oi insthuctio‘ how do these‘factors relate to %heﬁfindinQS_from_ ) .r;.
o - .test1ng programs7 ] - : . - ‘ %
* % how might ‘staff development activities dea] with st1ng and eva]uat1on,, '
espec1a11y with the1r 11nkages to 1nstruct1on? who would be pre- ¢
(. 4? pared to conduct tra1n1ng in the development of appropr1ate tests,

1nterpretat1on of the 1nformat10n they generate,and the use of

the information for diagnostitsand prescriptive purpbses?

. . M . : - -
) * . ‘ .
. . N ' . f
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“ what. effects does the current testing progran have on the curr1cu1um

and how de these effects d1ffer from the eff cts expected if a -

4

S - - 11nkage system were estab11shed? how m1ght th]s 11nkage shape
. » + - .
the curriculum? o k ' - L
. , , : ‘ _
' “ ., what financial resources are available. in the form of’ money,

| serv1ces,or%kater1a]s ahd what gu1de11nes and procedures are re-

quired for their use? what strings are attached to the funds?

what k1nd or support from the media san be counted upon and how

wou]d this suppo(t\he]p the effort?

\;;/;7 The e1ement of. coord1nat1ng4mechan1sms refers to both forma] and

.1nforma1 Structures that funct1on to maximize staff comm1tment to, and staff

communication -about data 6ased 1nstruct1o al change (hﬁ§nmaor quest1on
o then would be: How CAN THE ORGANIZED UNI$§/KRP LEVELS WITHIN THE' DISTRICT

- " AND THE ROLES.OF DIFFERENT ACTORS BE CONNECTED SO AS TO PLACE TESTING AND
B * EVALUATION ACTIVITIES INMA POSITION. TO ASSIST TEACHERS? More specific o
C , qUEStions might include. T L L | v.- R

. ‘ ° howlmight the informatjon generated by testing and evaluation reach.
] . o ) _ .

the different groups and-ip what form2"who.woulg_make use of -
this information? . _ : ‘ | .. W,

y . . A : ) ,. vt
° is there comp]exity in the Organization of the-district such that’
o

add1t1ona1 demands made by the change effort would be difficult o X o
f/ v to’cope with? would{::oblems such -as schedu11ng, limited personned . __i ) @
staff’turn—over reduce the 1ikelihood of carrying the change through? S

° what has the test1ng and eva]uat1on branch of the d1str1ct a]reqﬁ;

da_done that has tru]y 1nf1uenced 1nstruct1on7 how do the eva]uat1on ‘

- staff now re]ate to the staff of other branches and to the teach1ng

3
4 ‘ . ) - (44‘
‘ » ! v NS . . ) .
° . . ' A . . . . -
.. " .‘ ’ ' " C N ’
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and.@dhinistrativeystaffs at each school site? does theevaluation
'branch staff have the skill to work effectively with diverse viewsy

ha

opinions, and values? - o o g
° do d1fferent groups within the d1str1ct communicate their meanings
and 1ntent1ons cIearIy, use appropr1ate dec1s1on—mak1ng methods,
and involve a wide range of appropr1ate persons in the decision-
- making process?

The last element in the framework, impact, includes the ways in
which the management subsystem might affect instrgction,Whethef that
effect is Intended or unintegded "The major‘questions then become:
NHAT ARE THE DESIRED EFFECTS OF LINKING TESTING. AND EVALUATION PROCEDURES
TO THE INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED AT THE SCﬁbOL? WHICH GROUPS
DO WE HOPE TO IMPAQT? WHAT MIGHT CONSTITUTE'OBSERVABLE OUTCOMES? WHAT
HARMFUL CONSEQUENCES SHOULD WE TRY TOIANTICIPATE AND AVOID? Specific
questions might 1ncIude . R f S | -

° ‘what 1nstruct1ona1 1mpr?vements would be considered sat1sf9htony

in relation to the effort made? how would this instructional im-

‘provement be measured? are there short and long range goals to

be attaihed?

° which groups might experiencé impact as a result oflthehmanagemeht
strategy? how wogld impact differ from group to group? what

~would each.gkoup be expected to do as a result?

| ®how wogId ideas and attitudes related to testing and evaluation
change as a resuIt of the 1ntervent1on?

Summary.- The purpose of th1s paper was to suggest to educators: contem= .

plating a strategy for data based instructional change questions that might

o

| /
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assist their thinking about the process. - Data generated by tests
and'evaluation may be able to provide a sound basis for the management
of the instructional system but such use requires‘a complex series of

technologies and understandings.

[
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