
Table III

Uses of State Assessment Data

Most of the 38 states that have assessment testing programs report multiple uses of

them. The number of states reporting various uses of state assessment data is as follows,

in order of frequency of use: public accountability (34), curriculum improvement at the

state level (33), monitoring student achievement trends (30), informing educational policy

(27), making comparisons with national norms (28), making comparisons among districts

within the state (17), making comparisons among regions in the state (13), incentives and

sanctions (8), and rating of schools (2), with another contemplated for the near future

(Georgia).

There is little evidence that state assessment data is being used for purposes of

giving or denying funds to school districts on the basis of student performance, but there

are selective uses of this type in a few states. For example, California has established

an educational improvement fund based on improvement of 12th grade scores over the

previous year. Connecticut is phasing in a mastery testing program which wili be used to

identify schools needing additional money based on mastery level statistics. Michigan,

which dropped a program in 1974 that withheld funds from districts not showing

improvement in state assessment results, now bases funding for compensatory education

on these results. South Carolinats 1984 law identifies districts where the quality of

education is seriously impaired, and it is anticipated that sanctions may be used where

such instances are found. These sanctions may not be monetary. Washington provides

remedial assistance for percentages of students scoring in the lowest quartile in grade

4. Since 1980, Virginia has provided a system for allocating funds

based on state assessment data. Florida employs a system of

education programs based on state assessment data.

for remedial education

funding compensatory
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In Alabama and New York, the legislature and the State Board of Regents,

respectively, work with the state education agencies to see that deficiencies in the

school systems, as revealed by state assessment data, are addressed by state education

agencies using resources other than financial.

District level curriculum improvement was the most frequently mentioned local use

of state assessment information. Comparison of results among schools was also

mentioned several times.

California and Pennsylvania have developed sophisticated systems of data analysis

and reporting. California groups schools according to socioeconomic status (SES), aid to

families with dependent children (AFDC) and English proficiency measures in an effort to

make more justifiable the comparisons of performance among schools. A more complete

accounting of the variables used by the different states in aiding interpretation of test

results is found in the discussion of Table IV.
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