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ABSTRACT e
Some of the major findings of CSE's (Center for the

Study of Evaiuat:on) Test Use in Schoois Project are synthes:zed and

to answer quest:ons about the _kinds of tests teachers administer in
their classrooms; the kinds of information teachers need from tests
to make decisions about their students;_ and how teachers use test
information to make decisions. Data collected during the study are
described and interpreted from the standpoint of teachers' routine
assessment needs and practices. The classroom teacher ié seen as a
assessment information to d1agnose, prescribe, and monitor
instruction. The tests teachers use most frequently are those that
fit their practical circumstances: formal and informal measures they
themselves constriuct or seek out for the information they provide;

and curriculum embedded tests that come W1th commercial or district

materials. Policy implications germane to the develcpment of testing

programs are presented and features of a testing system that could be

directly useful to teachers are described:. (LC)
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In This Issue : ::
Some of the major findings of CSE’s Test Use in Schools

; conducted between 1979 through 1982, incorporated

tieldwork and survey techniques to answer such questions

as: what kinds of tests and other assessment devices do

formation do teachers need from the tests and other de-
vices they use to make decisions about their students?

how do teachers use the information as they rnake these
decisions?
_.._.Don Dorr-Bremme; a Senior Research Associate at
CSE, provides answers to these and related questions. He

describes the data collected during the study and inter-
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broader applications that may be intended, can pe directly
useful for teachers as they go about the business of pro-
viding instruction and finding out how well their students
have learned.
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Introduction

In the 1980's; testing issues_confront educational policy-

ment in schoal achievement testing is_enormous, and the
amount and variety of testing continueas to grow. Public ac-

countability demands, mandates for minimum competency

or proficiency testing, evaluation requirements for govern-

defining increased responsibilities for public schools are
only some of the factors that have fueled widespread

debate about the nature and purposes of testing in the
schools. .

The quality_of available tests has become a matter of
controversy (CSE, 1979; The Huron Institute, 1978). Critics
have indicted. the validity of tests.and attacked them as
biased (Cabello, in press, Perrone, 1978). They have decried
the arbitrariness of current testing practices (Baker; 1978),
accused testing of narrowing the curriculum, and gues-
tioned the value of today's tests for the changing functions
of American education (Tyler, 1977). Professional and ad-
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teacher’s. organization, for example; cailed for a morato-

rium on the use of standardized tests.

In response to these challenges; advocates of testing
have asserted that tests can and do serve a variety of im-
portant purposes. They have maintained that achievement
testing promotes high standards for learning; facilitates
more accurate placement decisions, yields information for

the improvement of carriculum and instraction, and helps
the public hold schools accountabie.

But as_testing_has_proliferated and controversy has
grown, little empirical information has been available on
the assessment of student achievement as it is actually

r
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significantly in educators’ judgments ¢ of students scholas-

tic competence (e.g:, Cicouorel & Kitsuse; 1963; Erickson &
Shultz, 1982; Léiter, 1974, Rist, 1970). But studies such as

these have offered onIy brlef ghmpses of teachers reason-

ally? How do teachers thirk and reason about assessung
their students' learning? Such questiorns as these have

gone largely unaddressed.
Ini this context, the Center for the Study of Evaluation's
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(CSE) Test Use in Schools Project has begun to provide
basic, new information on classroom achievement assess-

ment across the Un|ted States Thrs artucIe draws upon

interpretive summary of some practices and kinds of rea-
soning which teachers routinely employ as they evaluate

their students' achievement in the basic skills. First, how-
ever, the research itself will be brietly reviewed:

An Overwew of the Test Use m Schools Project

data analysis still. unaerway), CSE's test use research pro-
ceeded from broad definitions of test and testing. It encom-
passed a w:de range of types of formal assessment mea

; and teacher-con-
structed tests, Less formal measures. for,géygine,éjudéhj
achievement, such as teachers' observations of and inter-
actions with learners, were included as well. Within this

inquiry focused on achuevemen' assess-

broad domain;

matics as carried out.in public schools at the upper-

elementary and high school levels.

During the project's first.year of exploration and pian-
ning, comprehenslve semi-structured interviews were con-
ducted |n nlne schoots three each in three school drstrrcts

country. The districts_and the elementary and secondary
schools visited varied in size and demographic setting:

Each of the interviews lasted about an hour and_ tocused

on assessment practices and oses of test resalts in the
basic skills subjects mentioned above. Included among

the interview respondents were 44 classroom teachers (22
elementary and 22 secondary), as well as principals, depart-

ment chairpersons; counselors; and instructional special-
ists. THeir remdrks were tape recorded, transcribed, and
coded usung lnductrvely developed categorues

CSE study of testing and. test use {Yeh, 1978) were reana-
lyzed. These data were gathered by self-administered ques-
tionnaires in 19 schools in five California school districts;

some 256 teachers in grades K-6 responded:
A literature review acc0mpan|ed the two eproratory re-

search efforts in the pro;ect s first year.

urban rural locaIe and geographic reglon of the country
From within these districts, size permitting, two

eilementary and two high schoois were randomly chosen

using a procedare that facilitated (where possrble) in-

populatlons Frnally, in each of these schools prtncrpals
received directions for iéﬁ,d@'fﬁ'fv;dﬁr,éwi,hg f@i!r,te?ibhers,fbﬁr

elicited detailed. information on individual and. school
assessment practices as well d@s on related contextual and

attrLudlnaI data T

desired 2,000 respondents y Tocorrect for differential rates
by stratification sampling cells and to approximate a na-



tionalty representative distribution of respondents,
weightings were applied in all analyses: :

_ Finally; whiie the first two years_of the project focused
on testing practices and the oses 2f assessment results;
the third year concentrated on_testing costs. Case study
research produced portraits. of the direct and indirect
costs of basic skills testing in two school districts {one

large and urban; another small and suburban), including
detailed descriptions of the testing costs in one elemen:

tary. school within each district..
Major findings from the Test Use in Schools Prolect are

tazar

addition to the Yeh (1978) study cited earlier;

Morrison and others (1980) have presented the main
themes identified in the review of test use literature: Major
findings of the exploratory, tirst year intérviews have been
discussed by Barry; et al: (1881): Burry; et al. (1982) and

Herman and Dorr-Bremme {1983) have described and

analyzed some of the earIy sorvey resuits And the case
(1983).

This article elaborates on these earIy pro;ect reports by
synthesizing and inter;
of Yeh's {1978) dat3,
terviews; and from the national survey. It draws on con-
cepts from ethnomethodology (Garfinkel, 1967; Mehan &
Wood, 1975) and from sociological studies of professional
groups to describe and anaiyze how teachers routinely
think about and carry out the assessment of student
achievement:

The Fih”dih'gs How Teachers Routinely Think

and Act in Assessing Student Achievement

How do teachers routinely think and act in assessmg stu-
dent achievement? In answer to that question, the'findings

of the CSE Test Use Pro;ect suggest that teachers think
and act both as practical reasoners and decision makers

and ds clinicians. That is, as they go aboat the business of

determining how the students in their class(es) are doing
academicatly

e They orient their assessment activities_to the practi-
cal tasks thiey have to accomplish in their everyday
routines and do so in light of the practical contingen-
cies and exigencies that they face on the_ job: .

And as they do, they make sense of students’ aca-

demic performances C|In|Cd]|y They take into acount
all the “data"” at hand ‘“in this particular situation.’
Then they interpret that data based on what "every-
one"” who is a member of the world of educational
practice knows about what things mean and how
things work in classrooms.
That teachers do think and act in these ways when they
are carrying out student assessment is evident in the fol-
towing Test Use Project findings

the functions that are

suiis as serwng most heav: v
most central to teaching-as-practiced.

In the on-site interviews, teachers were able to de-
scribe W|th minimal constramts ‘how they use'dfteﬁst results
purposes they most frequently cited were those that con-
stitute their most essential, roatine work: deciding what to
teach and how to teach it to students of different achieve-

ment ievels “keeping track of how students are progress
their teaching; and evaluating and grading students on
their performance (see Table 1). Clearly, these are the day-
to-day routines of teaching..

Less frequently, respondents merntioned usmg assess-

Table 1
Types of Tests and the Uses of Théir Resu/ts (Interview Data)
(Cells show the number of times the 44 interViewed teachers freely cited each use for gach type of test)

TEST TYPES G° ,6\6 I
&P & o
I 8 S O
Uses <
Planning Instruction 13 10 3
Referral/Placement i1 0 0
Within Classroom Grouping 4 18 5
& Individual Placement
Holding Students Accountable 0 3 0
for Work; Discipline
Assigning Grades 1 17 1
Monitoring Students Progress 0 14 4
Counseling & Guiding Students 3 0 2
Informing Parents 0 0 1
Repcrting to District Officials, 0 1 2
School Board; etc:
Comparing Groups of Students 1 0 1
Schools, etc. . ) )
Certitying Minimurn Competency 0 0 0
Total Use 7 33 63 19
Explicit Statements of Non-use 10 0 0
TOTAL CITATIONS 43 63 19
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ment resuits In_deciding to reier students who need

special instraction and to counsel, advise, and direct sto-

dents. These are important teaching responsibilities, but

ones tnat serve to sgpport or facilitate more basic instruc-

tional work.
Use of teSr resolls |n soch tasks as comparlng groups

school and disirist organlzatlonal hlerarchy were rarely
mentioned by teachers. "hese uses of test results are not

in themselves unimportu~.. The reporting of scores to the
school board, for instance, may be of considerable mo-

ment for superintendents or even princinals. Comparing
achievement across classrooms or schools is of central
concern to district adminisirators and program coordina-

tors: And these reports and comparisons may ultimately

atfect teachers' daily protessional lives. It is not that these

activities are inherently triviat; then; that makes them non-
salient for teachers; it is their remoteness from teach~rs’
routine tasks that makes them so.

{2) The means of assessment on which most ,tedchers

rely most heavily are . those which facilitate the
accomplishment of their routine activities under the

exigencies they face.
Reanalysis of data from the earlier CSE test use study

(Yeh 1978) found amOng 256 elementary school teachers
teacher-made tests flgoréa more heavily than others, in
teachers’ classroom decision-making. The reanalysis also

discovered that for assessrng sto.2nt progress teachers
relied heavily on interartions with and observations of

students.

ings: The 44 teachers interviewed volunteered (collectrvely)
351 uses for nine types of assessment techniques. {Again,
refer to Table 1) They reported more uses (101) and more
kinds uf uses for their own, self-constructed tests and
major. assrgnments e g essays. reports, etc than 10r

teacher-developed strategres—peer evaluatlons oral e exer

cises, conferences with stadents; consuitations with stu-
dents' former teachers, etc.—were mentioned next most

.reqoently (74 times); followed by curr/cu/um embedded

school districts (63.times). Furthermore, for schools in
each of the three districts studied, the aforementioned
lypes of assessment were those in which students spent
the greatest proportion of their total assessment time.
National survey results dramatically confirmed the gen-

grality of Yeh's (1978) and the project’s first-year, fieldwork
findings_for_both elementary and_secondary tea'ghers

Teachers were asked to rate irformation from varioas

sources (tests and others) as crucial, important, somewhat

lmporlant onlmportant o5 not avarlable for conductrng

survey. respondent reporred that "“my own observations
and students' classwurk’'' was a crucigl or important

source of information. (See Tables 2 and 3.) The great

majority ofreispondents also indicated that the results of
the tests they themselves developed also tigured as

Table 2

E/ementary Teacher Uses of Assessment Information for Different Decrsron maklng Purposes

(Percentages of teachers suweyed reporhng use of this information as crucial or lmportant for the specmed parpose)

Planning Teaching Initial Grouning Changing a Student

or Placement of from One Group or

ai Beginning of

School Year Studernts ) C'u"r'ri'c'u'liji"ri to Another quq Grages
Source/Kind of Information Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math Readlng Math )
Previous teachers’ commants, 57 52 62 55 X % % %
reports, grades
Students’ standardized test scores 57 54 57 52 55 53 17 i
Students’ scores on district con- 51 47 50 45 45 39 20 18
tinuum or minimum competency
tests
My previous teaching experience 94 94 X X X X X X
Results of tests inciuded with X X 78 67 83 82 75 77
curriculum being used
Results of other special X X 61 56 X X X X
placement tests
Results of special tests developed X % X X 5€ 52 42 42
or chosen by my school
Results of tests | make up X X 80 86 78 85 92 95
My own observations and students’ % % 96 97 98 99 98 98
classroom work
Evaluation Comment — Page 4
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Table 3

High School Teac/;er Uses of Z‘ssessment Informat/on for D/Herent Decrsron makmg Purposes
{Percentages of teachers surveyed reportir 3 useé of this information as crucial or importart for the specrfled purpose)

-~ at Begmmng of

School ‘fear
Source/Kmd of Informatror Eaglish  Math
Previous teachers' comments, 28 29
reports, grades
Stidents' standardized test scores 47 29
Studen's’ scores on district con- 48 30
tnuum Sr minimum competency
tesis
My previous teachirg experience 99 97
Resuits of tests inciuded with X X
curriculum being used
Results of other special X X
placement tests
Results of special tests developed % X
or chosen by my school
Results of tests | make up % X
My own obser.ations and students’ X X

clrissroom work

crucial or important in these same deC|srons And many

elementary school teachers also resoonded that the “re

percentages of teachers rated the other types of informa-
tion listed as crucial and important in carrying out any of

the three activities,

Looking over all these frndmgs it is evident that the
types. of assessrnent that most teachers_rely upon most
heavily have threes characteristics in common:

» Immediate accessibility: teachers can give them
when they choose and see the results promptlly.

« Proximity between their intended purposes and
_ teachers’ practical ictivities.

e Consonance, from teachers' perspectives, between
ttie content they cover and the content taught.

Each of these features responds to the exigencies of
teachers’ practical circumstances.

Teachers must accomplish their instructional work—
|n|t|al planning, dlstrrbutlng students teaching, continued

planning; evaluating—within temporat structure to

tlme
teachers and their_students mU,S,t,,‘,‘pngre,é,é;ff
Jackson, 1968;

presses;
decisions most often cannot wait (cf.
Sarason, 1971; Smith & Geoffrey, 1968).

Q

or Place.ment of

Daciding on

Students' Report

trom On. Group or

Students Curriculum to Anothar Card Grades
Engtrsh Math Englrsh Math English Math
34 40 X X X X
49 30 62 39 12 8
47 36 53 36 9 5
X x x x x x
45 35 358 a3 a3 31
42 26 x X X x
X x 50 31 28 34
87 7 92 91 99 99
99 93 99 97 99 95

Not orily is teaching time rapidty moving, it is also very

work and the third- year costs study were asked to detarl
the trme they spent on varrous jOb related activities in a

gated, eilementary teachers estimates averaged 357 hours

a year spent outside the classroom;. or aboaut nine hours
each week during the school year. High school teachers, on

the average,; seemed to be spending 600 hours a vear, or
about 15 hours a week on jropﬂrferlateg 1§§KS,,Q!!!Slde the
|s con-

that are |mmed|ately accessible—that can be employed at
the appropriate moment in the flow of on- gorng instruc-

bility and concern. The decisions that they make matter; in
varying degrees to students’ educational futares and Itfe

testrty tc the social
pressures that bear upon teachers That teachers recog-

rize these pressures and strive to act with consonant con-
cern and effort is evident (e.g., Lortie, 1975). Thus, teachers

use assessment techniques that.in their perspective accu-
rately measure what has becn taught, that measure the

effects of the instruction that they believe they have given.
And in response to both time and 2ccountability demanc's,

as weII asto thetr own concern W|th asSessmg accurate Y

rodtine activities that they, as classroom teachers; must
accomplish.

Evaluation Comment — Page 5
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cal one. That is, teachers tend to i'se and consult theﬁrfe
sults of whatever measures are present in the setting and
purportedly relevant for the purposes at hand. If such a
test is unavailable and a practical reed is peLcerved for
one, teachers feel competent to construct it. The appro-
prlateness of these proceddrest contlnuatly reaffirmed

“rafiexively”” (Mehan & Wood, 1975, p. 8ff.} in the recurrent

interactional activities of everyone involved in the world of
schooling.

Throughoat the interviews conducted in the first_and

third years of research, teacher commerits on the technical
properties of tests were; with only a handful of exceptions,
notably absent. Routinely present were remarks which took

for granted the technical adequacy of tests and,

simultanecusly. treated their practical features as matters

of primary interest. Thus, both the reanalysis of Yeh's (1978)
data and the fieldwork found. that teachers frequently use
whatever tests come with their curricutum for placement in
that curricalum: Slmllarly, they most often employ self-

constructed and curriculum-embedded unit tests for

assessing performance on _a unit and (uitimately) for
grading students Trie exploratory on-site visits also
discovered heavy use bv ‘astructional specialists {remedial
reading teachers, teachers of the learning disabled; etc:) of
readxly avarlable normed dragnostlc testc e.g., the Sucher-

Inventory of Basic Skills, for diagnosing individual learning
problems and developmg inaividualized programs.. That
such tests were iabeled as appropriate for use in these
tasks led to their use in accomplishing these tasks. And
simultaneously and reftexively, their use in accomplishing

these tasks reaffirmed the apn- oprrateness of the|r Iabels

most—teacher-made tests and assignments.. curriculum-
embedded tests and especially the phenomenological data

And in their use of these means of evaluating student
achievement, as well as in their selection of particular
measures, teachers reveal themselves as practical rea-
soners and decision makers in their everyday professional

lives.

(3) When test results are difterentiaily important forr

teachers, their importance varies with their re-

round the task at hand.

As Tables 2 and 3 display, teachers rarely find_stan-
dardized test results important in deciding on stodents’

report card grades Substantially greater proportions of
teachers, however, report that they do give these test re-
cults important consideration when it comes to planning

their teaching at the beginning of the year. Standardized
test scores aiso figure as crucial or important for many
teachers as they go about the business of distributing and
re-assigning students to instructional groups and curricula.

In the context of grading, standardized tests have char-
acteristics that are exactly t! e opposite of thiose assess-

ment results that mast teachers rily on. most heavily. The
classroom teachers interviewed, for instance, complained

'This is not to suggest that the educaters in question never
abandoned one test in favor of another. But when they did so, it

appeared to be on practical grounds, i.e., when it was perceived
that the test recurrently “didn't work" for accomplishing the task

that had to be done.

that standardized test scores for their _current classies)
arrived in their hands too late in the school year to be of any
gse. In many cases, teachers never got them for the present
yedr's studerits; their results arrived the following fall. Many
interviewees aiso noted that the scores provided little

diagnostic mtormatron others pornted out that the content
of such tests overlapped only partially with what they were
teaching. As they are asually scheduied and employed.
then. standardized tests /ack imtnediacy of accessibility.

Their purposes are not perceived as proximal to teachers’
everyday tasks. (As one respondent put it, “they're for

comparlson rot diagnosis of my kids" weaknesses and
strengths™.} And maiiy teachers perceived a poor fit
between what they teach and what standardized tests

cover.
Nevertheless, in the context of another activity, more

teachers find results of standardized tests oseful.. At the
beginning of the year, teachers can drop into the office and

check the standardized test scores of their new class(es) as

they plan_what to_teach and how to pace their teaching

through the opening weeks of the year or semester. And

where standardized tests scores are reported on the class

rosters that teachers receive at the beginning of the new -
year, some teachers interviewed said that they skimmed the
scores; noted those that deviated s..arply from_most other
scores on the list, tHen visited counselors to check on the

placement of the students in question, Thus, depending on
the context—i.e., on the dctivity at hand and the range of

information ava//able-—the scores of a given type of test

may or may not meet teachers' practical needs. In those
contexts where they do, teachers take them into account. In

those contexts where they do not. teachers generaily

disregard them.

~The pornts made rn the . foregomg d|scuss|on add

soner and decrsron maker

the work that constltutes day-to-day teaching— tracking
students’ prog-ess through anits; adjosting instroctizn to
fit on-going achievement, assigning grades, etc. But when
practical circumstances allow and occasional practical
needs arise, teachers do treat standardized test results
as lmportant information: Thus; viewe~ from within “the
world _known in common and taken for granted” bv

teachers; teachers' demeanor toward a 4 actions regard-
ing standardized test scores make prac- cal sense:.

(4) Teachers' expl cit comments or. tests and test/ng
orient to the routine tasks and practical circum-

stances of tzaching.
The above evidence substantiating the concept of the

teacher as practical reasoner and decision maker.is based
on what teachers say that they do in using tests. A slightly

different form of evidence —what teachers report that they
believe and think—ratities the same concept. In the field-

work mtervrews teachers remarks repeatedly caIIed atten

ible; that are consonant with the material taught, and that
produce results that are of valiie in light of the routine

tacks they canfront everyd-y. rhe following quotations arc
||Iustrat|ve of these pomts

valuable information there progress and growth. But
we get thé score the last week of §C hooI

based tests) can reaIIy be used with those kids that
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need help. It toes a better job of identifying students
and student needs . .. | can now sdy ‘the kid needs to
work on.objectives 2.3, 5.and 9. . .
* | don't tee! we need to test, test, test; but if the
information is scmething. | can_use to prescribe in-
struction, then | den't really mind giving it:
¢ in math, you know, it's a_good idea to _keep them

(tests) in my class: As long as testing stays in math
class it seems like it fits in, ‘cause tests are part of
taklng math:

* In my class, | like to use the criterion- referenced
tests of basic skills. The tests are geared to certain
basic skills the book's developing—vocabulary, spell-
ing. and wr|t|ng . o

¢ | don't use (the dlstrlct reading tests) unless there
who usually does a good ]Ob completely bombed:
Then I'll do something about that, try to find some
extra work to go over it:

The orientation to assessment “for all practical pur-
poses’ that emerges in these fieldwork interview remarks
also appeared.in the reanalysis of Yeh's l1978) data. There,
on a five point rating scale where 5 = “very important,”
teachers rated the following conslderatrons for selecting
tests as hlgh test material is similar.to what [ presented

te>t IS slmple to adm.mster aridlor score (x = 4 2) These

terns of teachers’ concerns and actions as reported

throughout this section.

Finally, a slightiy different dimension of teachers’ prac-
tical orientation to assessment appears in survey re-
sponses to attitude questions, On the survey question-
naires, large majorities of both eiementary grade t€achers
{73°5) and high school English and mathematics teachers
(80°5 and 93°5, respectlvely)agreed that “tésting motivates

my students to study

often use the results cf various_types of assessment
technigues collectively in a '‘clinical’’ way:

The on-site interviews indicated that teachers most of-
ten consider the resilts of several types of assessment
techniques in carrying out a particular_task. Of the 351
instances in which teachers imterviewed cited their uses
for particular test scores and other assessment results, in

237 cases the score and results were used as one of many

information sources (see Tabte 4). Reanalysis of Yeh's

(1978) research dlscovered the same phenomenon In both

teachfsrs often revise decmons made on the basis of test

scores in light ot their ongomg experience with children in

the classroom: Other research reports similar patterns of
action by teachers (e.g., Airasian, 1979; Cicourel & Kitsose,
1963; Leiter; 1974; Salmon- Cox, 1980 Shumsky & Menhan,

1974).

Once again, the results of the national survey substan-

tiate these earlier findings. This is indicated in the distribu-

tion of survey responses to those questions that asked
teachers to report on the |mportance of_diiferent types of
assessment _information. (Refer to Tables 5 and 6.)

Extremely high proportions of both elementary and sec-
ondary teachers reported giving at least sorme importance

to each type of information listed under three of the deci-
sion-making activities previously discussed: initial plan-

ning; initial grouping and placing of students for instruc-
tion, and reassignment of studerits to different groupings

and curricula. One need not examine the response pat-

terris of individual teachers; then; to ascertain that. the

vast majority of them take a wide variety of kKinds oi as-
sessment information into account in making each ot
these three types of instructional decisions. A glance at

Table 7 shows more: Not only do survey respondents indi-

cate that they consult several sourcns of information on

students achievemnent in making a partrcular |nstruct|ona|
sessment technxques give them crucial and/or important
mformatron for that decrsron

their dec|S|ons prlmarlly on one Kina of assessment infor-
mation. then iook to others merely for confirmation or the
sake of form. Rather, they appear to weigh various kinds of
data on student achievement collectively and to make

sense of what it ‘means more-or- less hollstrcally If th|s |s

SOC|olog|st Homans (1950) long ago pointed out:
Clinical science is what a doctor uses at h|s patrent S

bedside. There, the doctor cannot afford to leave out of
account anythrnin the patieni's condition that he can

see or test . . . 't may be the cll-e to the complex In

of what he calls the “clunlcal mentality.” Notihg with

Hon ans that the aim of the clinical practitioner *'is not

kriowledge but action;” Friedson goes on to point out that
the clinician

the absence of incontro-
skeptical of hims his

vertible evidence or be skeptlcal of himself,
experience, his work and its fruit:

Table 4
Overall Patterns of Assessment
Results Use: Interview Data

Functional Importance

Sole Source of  One of
Information  Several Major
Consulted Sources
Instances _ 8 6
Mentioned by - 18 - ,,6,5,
44 Teécrieis 5.1%) (18.5%)

Q

5

One of  Verifi-
‘Many cation Not
Soirces Source Used Total
237 10 21 351
67.5%) (2:8%) (6:0%) (100 %)
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Table 5

Percentages of Elementary Tcacher Respondents Indicating Use of Inform.tion as

“Somewhat important;” “important,” or “€rucial’ for Each Task

Planning Teaching o ) Changing a Student _ Deciding on
at Beginning of Initial Grouping  from One Group or Students’ Report
o School Year.. . _of Studentsf_ Ql}mculumJILA'_'v_f__nmhe_h_wt Jiardﬁmde&ﬁ _Card Grades
Source/Kind of Information
Previous teachers' comments, 93 75 % X
reports, grades
Students' standardized test scores 92 91 89 43
Students’ _scores on district con- 92 9t 90 55
tinuum or minimum competency
tests
My previous teaching experience 100 X X X
Results of tests included with % 98 97 93
curriculum being used
Results of other special X 96 x %
ptacement tests
ests de ' X 96 81

Resu.ts ot specral tests de\eloper‘ X

Resuits of tests | mai:2 up

My owh observations and students’ X
classroom work

99 100 100

Thus Frredson contmues ‘the clinician is prone mtqmerto s You can't count on a score on one test too heavily.
trust his own personal f/rst hand experience” (c.f.; Becker; The k|d could be srck or trred or Just not te=|mg up to
et al., 1961) and to be “particularistic,” emphasnzlng the ~ doing it that

uniqueness of individual casss, The clinical rationaiity;

¢ t
then, “is particularized and technical. it is a method ”ot | U,“ibgr,S,Qf,,Q!D?[[@§QQ&Q§O!S,V,OLC,Qd,?gUI,V,aJ?nJ,ODJDLQn,S,
sorting_the enormous. mass of concrete data confrr..!'..g
[the practitioner] in individual cases' (Friedson, 970, Similar reasoning appeared when teachers’ opinions of
171). ' p- the factors which can influence test scores were elicited in
— t
This same mentality is evident in teachers’ roJtine re- %f'; sevdeenod”lftorr;rtr?nt 'gb\;ﬁeg(wgg?é que_,s“rzg??r']rﬁuznucdg
liance upon and primary trist in their personal, interactive P 'g 9
experience with children in the classroom. as well as in on tesi scores), among the factcr s for which teachers rated
p infltience as 3.0 or higher ivere the following: students’
their tendency to lreat many types of assessment data as tes.-takig skilis (X = 4.4); test directions, content,; format,
equally relevant. The clinical mentality is also evident in h”lsmal. gharacterls ics, student motivation (X = 4.3)
many interviewees' explanations of why the results of cne- p T
unusual circumr.stances—specia! activities; distractions (X
test or one type of test—or even of tests in general—can- = 4:2); and parent interest (X = 3.0). Teachers' belief that
trusted withou T_oeh gty el E L L IEe AL = M e e BElEL S
not be trusted without reference to everyday evidence. partrqu,laﬁrrstfrcﬁ featuras of the test, the testing situation,

« | don'trely heavily on z iot of the test scores becaase and the stodents can and do mediate test results and their
| find that...some students are test takers and appropriate interpretation is reflected again here.

others are not some students can handle the
are capable of more than the test scores show.

» | hate to say it, but I'd say about a third of these stu-
dents don‘t give it their best shot. They feel there's
nothing in it for them. There's no grade for it; there's

no use for lt—so they don t care

'rh'é'n',t, .1 may get more Q,utof them by what I'm te"
ing them and trying to motivate them to do bstter
than they’'ve ever done before.

e
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tiona! practice. tnen, is that studsnts vary as test takers
and that a variety of Situational factors can influence stu
dents’ test performance. Better. then, to rely on a variety of

soarces of information—especially one's day-to-day, first-
hand observations of and interactions with the individual
across a variety of recurrent performance settings in the
classroomi—and to make sense of all the data at hand “in
this situation’ in light of one's practical knowledge and

ofie's clinical experierice? or so teachers apppear to
reason.

Summary

_ Avar.ety of routine tasks constitutes the world of teach-
ing as-practiced: Teachers must accomplish these tasks in
a contex: characterized by recurrent time limits, others’
aemands for high performance and accountability at those
dedalines. and téachers' own concerns with providing ef-

fective and appropriate instruction. These featares of the
world of teaching-as-practiced impinge upon teachers’
testing practices and test use. Teachers' reasoning and

decision making about assessment and its uses are struc-
tured by and orierited to their practical circumstances.
The purposes for which teachers use assessment re-
sults most often are those inherent in the most central
activities of teaching as_it is practiced: determining whai
to teach and:how to teach it in general and to various class
members in pariicular, détermining from day to day
whethier what they teach is being learned and adjusting in-
struction as riecessary to be sure it is; and giving students
grades so that they and their parents will know how they
are doing. The role of the teacher includes other; optional
tasks and responsibilities. But especially inview of the cur-

rent ethos of meetirfig individual learners’ needs; the cen-
tral activities cited above are the essential, constitutive

activities of classroom teaching. For those purposes. |ess

intimately connected with the central work of teaching,

Table 6

Percentages of High School T eacher Respondents Indicating Use of information ¢s

at Beginning of

_ —School Yeé_;_

Source/Kind of Information

Prévious teactiers’ comments. 71
reports; grades

Students’ standardized test scores 77

Students’ scores on district con- 78
tinuurm or minimum competericy
tests

My previous teaching experience 100

Resuits nt tests included with X
curricutuii oeing nood

Results of other special X
p'arement tests

Results of special tests developed ,ox

_or zhosen by my school

R3sults of tests | niake up X

My own obe ~rvations and students’ %
classrnoom work

*Perhaps the data and the @nalysis presented here explain why an
overwheiming pércentage of teacher survey resnondents, at both
the elementary and secondary leveis, agree that minimum cor.-
petency tests should be required of all students for promoticn at

certain grade levels or for high school graduation (in Agreement:
elementary teachers, 58%; liigh school English and math
teachers, B&% an« 90% respectively), while simultaneously
agreeing that teachers shoula not _be heid accountable for stu-

dents’ scores on miliimam cor - 2tency or standardized achieve-
ment tests. (Agreeing that teachers should.nol te helc account:
able: 75% of the elementary school teacher respondents and
61% of both hign school English and high school math teachers.j

| SN
oy

Q : A

__of Students

Changing a Student  Deciding on
from One Group or  Students’ Repor
Curriculum to Another _ Card Gradss

75 X X

76 86 24
78 83 26

83 87 68

97 98 100
99 100 99

use of assessmient results seems to occar less_irequently.
Action, in the “world known in_common and taken for
granted’ by teachers, is oriented to and constrained by the
organiza‘ional features cf daily classroom teaching.

Thz tests teachers use most frequently are those that

come with commercial or district materials. These are im-
mediately 1cu2scible, proximal in intended purpose to the

tasks teac 1ers must accomplish, and content-consonant

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 7

Pe-centages of Teachers Who Report Considering Many Types of Assessment Information
Criticallimportant for Given Activities

Number of Sources of Information 4
Given in Question on Survey

Number of Sources Detined as “Many" 3
for Purposes of This Analysis
Proportion of Elementary Teachers
Who Indicated That at Least This o
Many Sources Functioned as Critical 50%
and/or Important for the Given Activity

Propmtton of High School Teachers

Planning Teaching Initial Grouping Bsciding on
at_Beginning of or Placement Changing Grouping Report Card
School Year of Students or Placement ~ Grades
7 6 6
4 4 4
71% 62% 40%
47%, 49% 20%

Who Indicated That at te-st This o
Many Sources Functioned as Critical 33%
and/or Important for the @iven Activity

with the material tauént The farther Een]éved from these

~ The way in which teachers use tests icllows from their
prac'tcal understandungs of the scenl(, features" of their

context and that meny “readings'' of student achievement
are better than few: Thas; they ‘most often use result rrrrrr

purposes Their immediate; recumng expenence with chil-
dren often overrides sccres from paper-and-pencil
instruments..

Teachers’ comments about tests and testing confirm
their orientation to the practical business of getting every-
day tasks done in time and done well. They speak of the
need to diagnose, prescribe; and assess efficiently and ac-
carately: They talk of the need for test directions and
formats that are clear. And they comment practically

about the need to consider “egtenuatlng circumstances,”
to_pass on information “‘which is meaningful to

everybody;"" and the like:
Some Implications for Local Policy and Practice

If testing programs are to be wseful for teachers and
used in classrooms, they must take into account teachers’

rout|ne thlnkmg and practu.es m assessnng students

(schools, school districts; etc) have been calted ‘loosely

coupled systems” (c.f., Deal, 1979; Meyer & Rowan
Montjoy & O'Toole, 1979). Schoollng |n the Unlted States

has been d‘??,‘-’,',',be,d,,,as """
industty" (D

Weatherly & Llpsky, 1977) These similes call attentnon to
the relative autonomy of the classroom teac‘her tn a mult'

rarticipants at nach leve! have interests and concerns that

Evaluation Comment — Page 10
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onIy partlally o erIap, anty sometimes counmde In such a
uystem

imposed from the top down; not when it is generated from
the bottom up, but whean it is platined and implemerted
conjointly by participants at ail ievels (Berman & Mc-

taoghiin; 1978).
Conjointly planned programs should incorporate

features which are important to teachers: Ouar resalts indi-
cate that teachers favor tests (hat are:

(1) proximal to the everyday instructional tasks
teachers need to accomplish: planning their teach-

|ng diagnosing students'’ learning needs, momtonng

light of students’ progr ss; and tnformtng parents
~and others about how students are dotn

(3 /mmed/ate/y accessible to teachers, so that teac hers
can give them to students when the time seemis

__. appropriate and have results availabie promptly;

(4) deslgned to mciude a variety of performarice "‘con-
texts," i.e., ditterent types of response formats and
tasks:

_Many districts’ {and schools’) testing btbgkanis fail to

tional time is taken Up in testing, but there are few con-
comitant benetfits for teachers or students. In other cases,

districts (and sometimes schools) hope to meet the above

criteria by developing sets of tests oriented to local curri-

cular objectives: But the Test Use Project’s interviews and

fieldwork indicate that in many cases_these_objectives-

based tests only seem to meet the criteria listed above:
Thus, the experience of one district studied by the project
may f.rovide a useful example of how those criteria can be

met.
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A case in point. The mid- western dtstrlct in questron
tenrollment about 5 000) d|d not have vast resources

stantial numbers. (And at the elementary !evej ,they,j\njefre
the leaders of cross-grade-level teaching teams—leaders
chosen by their colleagues.) .

The emphasis in these recarrent prolects was on curri-
cular objectives and instructional materials. An effort was

made to select ob|ect|ves and desrgn materlals that

each curriculum—tests that met teachers routine
teaching needs. Thus, the curricular packages included

9,”,90?, yearreyrew tests or “finals.” These tests were also
revised in response to teachers’ criticisms during the de-
velopment process, which included as a final step asing
the curricula and tests in schoois throughout the district
on a pilot basis for a year:

~ _The tests themselves were designed to be computer
scored and analyzed, using compuiers that the district had

originally purchased for computer-assisted instruction in

the hlgrh schoo| Teachers gave the tests at tlmes tney felt

the analyzed results within a day or two. The resuits them-
selves came in the form of a set of sheets, one for each
student. The sheet iisted (1) each objectlvethetestcovered
{2) tHe number of items tnat assessed performance on

each objective; and (3) the number of items that the student
passed and missed on each objective. At the top of the
sheet was a paragraph listing the main types of errors that

the student had made and stating just what problems the

srsr ot the cuesnons rmssed and the. incorrect items
chosen.

Teac'iers reported that thcy and their colleagues rou-
tinely used these tests. And interview response patterns

indicated that they spent less time deslgnlng administer-
ing, and scoring their own tests than teachers in other dis-
tricts visited. Interviewees stated explicitly that they used
these tests (1) because they fit so well with what they were
actually teachrng (2) because they could be used flexrbly,
e.g.,
(3) because scores came bacR promptly, and (4)because

them precrse dragnoses they could act on in placung stu-

that all the tests were multrple choice tests As one
teacher put it, “that's a

wonder whether they can appIy the skills or ideas in
another way

teachers. In so doing; its program for testing fulfilled three
of the four cr|ter|a identified earlier. the tests wern proxi-

needs, too. Semester and end- of -year finals functioned {o
indicate strengths and weaknesses of the students in par-

ticular schools and in schoois throughout the district from
year to year. Thus, they served various evaloation and man-
agement tunctions.__

Testlng programs whlch take lnto account teachers

achievement can probably take many shapes: The case de-

b-n-‘ |
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that programs of testmg that |gnore How teachers think

and act toward student assessment can result in inetfi-
ciency and teacher resentment.
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student time annually .
- Secondary teachers report that testlng in cngllsh
and in math each take up about 25 hours of stu-

- Elementary school,teachers report that about half
their students' testing time is spent in testing re-

quired by local, state, or tederal agencies, second-

ary teachers report that aboot one-quarter of their
students’ testing time is mandated.

- Teachers report that_testing and test-related mat-
ters consume about 5-7 hours each week— about

12% to 15% of their total work effort during and
after school hours.

all subjects takes up about 10% of students’ an-
nual classroom time.

- A maJorlty of teachers favor minimum competency
testing for promotion and high school graduation
but, particularly where these are required, are con-
cerned about their fairness for some students.

- A majority of teachers feel that. minimum com-
petency tests affect the amount of time they can

spend teaching subjects not covered by the tests:

Z Most teachers report that they do not 1 2ceive staff

development training or other assistance in select-
ing or developing gnod tests orin using tests to im-
prove mstructlon

port_for testing; éiémpilfléd lri priricipan interest;
available resources, and/or opportunities for staff

development tralnmg lnfluence teachers’ atti-

CSE and the UCLA research community are sad to
report the death of Bruce Choppin, 1ormerly director
of the CSE methodology program We extend our

We are also sadqened by the death of Ronald Ed
monds; of Michigan State University, who served as a
visiting scholar to CSE this year.
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