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ABSTEACT

A brief paper presented at the American Educational
Research Association Annual meeting (April 1977) describes the
development, and analysis of the Instructional Management System o
(IMS) which is used in the Lansing elementary schools. The report is Lo
divided into three sections: a historical overview of the program, a
description of IMS, and an assessment of the advantages, ‘
disadvantages, and outcomes as assessed by the teacher. In w. effort
to make the lowest achieving students successful, the teaching of
30,000 elementary students of diverse backgrounds and socioeconomic
status in 56 schools was achieved by decentralization of decision
making on a school-by-school basis, teacher participation, parental
involvement, and implementation of IMS. These actions were mandated
by Elementary Secondary Education Act, Title I funds used for the
program. The implementation of the IMS includes 140 reading '
objectives and 150 math objectives which are representative of skills
students in all schools should master. Accompanying each ohjective
are pre-tests-and posti-tests. Additionally, record keeping cards for
reading and math are utilized to plot pupil progress through the
system. Advisory committees are conprised of teachers, administrators
parents, and evaluators who review items, suggest time-saving testing
techniques and effective management practices. The positive and
negative results of the development and implementation of IHNS are
reported. The advantages of IMS are: immediate information on skill
level, appropriate educational objectives, greater test reliability,
and better communication between teachers and parents. The
disadvantages enumerated by the teachers are: feelings of being
pressured to achieve a certain number of objectives, and very little
input into the development of the IMS components. Additionally,
students are occasionally overtested; time required to master
particular: objectives is not equal; and collecting, recording, and
analyzing data is too time consuming. In the IMS program, teacher
confidence is increased and teacher morale is strengthened as a
result of greater teacher participation. As a result of the success
of this IMS program a system similar to it is being developed for the
secondary l%yeli (Authozr/Jp) v R
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Individualization, Desegregation and Educational Decision-
Making In An Urban, Decentsalized School System
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EQUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
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This paper describes the development and implementation of
a progran evaluation model which provides for 1) local teacher
ownership, 2} on-going revision for vaiidity and reliabitiiy,
3) testing appropriate to teaching, 4) meaningful achievement
information for parents, and 5) one evaluation design for all
compensatory education programs. The work describad in this
paper was buiit upon the premise that it is appropriate and
necessary tc "re-inveant the wheel" when planning and imple-
menting objectives-based evaluation designs which sarve both
instructional decision-making and funding source accountabil-

ity.

ETG put the information 1in perspgctiyeg a deamgraphic des¢r%ptiaﬁ

of the school district seems. appropriate. Lansing is the capitol - o
_city cfyﬁiéhigan, Jocated near the center of the 1DWE£FPEH{ﬁSU]Ei

The Lansing School District serves some 30,000 stud;nts in 56

school buildings. "The student ccmpbsit%cn is a most diverse one

by any criterion. 1In terms of race, the Lansiﬁg School District

enra?iﬁent is comprised of app}ax1mate1y 18% Black; 10% Latino,

2% Native American and Oriental and 70% Caucasian. 5Scciasé§cncmf=-
jca11y, the students range fram ADC and welfare (Eﬁﬁfgfotfhe off-

spr1ng of profess1nna] and upper 1eve1 managerial fam1]1es
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EMThree eff@rts in the paﬁt Five years have been designed to better

feld
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serve this diverse population. First, decentralization of decision-

making, called Responsible Autonomy, has called for instructional
decisions to be made as close as possible to the students,.that is

at thérbudeiﬁg level. Finances and personrel ére allocated to
individual buildings and Educaticnaj‘pwiorfties are estab]ishedrwith
i?nput of staff, principal and community. Second, desegregation which
began as a voluntary éff@rt and became court ordered has resulted in
two-way bussing of students in 20 of 46 elemeﬂtaky schools. The

other éTéméntaFyﬂschD@?s have been integrated thfaugh neighb@rhacd
housing patterns and the sec@ndagy schools havéAbgén ihtegrated through
boundary adjustmentﬁ, The third effort, the development of the |

Instructional Management System (IMS), is the major topic of this paper.

The Instructional Hanagement System, IMS, was designed té have a timely
impact on dezision%makiﬁg aﬁgthéfélasskoom, school and district level.

To do so, it first had tD hiGé'the support of teachers. Several ap-
proaches Qeré adopted to achieve this objective. The most importént

was acééﬁfing the necessity of "Re-Inventing the Wheéi". The iméar=
tance of writing "Lansing" abjectivés was recégﬁized, eveﬁ though these
might pFQyé quite similar to others already available. _Teacheradeveﬁapéd:
iteméjher% choseri over commercial or é;pértswrit£2ﬁ jtems. ' In each in-
-stance, it Was,déciaéd to focus on effectiveness rather than efficiency.

o T That is, it was_more important that an IMS héve'credib%?ity in the

“ schools, than it was to develop the material efficiently. -

A second aspect of these efforts was the necessity for the evaluation

design to support the district policy of responsible autonomy, i.e., to

move instructional decision-making to the building Tevel. This meant A




that the INS would have to have impact on what nappens daily in the
- classroom. .Further, it meant that the system would have to respect,

indeed encourage, diverse approaches to teaching.

Third, the obligations imp@éed and the funds granted by the federal
and state compensatory education programs (Title I and Chapﬁér 3) were
- used as levers to achieve thesezéhanges in the district as5a whole.
When possible, demands imposed by these programs were viewed as Dppg§=
tunities to imarﬁve~£he district's caﬁacity to serve studeﬁts It

the IMS, a descrwptxan-ofrthe IMS as it qperatgs now, and finaTTy an

ané]ysis of the advantages and disadvantages of the’apprgach taken

A Histary; 19711975

During the i971-72 school year, each school building wéS asked to
'select one district gca], set a behaV1Dra7 obgéct1ve related to the
gaa1 deve]cp a pre -test, 1n5truct1cna] unlt ‘and ‘a post- test for

this objective and Fma’l]y3 carhy out th15 teach test and recyc]e,q

if necessary, model %The appraach was low key The ChDTCe Dﬁhcantent
"‘the bu11d1ng 1eve1 The eva]uatTDn unit facused 1ts eff@rts on warking

-W1th thuse bu11d1ngs thCh 1nd1cated an 1nterests Th1s F1rit step

ifasu1ted in SEVEPa] pcs1t1ve cutcames Awaréness ﬁf 1nstruct1cna] obgec-

- tives: and the test/teach/test mode? 1ncreased Staff; enthus135t1c and

capable in these aspects were 1d9nt1f1ed and Pecﬂgﬁlzedr A flrst ﬁﬂ'f o




Handbook of Objectives, was produced. Evaluators and teachers were

working together.

The same year all Lane1ng elementary . sehoe]s became 1nveived 1n ]
‘the state-funded compensatory education program, Chapter 3.” For many
staffs this was the first centeet W1th special programs. It meant more
money, but more te5t1ﬁ It meant try1ng to meke the ]oweet achieving
students successful. Most centreveeeia1]y, it threatened to penalize
. schools that did not perferm well on nermerefereneed'tests. There was

. considerable support emené the teaching staff for finding an evaluation

et S

design which WES not based on norm-referenced .gain scores. Such a
design would have to prev1de feedback befere the end ef the year. It,

"too, wouid have to take inte account the range of ach1evement within

) eech grade

v In tﬁe following years seVeraIJQQPGrtunitfee were found for developing
an ijeetivee -based eveTuetion design. -During 1972-73, criterion re-

Ferenced tests were maﬁdeted by the Stete Depertment for evaTuat1ng

the k*ndergerten and f1ret gredes of Chepter 3. Tﬂeee ob;eetives and
) test 1tems_were deve1oped by Lansing teacher committeeE"énd fﬁfeehadowed
further efforte The Office of Evaiuat1en Serv1ce5 prev1ded Teadereh1p,

" techn1ea1 and (vehy 1mpertant) c]er1ce1 support to theee effcrts

~fWDur1ng th1e ‘time, a1se, eevere1 p11ets of cemmerc1a1 ebgect1ve referenced

: test1ng syetems were mede

;j;;'f5~i?! Dur1ng the schﬂe1 ‘years. 72 73 and 73 74 the M1dd1e Cities. Consort1e,

of wh1ch Len51ng was a member was awerded T1t1e ITI grant to deve]ep

; '1nstruct1ena1 manﬁgement systems, 1ne1ud1ng obgeet1Vee, tests, teech1ng o




- prescriptions, and inservice packages. Housed .in a Lansiﬂg;eiementahy
school, this project provided considerable opportunity for teachers to
work on developing this system. |

Education, Lansing was able to plot student progress in the "Middle
Cities" system as the Title I evaluation for 1974-75. Building on what "
had been deve?cped in the Middle Cities model and what had been devel-
oped internally in the Lansing School District, the Instruct%oné]
Maﬁagémeﬁt System was packagéd and disseminated to all Lansing schoé]g
:for implementation during 75-76. |
b A Désériptf;n of the IMS

And Further Developments
The Instructional Management System in'its p?esent form; has three (3)
parts; It ‘should be péinted out that this system is neither final nor
ideal. It is simply where we are now. First there are 140 reading and
150 math objectives whf:h have been identified as "eritical". These
are considered to represent skills which students in all school buiidings
should master. Additional objectives may , andrusQa11y are, set by a
particular teacher or school. The objectives are not tied to gfade
1e§e1s, but rather ére considered ta be hierarchical; s%udentg_mag be
working anyWhereré1ang the continuum. Accompanying each objective are a‘
pfé-test and a post-test. - Finally, record keeping:cardsg one for math
and one for reading, are used to plot pupfi progress through the system.
Instructional aétivities were not provided in keeping with the plan for
~ each building to determine the best wayftolpravide for instruction.
'PragFess of all elementary students, particularly those in specially

- funded: programs, is plotted against the IMS objectives. The objectives

6
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ard tests, then, are common tc all buldings. At the same “ime, sup-
plemental objectives and curricula are the responsibility of individual

buildings.

Once the implementation of the IMS became a district-wide requirement,
teacher resistaﬁ&e occurred. Teachers complained of not being involved
in either the devejopment of the system or in the decision to implement
it distrjctawide_ They felt unprepared to participate on such a large
scale and questioned the quality of the objectives and items. It be-
came clear that if the IMS was going to be given a chance to succeed,
*teacherrinv01vement and teacher;in—serviCé had to occur on a larger,
more systematic scale. A first step was the establishment of the Joint

=

Committee on the IMS. X ' -

This committee was comprised of teachérs_(cne per grade level), ad-
ministrators and pééEﬁtS. A nuhber of recommendations grew out of the
committee. The Peccmmenéations focused on four basic areas: 1) the im-
provement of reading teét items, 2) the incorporation of teacher jng—
ment as a means of assessment for kindergarten and first grade objec-
tives, 3) the reduction of the pre-testing in math as much as was possible
and 4) the inservicing of all teachers at the beginning of 1976—7? to
familiarize them with changes and the requisite management 5ki1]s’to>imé
plement the system. Each of these recommendations was adopted and im-

plemented as suggested.

During this school year, 76-77, another avenue for soliciting teacher in-
"put has been the use of Grade Level Steering Committees. These are
gréupé of teachers at specific grade levels who review items, suggest

.




tfmessaﬁiﬁg testing and effective management practices. This system

of teacher input is Ee?ping to clarify and correct some of the pro-
biems of implementation. Evaluation staff and administrators coordinate
these activities iq_the sense that they help bring a group together and

provide technical assistance and financing for these groups.

Establishing the validity‘and reliability of the objectives and tests

was important for two reasons: teachers wanted assurance that the

system they were being asked to implement was a quality one and the Staté
Department of Education wanted simi1£r assurance that the tests and ob-
jectives of the IMS were psychometrically sound. Content validity data
were gathered through several ﬁethadsi The near-daily interchange of
communication between the evaiuators and the teachérs provided informal
feedback on items. Each elementary teacher was formally invited to
submit suggestions for revision in writing to the Department of Elementary
Educatiqﬁi ;Further suggestions came through the Grade Level Steering
Cémé%tfges and from subﬁect-matter specialists. The Program for Equal
Dppo%tunity (PEQ) staff at the University of Michigan reviewed all items

for racial, sexual and ethnic bijas.

Reliability co-efficients were computed by evaluation staff using the
Kuder-Richardson 20 formula. Tests with a reljability index of less
than .5 were revised. For reading that was 7% of the tests and for

math 5% of the tests.

Once the va]idi%y and reliability information was gathered teachers

rewrote the items determined to be either invalid and/or'unreliable.

—_— . 8



It is assumed that further revisions will be made at thé“énd of this

year based on the work of teacher committees and additional reliability
checks.

An Analysis
The following and final section of this paper deals with the positive
and negative results of the development and use of the IMS in Lansing.

This paper will close with:

Positive Outcomes

1. Teachers are discussing instruction. In their criticisms of

the system, they addressééisuch sophisficated issues as whether
one objective i5=mére aifficu1t to achieve than another;

whether or not four items are enough to assure knowledge.

As students move from one school to another agd péééﬁb1y from
-one reading system to another, the receiving teacher has immediate
information on skill level. This is seen as especially impor-
tant in an urban system-where both the intra-district and inter-
district mobility rate is high.

The-distriét has a program evaluation model which reflects on-
going classroom instruction and whiéh is approved by major

funding sources. Given thé Fact'fhat Eheré are some 5600 students
eligible for specially funded pragrams:aﬂd ﬁhat 43% of Eh@se
students are in two or ﬁgFé such programs, having 6he’£est1ng

i

model which interfaces with the on-going curriculum is seen as
beneficial to both stngnté ahd teachers. '

o Th%»dafa.shgw the testé to be su;prising1y reliable given their

? | : i Vshcrt length. ERe]iabiTity was estimated at .75 for reading and -

9 ,




.82 for mathematics. ~These data helped assure teachers and

funding officials of the quality of the items.

on

Parenﬁg,receive additional information on their children's
educational needs during parent-teacher conferences, Teachers
report that having record cards showing pupil progress on basic
skills is helpful in facilitating communication.

6. mEmphasis has béen placed on teaching skills based on identified

students needs, not on what comes next in the book.

Negative Outcomes
! 1. Many ﬁeaﬁhers feel that they are unprepared for implementing
the system or that they haQe had no input into the development
of the components.  They 5t511 have concerns about the quality |
of the system. | .
2. Many teachers afe not im§1ementing the Instructiéna1 Management
System és it was originally designed. There are Cases of
massive pre-testing or massive post-testing therebyxdiminish%ng
the usefulness of results and gausing overtesting of students,
3. Teachers report they feel pressured to "achieve" a certain
number of objectives especially for compensatory program students.
4. During tﬁé géccnd year c% implementation teachers'have_com-
Epiaingd tﬁatrthe Préviaus year's results are inac;uraﬁe and
that the students have not necessarily mastered the skills in-
dicated. |
5. The objectives are ;pt "equal” in the sense that the length
of time required to master a particular objective can vary

considerably.

10




6. While there are 10Catgy and placement tests in math, these
Kinds of tests are not available in reading. There is a high
1ike1iha§d that $iMilar tests wil] be developed for the reaéiné
component -

7. Recording data is @ terribly time ééﬁsuming activity for
teachers. Collecting and @nalyzing the data for ;rogram:

@valuatioh purposes, js also time consuming and costly.

Next Steps

With this the second year Of [MS implementation, much of the initial
hostility towards the syStem has-subsided. Teachers seem reassured by
the actfgns of the Joint Commijttee and Grade Level CDmmit@eesi This
dgég not mean eveTryone likes the .IMS or agrees on all facets of it,
but thére js consénsys that stydent progress will be assessed during
the year and that the system will not simply "go away". Changes made
as a result of cOMmittee WOrk have strengthened teacher ownership
because teachers Can sgé that their input is valued and acted upon.
This cOMmittee process 15 being cOntinued as further changes in the
IMS are made. A System Similay tO and based on the elementary IMS

is being developed at the secgndary jeve]s. Using the title Life

Role COMpetencies rather than critical objectives, it is planned that
this syStem will be impleémented over a thrééayeargpericd. This effort

will be developed locally by Lansing teachers for Lansing students.
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