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SCHOOL DISTRICT EVALUATION OFFICES:
. ARE THEY WORTH THE MONEY?

by
Richard C. Williams and Pamela McGranahan

Introduction

It now seems clear that the era of federa1,su§p6rt of school district
education programs -is drawingfto.a rapid close. Such pﬁggramﬁ.as hof
Tunches, bilingual programs, and ESEA Tit]é IV, to name a few, aré.eitherl'
being cut back drastically or being-eliminated a1togéther. At the'same
- time, federal policy is moving toward b1ock grants, which means that money .
will be funneled throhgh the state educational agencies to the sch601 dis-
triéts; and school districts will have considerable discretion in determin-
ing how and when’suqh'fynds will be spent.

These béSic,changes in federal support anq policy w{11 have serious
ramificgiions for school districts and their cliénts. School diétriéts
Qi11 Tikely be faced with coﬁsiderab1e turmoil as_they struggle to sort out
" the claims various constituent groups'wi11 makeldn an ever shrinking:budget
of discretionary funds. ‘

While attention'has-béén chuged on some of the‘@bvidUs implications
of this'chénge,_the fate of school district evaluation offices has receivgd
little attention. In most districts the;e e§a1uation units have eifher |
developed or grown dirébt1y as a result of federal and stafe educationai
pc1icy. Most such programs carried a provision that continued funding
would depehd in paft on the district's-pfovidfng éva]qét1on feports that

showed evidence phaf'the programs were being administered according to

~ established policy and that the programs were achievﬁng desirad goals.



While some districts were abie tc meet theée evaluation requirements by
hiring extefna] evaluators, many districts eventually "pooled" the.evalua-
- tion funds from the many projects into a districtvevaluation unit. In some
instances these units were cbmbinEd'with'already extant district testing

~ offices. Parallel to school districts' developing these offices was the
development of evaluation as a separate field of research and inquiry. A

X fgdera11y—funded Center for the Study of_Eva]uétion was established at
UCLA, many universities developed evaluator training progfams,.Special
evg]uat{oh‘journa1§ and asSociations were started. Evaluation became a
commdhp]ace phenomenon in many school districts and an established f{eld of
. study.

The Probiem _ -

Thg questions that»are;wor;wiii~be;-facing~hany~seh001~distrigt«~#7«~—~——-¥
administrators and boards are, "What shall we do with the diétrict
evaluation unit now that b]ock'grant funding no longer mandates specific
eva]uation? Should we use scarce resources to continue an evaTuatiop
office. Do the benefits of such offices jusiify the costs?"

There 1is conside;;ﬁleréQi&ence that in many §chboi disﬁricfs, evalua-
tion units have never played a very significant role ih local school dis-
trict decision making, in spite of their‘potentia] to do so. CSE-sponsoréd
survey research and case studies of school district evaluation offices
suggest that in many districts, evaiuation‘offices have mainly collected
and reported data to external funding agencies. In other districts, evalu-
ation offices have disseﬁfnated much data, particularly.testing data, with-
in the district; rarely has anyone in the qutrict,'ﬁowever, correlated the
data with %nstructiona] activities, so that dat;;baSed instructional

changes are made.
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Does,.this mean most distrfcts should drop or cht back_thejr'evaluation
offices? Not necessarily! A decision to cut back eva]uation ﬁnits, while
perhaps justified in some instahce§, might be-shortsighted for three»
reasons:

1) the eva]uatfon unit's past attivities'and perceived limited impact
may not achrate]y predict the eva]uation unit's decision-informing
poténtial. Indeed, there may be understandable reasons why the
present evaluation unit has been limited in its stopé, such as lack.
of fundin§ or overwhelming dictates from external funding agencies
that have severely curtailed the unit's choice of activities or
direction.

2) There is evidence that the field of evaluation iz deveTOping in

such a way that eva]uat1on resear’h can become a genu1ne1y va]uab]e

decision-making tool for lpcal school district boarq§,Aadm1n1s-

trators, and teachers.
3) There seems to be increased adm1n1strat1ve understanding of how
evq]uat1ve 1nformat1on can be used to serve district needs.
~ Administrators are us1ng eva]uat1on information in such d1verse
ways as: Jjustification of budget requests; explanat1ons to theo
pubTic and parents about what is going on; input into decisions
goout text adoptions; staff development; and local 5chob] planning.
‘There a;e several reaséns’why»evaluation may beimore useful to school
districts in thé future than it hésbbeen in the past. One is essentfa]]y’
.technical -- that is, the state 6f the art and the costiof computers ahd

related software has undergone a virtual revolution. School districts can

- now have available at an increasingly reasonable’cost computer terminals at -




local school sftes. These te(minals provide educators, teachers and prin-
cipals with an enormous tro! for having readily available data relevant to
administrative and institutional decision making. The evaluation unit can
play « vital role in gathering, analyzing and displaying data for school
site and district decision makers.

A related development has been the maturing of the evaluation field
itself. In its early years, the field was largely preoccupied with evalu-
ation design and related methodologies. After conside#ab]e progress had
been made on that front, evaluation specialists began increasingly turning -
their attention to~the'question of eva]uﬁtion utilization. fhat is, they
realized that even the best designed evaluations are worthless if no one
uses them. Recent attention has Been directed at developing evaluations
and deSigning'districtwevaluation—activities~and~processe§win such a way
' that they can Be of maximum uée to district decision makers at all levels.
Hhaf is more, a number of school districts have designed enguation acti-
vities and procédures that have resulted in the evalution units being
directly integrated .into schqof d{strict'decision-makjng activities. In
such. districts, the evaluation units have begun to fh]fi]] a.mandggmengmh;ww”%
information s§§tem potenﬁial. o

A Basis for Decision

We Suggeét that as school dfstricts begin the process of deéiding"what
to do abpu; these evaluation offiqes, they not makéjsuqh decisions hastily
or}simp]y on,the basis of past experience. Ihstead we suggest that as
districts.face this decision regarding their evaluation unit, they begin a

multi-level inquiry into the unit's past performance and future pptentia].
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Such an inquiry might include:

1) Reviewing the unit's past work

The evaluation unit, or an independent agenCy, could present a re-
vien of the work the unit has completed over some period of time,
such as the past five years, -asking such‘questions as: what data‘
“have thé& eq11ected and analyzed; what evaluations have they com-
n_—b1éted: what,.in the evaluation unit's view, has been the impact of
their work; what evidence is there tnat-thevwork has contributed to
informing decisions; why was thé work done -- to satisfy external
requiraments,_in-district requests, or at the office's instigation?
A pant of this review shou1d consist of a survey of district staff
(e.g., central administrators, sitg admnnistrators, and teachers),
asking their percaptions of the evaluation unit. How efficient and
éffective has the office been? What use,'if any, have these vari-
ous constituent gnoups made of the evaluation unit's work and .
repdrts? | .

2) ldentification of work the unit and its clients want the unit to

Eerfo

Eva1uation office persenne1 “could describe the work and ‘the kinds

of eva1uation reports- they would most like to develop, including
estimates of district capacities (such as money, expertise, compu- .
ters) for doing the work. This could include a ski11s analysis of
the peopie ‘in the office, describing their strengths and know1edge
in the areas of data collection, ana1ysis, presentation, and ﬁﬁ

interpersonal skills. A1so, the district staff could contact other

o




districts and learn abouc the kinds of functions and services being

provided.m

The evaluation office's various constitutent groups could identify

the work and kinds of reports they would real]y’]ike to be

 available“and why.

3)

Establishing joirt priorities

Representatives of the evaluation office and the various consti-

“tuent groups coﬁ]d meet together to analyze what the office has

4)

been doing, and what it could be doing differently. Together, the
group cou]d'clarify perceptions, establish priori:cies, and develop
a list of potential, high priority activities.

Developing a p]an'of action

| The evaluation unit could beeesked to develop a plan to describe

potential implementation of fhe previously agreed hpoﬁ activities
and products. An integral part of the deve]opmeht plan should be
descriptions of ways that util{zatieh of defa generated frem'the
office will be fostered. At this point it would be useful to the
office, if necessary, to explore programs and'procedures that have
been developed in other distriCts'tO'ethieve“similér”goals:"*Such'

3

activities would probably have to be modified to meet specific

" local conditions, but there is no reason to start from scratch ‘in

such activities as: developing a eriterionareferenced testing pro-

'gram, developing an instructional continuum, developing evaluation

reborting formats that are easi}y read and understood by local

school site educators or parent advisory committees, or in



developing inservice training pnograms that will increase staff

B understanding and use of evaluations and test results.
If this. process wasiused, appropriqte di;trict Qecision makers would
have some bagis upon-which to make a decision about the future directions

of the evaluation office that is more logically and fully developed than b&

simply extrapolating from past experiences. Such decisions are/gjfficult

e

.....
e

in these times of shrinking budgets. But district evaluation offices can /
: : ) o
play an important role in district administrative and instructional ,./
/
management. We urge’districts to take a careful and fully inf6rmed look at

their units, and explore their potential use to the district. /

, -/
i , ,/”




HOW THO EVALUATION OFFICES HELP
IMPROVE SCHOOL PERFORMANCE

by
Larry Crabbe, Evaluation Specialist
san Juan Unified School District, California

Theron‘Swainston, Associate Superintendent
" Clark County School District, Nevada
Richard C. Williams, Associate Professor /,//f/{f

"UCLA Graduate School of Education ////// |

Introduction /$¢f“J

//

The/argument presented in the preced1ng art1c1e ([reference to journal
’“g;ticle]) cin eas11J be dismissed as some academicians 1deo]og1ca1
“dreams;“"After*all,~school~districtswhave»managed,~f9r—qecades,~torsurvive-ﬁ-ur
without eitensively utijizfngvevafuetion offites.v QSt'increasingly, the
pub1i¢ and. school staffs want to do more ‘than merely'survive. They want to
develop really effective instructiona] programs. We be]ieve that testing
and eva]uation, when cons1dered as part of an instructional management
1nformation system, can p]ay an imzortant ro1e in a district s instruc-

“tional improvement efforts. o S e
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1mprovement.

Below, we describe two schdo] districts' instructional improvement
porgrams in Clark County, Nevada and.San duan, California, and discuss the -

ke& role testing and evaluation units have played in these districts’

L]

efforts. y /

Q]ark County School District, Las Vegas, Nevada )
In_19815’the‘C1ark C%u%ty School District, Las Vegas, Nevada, was the
nation's twenty;second laTdest district; from 1971 to 1981 it showed the
highest popu]at1on growth rate of the Aifty largest districts. In order
for board members and adm1n1strators to supervise and operate such a large-

district's 1nstruct1ona1 program, they must have extensive. kuowledge of

what is haEpen1ng in schools in relation to what should happen. It is in

this context that the<eva1uat1on office (Research and Development Depart-
ment) in Clark County has had specia] meaning.and value.

In the late 1960's, the district evaluation staff's role was quite
peripheral probably typ1ca1 of what one wou]d find in many school dis-
tr1cts. They spent most of their t1me and resources generat1ng data and:
eva]uat1on reports about federally subs1d1zed programs, These reports,
while generally well done, were 1ntended largely for external funding
agencies; they were seldem used for 1nterna1 district instructional '

[

In the early 1970's some d*str1't administrators rea]i’ed that the
instruct1ona] program had become deficient. There was very little consis-
tency in curriculum ard instructional practice from school to school; the

district's standardized test scores were nearly all below the 50th per-

centile, with many in the 20's. a ,

13
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Some urged the district to begin developing a comprehensive sthoo]
instructional management and accountability system. The resulting plan was

bui]t-on three basic components:

1) specific instructional and curricular goals and objectives must be -

clearly written and widely communicated;

f2) metnods for measuring whether or not instructional objectives were

attained must be devised;

3) program 1mprovement decisions should be based in part on assessment
data.

~ The Research and Deve]opment Staff played an important role in design-

ing and implementing these components.
First, the district established a set of instructional objectives,
with accompanying evaluative criteria ("What should be"). These ranged in

scope from simple math skills in the Kindergarten Curriculum Guide'to

annual-priority goals adopted by the Board. At the school 1ével, the heart

of.this component was a set of objectives and standards for school opera-
tion known as Elements of Quality. | B _ L

The second Cbmponent_consisted of both formative and summative mea-
sures of the extent to which stated objectives were achieved ("What is").
The evaluation staff adhinistered norm-referenced (nationaily standardized)
..tests in grades 3, 6, 3;'and 11 and was integral in deVe]oping criterion;
referenced.tests (CRT's) to measure basic'skill subjects in grades 1-8.
Three forms were developed:

° one CRT was a generai p]acement test administered at the beqginning -

of the school year;

another CRT was a series of diagnostic instruments used to 1dentify
students' specific learning needs;

another CRT was_an end-of-year measure of mastery of specific
. instructional objectives.

14
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The eva1uation staff also developed Structured surveys of parent,
stuﬁent, teacher, and principal opinions and devised'metﬁods for d{rectly
observing instructidnal.practices and student behavior.

The system's" third component addressed.tﬁe ultimate cha]]gnge of any
data-based instructional improvemenf, namely, how to reducelthe difference
between "What éhould be" and "What is". |

~Utilizing testing and evaluation data, teachers, administrators, and
the school board‘compared "What is" with "What shou]d be," znd decided upon
high priority and realistically attainable objetfive§ and activities which
offered the greatest likelihood for instructional fmproveméht; These |
included: developfng a teacher'inserviéé training program, improving the

v

principals' clinical supervision skills, and devising a supervisory system

that insured that instructional improvement was a tdp priority at all

dfstrict'levels.

Since implementing this system, measured student acheivement in basic
reading and math through the eighth grade has Tncreaséd approximate]x 20
percenti]e'points. While exact causality %s difficult to détérmine, we
bejieve the program has contributed greatly to this measured growth in

pupil achievement.

The district's teachers, adminfstratﬁrs;~and—board¥members—now_have a

B better control of our instructional destiny. In addition to a carefully

developed instructional imprbVement program, we have a data-base of

“systematically collected and analyzed test results and evaluation reports

that help us in identifying prob]ems and determining so]utions; This

program could not exist without a capable evaluation staff that has and

Y
bt
<



continues to provide leadership and assistance at all stages of the

process.

San Juan Unified School District, California

In 1971, the San Juan Unified School District was like most school
districts in the way it handled the eva]uation of its.ESEAVTitle 1
programs. Tﬁe development of a single annual brogram plan. and year-end
evaluation report was the focus of itg attention. These documents.weré -
faithfully submitted to the appropriate govgrnménta] agenciés., However,
the value of these evaluation activities to those at the site level was
exceedingly limited; |

. A numbef of us, including many at the site level, believed that a

i

greater return would be obtained if planning were shifted to the school

level. In 1972, we received an additional incentive. The Early Childhood
Education program became law and witﬁ it a mandate for sitesTeve] planning
‘and evaluation. The law also created site advisory committees to carfy 6ut
these activities.'} | '
The district began developing a sjte centereg.er]géjjon/p]qnning
- model to help make school level p]anhihg ﬁ reaTifx. The special pfojects
evaluation unit (éonsisting of one specialist) éssﬁmed thé.responsibi]ity
for its deve]opment. i |
The first task was to define a school site p]anﬁing process. The

result was a six-step school site planning procedure:




(1) _recognizimg the pro§1ems that exist;

(2) determining their causes;

(3) selecting alternative solutions;

(4) selecting the best alternative(s);

(5) implementing the selected aiternative(s);

(6) measuring its impact or success.

Most critical to"the success of our model was the belief that
evaluation and planning must be closely linked. Several additional féctbrs
were (and ar%) considered to be important to the success of the mode] as

; .

well: i

it must provide data that are important to the p1anner -- not on1y
dati of interest to evaluators;

the report1ng format must be such that the meaning of the data is
c1arif1ed rather than confused;

-the report must fit into the planner's decis1on—mak1ng time cyc1e
-- well in advance of the decis1on deadlines.

- An important district concern had to do with who was to participate in
the school site eva1uation and p1anning process. In mrder to maximize
ﬁiownership and commitment the school planning councils were organ1zed to
~include parents, teachers, and (in secondary schoo1s) students. _

Working with school site council members, the_district identified the
data needed‘to make enlightened site decision making possible. Some of the
data related to achievement as measured by nori-referenced tests; other |
data had to do with the opinfons of éign1ficant:grodps (i.e., étaff,

parents, and students) toward their school's program and progress. To

17
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provide these data, the district developed the instruments of the

Educational Program Assessment model. Its surueys'contain items common to
all schools as well as an Opportunity'for each schoo] to add questions
ta1lored to 1ts needs. Data from the EPA 1nstruments, norm-referenced

tests, and a variety of other sources proV1de a rich base upon which to

plan.

Schoo] site councils can, however, drown in floods of data. Nhat is
more, even if such data are understood their imp11cat1ons for planning
purposes are often murky. Several steps were taken to address this
problem. First, we devised a procedure that‘reduced 300 test printouts
down to six schoo]lprofiles‘that graphically point out school performance‘
and problem areas. These profiles inc]ude the information for six years,
five grades, and s° subtest areas. We arranged the data in order to
facf]itate comparisons between the various grades and'vears. The results
of the EPA 1nstruments were also produced in a concise graph1c format.

To make s1te decision making more manageable, we d1v1ded the members,
of each school site committee into sma]]‘groups, ‘each completing the six
steps of the planning process for a part1cu1ar area of the curriculum.

Finally we entered each comp]eted school site p]an and bUdQEh into a

d1str1ct word- processing system to enable schoo] sites to modify. their
plans and monitor their budgetary status throughout the school year. This
has great]y reduced the amount of paperwork at each schoo] site:

As a resu]t of these efforts, school advisory counci]s are no longer
merely rubber stamps."” They now have the data and the means by which to
make informed plarning decisions'and.to assess, from year to year, whether

or not the resulting program has produced the desired results.

i 18
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It has taken the districﬁ about efght years to devise this systém.

(We have, unfortunately, not Seen able to discuss all of its componenfé
here.) Many parents, teachers and administrators have helped to think
througﬁ its}prob]ems—and sé]utions. They have been activeiparticipants
throughout the mode]fs evolution. We are now enjoying the resu]t% of our
eff#rts; 'School site couhCils»report an ability to p]ay an impbrtant role
in determining the desﬁiny of their schools. They have a way to "stay on
top" of things and to learn\of'the oufcomes of prévious decisions. 'Needed
program adjustmehts can readily be made. It is.reward{ng to view the skﬁ]l
and confidence with which local staffs and parents fu]fi]] their planning '
responsibilities. Communication‘and mutual support between school and
community have, in many instances, never been better. Most importantly;';'
our students' educational achievement appears to be steadily improving.

| We are not devising a system to utilize individual site data for
districtwide>p1anﬁing and evaluation purposes. 'If successfﬁl;,our site
level information will alsc satisfy djstritt needs with no additional data
co]]ektion burden to schdo1s. We can, then, better.coordinate schoo1—1eve1
planning activities with those which are best conducted at. the district
level. : g o

It is our belief that the entire planning/evaluation process could not
take place (éspecia]]y in large distriéts)fwithout a well trained .
gyé]uation staff that views the faq11itatiqﬁ'of effective and efficient |
site-level planning as>it§ highest ca]]ihg. '

>

Conclusion .

In ‘comparing these two-districts, one sees impg?tant differences and

similarities. One diffgrgnce!is that curricular and instructional decision

19
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making takes Place at different locales. While both consider instruction
an important district repsoncibility, Clark County_uses'a more centralized
approach which stresses a set of commonly agreed-upon objectives and
instructional methods in all schools; San Juan emphasizes more local school
site decision making which reflects the schoo1 site coudci1's
 interpretation of 1oca1 conditions and needs. Both approaches are
effectives testing and evaluation systems can serve multiple approaches,,[,r
The systems are s1m11ar in that both have tvansformed a procedure that
made minimal use of test1ng and evaluation data to .one that makes such data
a vita1 part of the instructional dec1s1on making. As “"pioneering"
districts in thair efforts, it took each about eight yedrs to develop,
perfect, and install its?brOQramJ~‘Whi1e these districts‘_exaet programs
, wig1'not 1ikely work equally well in other districss, the programs and
their component parts can orovide a foundafion of ideas andnprocedures that
can be used by other dfstricts that are interested in utilizing testing and.

evaluation data as district instructional resources.

20
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SCHOOL DISTRICT USE OF TESTING AND EVALUATION
FOR INSTRUCTIONAL DECISION MAKING: A BEGINZING™

" Adrianne Bank and Richard C. Williams

During this decade of the"‘80's, educational organizations -~ like
profit-mating énd governmental organizations -- are experiencing consider- /'
able stress. School systems are being asked to respond to demands for |
increaeed excellence in educational quality while their findncia] rescurces
are dec]ining If educators are to secure the funds necessary to meet the
diverse needs of a heterogeneous mob11e student population and tc raise |
the low statuS'andzlow salaries of teachers, and administrators the. are
going to have to devise ways to more actively and effectively manage their
instructioné] pregrams and then 1et'the pnb]ic know about it. An important
ingredient in this proCess is infurmation for teachers, pnincipals,.and the

* public about the effects of the instructionaT_Pragran'and discussion
concerning the imp]icatiqns.for action.

School district offices currently obtain a greet.deal of information .
about student'achievement. They also knnw some details about the coeration
of their instructjona] programs. Over the recent past the districts’ humen <,

~and technical capacity to co]]ect data about students and pragrams has been

en]arged by federa] and local need- to-know reports concerning the outcomes
“or funded programs,‘ Most large districts now have research and deve]opment v
offices."Manj.districts rout}nely administer standardi{zed, norm- |
‘referenced, criterion-referenced tests, and proficiency tests.A Many dis-

“tricts annually distribute parent, teacher, and student«c;inionnaires.' The

Presented at the Symposium. Loca1 level evaluation: .The state of
practice in health, housing, education and urban servives. FEvaluation
Network/Eva]uation Research Society, Ba]timore, Many]and 1982._;

l)y\"
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~ use to which this data is put, however, varies wide1y from district to dis-
| trict. Some districts largely report the data to external funding agen-
cies; other districts ut11ize the data for internal district instructional
decision making.

For the past three years, the authors have been conducting NIE spon-
sored field research at UCLA's Center for the Study of Evaiuation_in order
to understand what distinguishes districts who make internal, system-wide
instructiona11y-oriented use of student teSt scores or other evaluative
‘data from those districts who use mandated tests scores and evaluation
“reports primarily to'comp1y with federal and state requirements.

We are aware of.the numerous technical difficu]ties related to' devel-
oping test instruments and analyzing test. scores as well as the cther eval-
uative data.trom surveys, classroom observations,. etc., in ways that en-
courage appropriate inferences for instructional poiicy making. We ack now-
ledge that even when these technica1 difficuitins are overcome, generic _

_ crganizational characteristics of school districts as organizations make
the kind of information-based instructional management systems we have seen

in some districts relatively rare occurrences.

However, we have discovered some common conditions in the eight dis-

tricts we have studied that appear to contrioute to‘their ability to forge
systemic linkages between.testing and eva1uation data on the one hand and
instruction on the other. We be1ieve that similar faciiitating conditions
may exist in other districts, or can be brought into existence, if the
motivation is sufficient. Our'study districts are in what we hare labeled
"phase three" in regard.to_qata\coiiection; ana1ysis,ﬂand use, that is, the

integration of testinQ and evaluation with instructional decision making

22
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We are not certain at this time if this third phasé phenomehon will dis-
appear or whether it marks'a_beginn3ng of a useful movement in district
instructional management. |
i BACKGROUND

In earlier, simpler -- phase one -- times, teachers used their own
maqe-up tésts to motivate students, to determine lgvels of student |
achievement in order to provide remedial or enrichment activitfes for them, -
and to assign‘required report card grades. Teacﬁers, autonomous in_their
classrooms, were reSponsiﬁle for testing studenté, for evaluatingAthefr
_performance in other ways, .and for teaching thém,' Districts did not |
require system-wide tests. o o ‘ |

During the recent twenty—year nistory of high 1evels of federal and
state 1nv01vement in the formu]ation and funding of educationa] programs,
teachers continued to use self-developed tests, but district qffices began
_to requiré additional tests or evaluative record keebing,veither oﬁ their
own ihitiative, or because of requiremenxs accompanying externa]‘} funded
categorical programs. Many districts now rout%ne1y~requ1re the administra-
tion of annuail or semifanhual standardized tests at three or more grade'
" Jevels, periodic criterioh—réferenced tésts, proficiency tests; and state
assessmeht'tests. About half of the'testing'occurring in elementary
schools in reading and math, and about one quarter of the, testing occurring
~in high school classrooms is initiated by someone other than the classroom
teacher (Burry, et.al., 1982). Many 0bservers; (David, 1978; Lyon, et al,
1978, iucker,'1981)>poiﬁt out_that; for tﬁe most part, test results are,
sent out of the distrjét to fulfill -reporting requirements.- Whatever |

1nterna1 use is made of them ‘is 1ikely to be by administrators of the

e 23
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peograms, rather than by teachers or prihcipa1s. It is our fihding as well
as those of others (Kennady, et al., . 1981; Alkin, Daillak & White, 1981)
that most districts do ﬁotAre1ate their district-wide testing an& evalua-
tion activities ;o their ongoing instructional programs. ThoseAdistricts‘
where district-wide tests are routinely administered or where evaluative
record keeping is perfo}med but where test, scores, and evaluative data

are rarely sérutinized for poiicy or c1assroqm perposes couid be said to be
in phase-twe withvregard_to testing and evaluation activities.

In a small, but gro i -, number of districts, school boards and admin-
istrators have found a w.; wo ut111ze for internal decision mak1ng the
1nformation coliected by their recent1y acquiredv;esea;eh and evaTuat1on o
personne1. These boards and administrators have decided, in response to

» their own, to teachers', and to the public's demands for better pupil
achievement that test scores and other data can guide policy and classroom
decisions as well as track student performance. These distficts, due
perhaps to particular circumstances, have developed what we are cal1fng
1hstrhctiena1 information systems. These sysfems use information derived
from a variety ef data sources, e.g., student scores on one or more test
formaﬁs, parent surveys, demograbhic trends, éb analyze, and perhaps
change, 1hstructiona1 programs, including texts, supplementary media or
materials; supports or training for teechers; ameunt of time on specific
subjects, etc. |

This "phase three" 11nkage of testing, eva1uation, and instruction is

‘ characterized by district acknow1edgement of system-wide responsib111ty for
student learning and by district confidence that tese scores aﬁd other

evaluation data can be used as planning and essessment tools.
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The two que;tions addressed by this paper are: Why have some,_but not
other school districts moved towards the development of system-wide 1ink-
ageé'between tesfing and/or eva]uat{on with instruction? What do existing
linkages, that is, instructional information systehs, loékﬁliké?‘w‘

“ WHY SOME DISTRICTS AND NOT OTHERS?” 
~ We have identif{ed several generic character{;tics of school districts
as complex brganiiations that fend to keep most of them at phase'two, that
is, lots of test data collected at district behest; little test data used
at district direction to improve the instructional pfog}am.

" These characteristics"prediSpdse district central offices towards
~ short-term re&ctibh§ to théir'evdn-présedt and constantly chasging problems

rather than towards sustained lohg-térm efforts to improve instruction in a
‘cumulative and systemic manner. They also predispose central office re-
search aﬁd testing units towards autondmous, in contrast to coordinaéed
funcfioning. Furthermore, individual teachers or schools assume, impli-
citly or explicitly, delegated authority for most classroom decisions. |
Central foice responsibi]ify for instruction is limited to inconsequential
support and‘supervision activities. These generic chargcteristics include:

o

rapidly changing énvironmenta] conditions. Fluctuations in dis-

i

trict budget levels; chaﬁges in student pOpu{ation characteristics
and distribution within the district; reductions 1in staffihg all
make it difficult for district administrafqrs to find the time,
resources, or constaﬁcy to develop a codrdinated instructional
improvement effort monitorgd‘and guided by information from tests

and evaluations.
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boundary;permeabi]ity. Thére is a great deal of extern$1 societal

regulation of diStricts_and schools. §pecific laws and regula-

tions, as well as changing and sométimes conf]ictihg community

expectatﬁons, may dispose district'administrators;;gfaﬁggnq“ﬁigst

and foremost to those tasks for whichvthey are legally and politi-
éa11y accountable even if those tasks do not most directly con-

tribute to instructional excei]ence'(Zucker, 1981).

'goal diffuseness. The pluralism and diversity within our society

and within any given district may make it difficult for districts

~ to ‘adopt educatioral goals specific enough to tune tests, texts,

instruction to them. In order to avoid offense, educational goals

are often stated in ambiguous language.

weak technical core.',Some observers have noted that education's

weak technical core -- that is, the small number of credible

.research-va]idated'cause-effect fe]qtionéhips between student

instructional methods and learning outcomes -- éhcourages educators
to use and justify a variety of instructional methoqss- Arguments
have been made (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) that revelation of this weak

technical: core may be detrimental to a district's public image and

iﬂ}heréfore administrators leave such decisions to teachers who have

the imprimatur of being credentialed.

loose coupling. A widely held view of the internal operations of .

public school districts is that the 1nstruct1qna1 compénents of the
organization, e.g., curriculum department, in-service training,
individual classrooms, are loosely coupled (Meyer & Rowan, 1977;

Weick, 1976), It follows that the linkage between policy and .

SR e ¥
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management and between management and operations is likely to be
weak. Loose coupling within a district nmy.be-more.prondhnced ine——
the complex areas, such as'instruction,'which'are protected‘from'

public view than in simpler, but more visib]e'areas like the

lenforcement of policies relating to corpora] punishment. Instruc-
tiona]iy,_schoo]s and c]assrooms may be thought of as federations

or zones of inf1uences (Lortie, 1975), ratner than as places where

board or central office policies necessari]y are carried out by

teachers in classrooms.

In 1ight of these generic conditions, what are the situation-specific
elements present in those districts which\have developed information-based
1nstrurtiona1 management systems? The elements ‘can be conceptualized as .
the- interaction between a benign externa] environment (Pincus & willians,
1977) and the organization's capacity to respoend.

In the districts we studied the thrusts from their many env1ronments,
for examp]e, federal, state, lbcal, media, academia, parents, were aligned
in the seme direction._ Conjointly, these pressures pushed the district
towards making instructional changes to increase student achievement as

. reflected in test scores. 1In addition, it:seemed to usithat the po]itica],
social, and economic situations in our study districts vere somewhat less
‘turbulent somewhat more stab]e than in other districts where crises. seemed-
continua]]y chronic. - i '

Our stuay\dfstricts Were able to respond to the direction Suq,-auuﬂ‘by
the p*essures from the environment because of the presence of influential

"idea champions,” and of a stab]e ‘core of centra] office personne], staff
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orientation towards comprehensive problem analysis, and an administrative

MEapacity for dealing w%%n”ambiguﬁty.and delay (Bank & Willjams, 1981).

' -~ 1dea champions were defined as individuals in key administrative and
policy positions who firmly believed in some Qarfation of the fa11ow1ng
position: that classroom instruction could be conéeptua1ized in terms of.
student learning outcomes, that tests of student 1earn1ng outcomes and
evaluations of instructional activities could be used to re1atga1n§truc-

“tion to 1aarn1ng, and that district policies and procedures shou1a be
attentive to this linkage.

Stable core staff meant that a c;}tical mass of teacher and adminis-
‘trative supporters of these ideas had been around for a.while. In dis-
tricts with the most advanced information systems it had taken more than

- five years for the linkages to devejop and mature. A stable core gnoup,
with some additions or deletions, seemed to have worked steadily at tne
process over sevéra1 years. They were thus able to snaoth out the 'shifts
in direction that might have resu1ted from changes in school board
composition, legislation, court orders, funding levels, etc.
| Comprehensive rather than ad hoc problem analysis on the part of dis-
trict nanagers meant that the core central office staff prepared for‘ne*t
steps beyond the immediate task of the moment. Typica11y our districts did
not deve1op e1aborate mu1t1-year b1uepr1nts of their projected information
management activities in advance of action. However, from the beginning
théy did have a.sense of where they wene going and the steps that were
necessary'to get there.

Diatrict personnel 4in our study -seemed to have the ability to deal

witn dé]ay_and ambiguity; that is, they vere aware of, and accommodated to

a stratedy for deve1dping an instructional 1nformation system that was

38
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uneven, 1nterrupted, and in some cases oft-postponed. Creating afrange;

ments to merge together usually-separated district operations into integra-
ted configurations took time, patiencé, administrative talents, and adher-

ence to an overall idea rather than to specific details.

WHAT DO INSTRUCTIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS LOOK LIKE?

.Tpe information :yStems of the districts.wé studiéd varied oﬁ a number
of dimensions; among them, the purpose of the system, the number of ele-
ments which were coordinated, and the locus of decision making.’

Here are thumb-nail sketches of two districts which differ substan-
tially on these three Jdimensions. District A is s@a]T and has a central-
ized, highly coordinated management system, characfefized by a distric;—
wide curriculum scope and sequence;’district—wide—criterion—referenced
téstiﬁg,«distrjct-wide staff devq]bpmeht activities, clear expectéfions for
principal supervision, c]assrbom supports in the form of learning and media

specialists. Its purpose is to provide ongoing information and rescurces

" to classroom teachers whoithen differerntiate their instruction to meet in-

dividual needs. District B is medium:sized, has a decentralized, school-
level decision making focus. The district sends. out a variety of testfng
and survey data to help school p]anning‘teams do their own resource a]]ocaQ 
tion. Tﬁe distficf‘s purpose Es to provide 1nfokmation and support to site

teams who then he]b solve school level problems. The sketchés are adapted

from district administrators' own accounts.

District A: A Centralized Information System to Monitor and:Improve

C]assroom Instruction:

i

In 1970, the district attempted to meet the need for student progress

" reporting by purchasing test items'to measure a sequence of behavioral

- o \
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objectives. The objectives themselves turned out to be sequenced dif-
ferent1yvthan those existing in classroom materfa]s. Teachers hated the
objectives and the tests and eventually district administration discarded
both. .
Rather than purchase another available testing system, district'admin-
istration formed teacher committees to write their own tests. The feeling
was that tests written by district teachers wou1d be better received by
other teachers than- tests deve1oped by an outside agency. In 1973, the |
first district-developed tests, known as PAL (Pupil Assessed Learning),

were ready and administered to students. They were intended to monitor

student learning so as to feed back 1nformat1on to teachers about -how

individualized instruction was. working. They also were seen as a way of

reassuring parents who vere concerned about the1r ch11dren s progress.

Teacher reaction to PAL was extremely negative. Everyone comp]ained._

Teachers today remember their c0mp1aints: e.g., "It was a waste of time."

"It didn't teli us anything we needed to know." "It was not coordinated
~ with anything we taught." Teachers loudly made their feelings known to

parents and to the Board. It was a hard time for central office staff who

wanted the testing system to work. |

The person'in charge of deve1op3ng the system next appointed teacher:
committees to try to revfse the items. Simu1taneous1y, work began on a
district level jnstructiona1.continuum. A.group of_yo1unteercteachersgwere
paid to work on a reading continuum during the summer. - Their work con-
tinued through the school year. - | R

By 1976 teacher committees had generated a reading continuum (RIC)

" and the beginning of a. math continuum (MIC) By 1976, also, the PAL

criterion-referenced testing system had been scrapped. “Other teacher

5
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commi ttees had written reading; math, and language arts test items to form
their own criterion-referenced tests (CRT).

Realizing that a testing program by itself cou1d not improve instruc-
tiona1 practices, the central office instituted a staff development program
in the early 1970's. Nearly all teachers-are trained in a diagnostic-
prescriptire approach to teaching A modified version is provided for sub-
stitutes and aides. Other staff deve1opment programs discuss individuaiiz-
ing instruction, meeting affective needs, using inquiry skills techniques,
and teaching-specific curriculum content‘suph as reading, writing, or
mathematics.

At the same time as the staff deveiopment program was being opera—
tionalized; the district office decided to ‘create a new schoo1-based role
-~ that of a learning specialist whese responsibi1itm‘was coordinating the
newly developed testing system in each of the scnoo1s.

The districtlc1aims that their testing system holds the curriculum,
the texts, the staff deveiopment, the.teacher supervision together. The
" R&D person notes: .

A1l tests are directly linked to a kindergarten through eighth
grade instructional continuum for reading, 1anguage arts, and
mathematics.

A1l tests are computer-scored Results are formatted in easy-to-
read specfally tailored reports to teachers, parents and site and
‘ district administrators.

Results are reviewed and appropriate actions to- remediate chi1dren
not performing well are immediateiy undertaken and communicated to
everyone concerned. : .

The tests are reviewed on an ongoing basis with revisions occurring .
four times over the 1ast severa1 years.
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District B: A Decentralized Information System to Improve Schools

"Our evaluation/planning model is one which takes plaoe where the
action is, at the school-site level. It involves those with high
stakes in its outcome, nameTy, the school‘s staff; students and
parents. Significantly,. our model is one which begins hith a broad
data base. Most 1mportant1y, it goes on serving throughout the schoo]
year, long after the forna] process of rlanning has been concluded.”
Throughout the evo]ut1on of their eva]uat1on/p1ann1ng mode]. this
district has held to severa] fundamental beliefs as to the rreasons for
eva]uation and planning. They beTieve that an eva]uation and p]anning :
model would deliver the greatest "payoff“ to the district's schools if
these are its primary goa]s |
.© to improve the quality of.the‘locaﬁ edUcational program;

o

to encourage the most effective or efficient use of scarce
financial resources, o :

° to assist with the attainment of the goals of the schoo] the
school district, and the :special program(s) mandating the :
eva]uation/p]anning activities. N

- Ten years ago, when the Evaluation Specda]ist position mas created,
‘the district had sii elementary schools in its Title 1 program. School
personnel continua]]y asked that they be alluwed to create their ‘own pro-
gram p]ans suited to ithe uniquenesses of their individual schoo] sites.

" Serious doubt was often expressed by federa) or state administrators with
regard to the abi]ity of local schoo] sites “to accomp]ish such a task.
dowever, in 1971, the legislature passed a.bi]]oauthorizing the Ear]y”
Ch11dhood Education (ECE) program and, with it a_framework for eva]uation--r
~ and p]anning at the schoo] level The Ca]ifornia State Department of .

'.Education deve]oped the eva]uation/planning model as the p]anning format
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The creation of the ECE. program prompted the district 1tse1f to develop 1ts
own participatory eva1uation/p1ann1ng mode1 to be based on a broad needs
assessment process. Their efforts were shaped by the state's process and
‘forms. | | |

The earliest versions of the staff parent. and student needs assess-
‘ment survey instruments came to be widely known as the Educational Program
Assessment (EPA) process. Since jts creation, the ongoing work on the EPA
instruments involved large numbers of parents, staff administrators, and
~ secondary students. This has provided district staff with a unique oppor-
. tunity to test out their theories regarding the beneficia1 effects of -
invoivement on school and on community feeiings of ownership and support

for such processes.
. Y 4 .
"We believe that broad school and community involvement has contri-

buted to responsive‘instruments, These, in turn, have led to high
response. rates, averaging about 70 percent and rising to an unbeliev-

able high of 100, percent response from one school and its community."

thiie surveys of needs assessment responses provide a large amount of
intormation for’ evaiuation and p1anning, the primary ‘source of the school
district's evidence about student achievement ic- the Iowa Test of Basic
Skills.

The eva1uation/p1anning process takes peopie through a six-step. prob-
Tem so]ving sequence at the schooi-community 1eve1} "Evaluation and p}anfo
»ning activities take place under'the“patronage of the School Site Council,
a body whose composition and infiuence has grown out “of the Caiifornia _
Sch001 Improvement Program (SIP) 1egisiation. This committee, with the '
site administrator, represents each of’the major tonstituencies within
school-community (i,e.,‘parents,istaff,“administrators;'and secondary -

students).
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For planning purposes, the school's curriculum is typice11y (although

not always) separated into academic components, such as reading, language,
mathematics, etc. The School Site Council usually creates "component com-

mittees" of parents, staff members, and students (in secondary schools) to

"do evaluation and planning for each academic area. The final school pro-

gram plan has settions'addressing each component written by the separate

committees.

At the outset, each component committee tries to define its arei of

"~ the curriculum comprehens‘vely, to ensure that a11 sub- areas are addressed

in the evaluation/planning process. _The members of the component commit-

tees examine their information to identify the strengths and weaknesses of

their students. With this step comp1ete, the component committees turn

the*r attention to the existing programs. In those areas where student -

vperformance has been found to be unsatisfactory, an effort is made to iden-

tify probab1e program causes, that is, program gaps or weaknesses which, if
e11m1nated would result in improved student performance )

Then, the School Site Counci1 does a componenc-by-component rev1ew of
all aspects of the" proposed program after an anticipated projected cost has
been attached to each proposed expenditure. Through negotiation-and com-

promise, the activities of Towest priority, along with their related costs,

cwill: be reduced or eliminated to the point where the amount which the

schoo1 proposes to spend will exact1y equa1 ‘the amount which it expects to
receive | |
HOW DO INSTQUGTIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS VARY? = .

Purpose of §ystem In the two districts described above, the purpose

. of one 1nstructiona1 1nformation system was to ta11or classroom 1nstruction
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to individual student needs, of the other to improve school functioning.

Some of our other study districts have more narrowly defined the purpose of
”the1r 1nstructiona1 1nformat1on system as to raise the average of the dis-
trict's test scores. Other districts defined the purpose of their instruc-
tional information system as mcnitoring teacher behavior. - Their idea was
to assert,district reSponsib111ty for fnstruction by mandating a perticu1ar
instructional strategy and then tracking the effects of that’strategy'by

test score analysis.

Extent of Administrative Coordination. Our eight districts differed |

from one another 1n‘the complexity of-their-coordination'arrangements at

‘the central office level. Usually autoromous district functions which were
1inked 1n'forma1-or informal arrangements 1nc1uded-. staff develcpment,

- 1nstructiona1 mater1a1s (texts and adjunct materials), testing and evalua-
,tion, superVision of principals, curriculum deve1opment. Coordinatfon was
carried out by some or all of the fo11ow1ng._1nforma1 personal iinks amongh'
a few peop1e formal, 1nter-organizationa1 reporting arrangemenrts among

units or deparﬂnents on an. ad hoc or routin basis, central office staff

Kl

and principa1s ,d1scussion of districtfw:de;and school site implicaticns .of
data ana1ysis;

Locus of Decision-making

_ The foregoing discussion of yvariations in purpose and in coordinating
'arrangements alluded to a number of organizationa1,1eve15 ‘at which deci-
sions were made about trans]ating the analyses of test scores 1nto changes
in 1nstruction31 artiv’ties., Districts differed from one another in the
nature of the derisions which were made at the centra1 office level, at the'

-——school_lexe11—0n~the_class:oom_le¥e1+__1he—foﬂlowjngeljst indicates._ the e

range of activities we found at each 1eve1,
: ;i :
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o,

CENTRAL OFFICE decision-making consisted of one or more of the

following:

®

district-level construction of grade-ievel objectives by
subject areas : :

district-level construction of criterion-referenced tests
district-wide selection and use of a norm-referenced test

district-wide evaluation of inst}uction-through classroom
visits, surveys, etc., of instructional efforts

district-wide formulation and conduct of staff deve]éﬁment
programs _

district-wide selection of texts to match tests

SCHOOL LEVEL decision-making consisted of one or more of the
following: 1 ) : . ,

school-level planning teams, teacher/parent/community

school-level rece1pt\6f»information about student outcomes
from either teacher-created tests, teacher-option CRT's,
district-wide mandated CRT's; district-wide norm-referenced
tests o

school-level conduct of instructional evaluation via
supervision, teacher self-reports, district evaluations,

. outside eva1uatipns . :

school-1evel planning for “school-year activities

’séﬁoo]-]eve] allocation of services, both:personal and

financial, to support local plans

school-level decisions about texts

~ CLASSROOM LEVEL decision-making consisted of one or more of the
following: N S o . o .

individual teacher receipt of information about student

‘learning, e.2., norm-referenced test scores, CRT's, tedcher

. .observations, text,tests,'student'assignments, etc.

‘enrichment, alternative instruction, etc.

individual teacher decisions about grouping, remediation,.
, _ R
individual teacher participation in professional development

activities -

G U S O MV N



CONCLUSIONS
"**“"—“we*havemcpme~to~soue~£entat%ye—cone+usjons~abou%"tes%ﬁngT~evaluat{cn
and instruction in "phase three" districts. )

1. Bui]ding an instructional ififormation management system can be
done‘in districts. It.s, however, difficult to do,7reQUires a specific
set of.advéntageous circumstances, and takes time. A '

2. There are many yet unanswered questions aboucnsuch systems. For
example, what do they cost? What are their negative as we]i as positive
consequenceS? Are they worth doing? Can the pace of the developmeut
process be acce1erated? ' o | T

3. There is no single method or design which districts have used in
developing fheﬁr systems. Whether such systems are‘uniquejy configured
duevfo the specifics of community priorities, history of the district, per-
sonal biases of the “idea champions or, on the other hand, because the
state-of the-art of instructiona1 information systems is so underdeveloped,
~ we do not yet know. We do know that there is much district interest in the
use of informat1on to guide instructiona] decision making; we suggest that
the top1c of instructional 1nformat1on systems ue added to the agenda of
researchers'ahq_practitioners ihterested-in'practical district-level

'supports-for effective instruction.
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_'SCHOOL DISTRICTS.IN THE INFORMATION SOCIETY:
THE EMERGENCE OF INSTRUCTIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS

by
Adrianne Bank -and Richard C. Williams

Even the most casual observer of modern day America will have noticed
the breathtaking pace at which m1crocomputers are being introduced into our
work p1aces and homes. This phenomenon marks an important milestone in
the journey from an.industria1 society to the much heralded information
society. g | .

This trensjtion to an {nformation society has tremendoos implications
for everyone -- at home, in the offiob, on vacation, or in.school. To
'date,'the educational implications of the technology exp1osion have re-
‘ceived considerable attention as various pundits have tried to predict the
“impact the computer wi11'have on classroom instructton, on curricu1&a\\\
development and, indeed, on the very structure'and purposevof schooling
itself, ' -

In this article we want to describe yet another dimensfon of ways in
which the emerging information society might 1mpact on schoo1s, namely, how
‘school districts can begin more effective1y to 1ntegrate information into-
their instructiona1 decision-making systems. :

During the past three years at UCLA's Center for the Study of
Eva1uation, we- haVe investigated ways. in which a number of school d1str1cts
have tried to 11nk their testing programs and eva1uation/research activi-. )

‘f»ties_with instructional decision making. Our work has included case stu-
dies in eight districts‘that:had a reputation for having forged some kind_

_sot,testingieyéjuatign;instroctjonljjnkege. _In_ add _1 lt we_have revjenedv

. o
. ’.
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anq synthesfzed the theoretical and research 1iteratmre in.severa1 related
~—fdeids»suchwasmschoolwadmihistnatjon,wtesting,"eyrluation;_decisionumaking,_m_,
and management information systems. | ' B
Surveys and field work (Lyon et al, 1978; Bank, Williams & Burry, 1981)
have revea1ea that’most school districts\a1peady ce11ect consfderéb]e
amounts of data with potential vaiﬁe\fothﬁstﬁhctional decision making.
- However, these data often remain as unused resources because they are_notv».fw~
analyzed or fepoited in a way that is useful for imstructiona1 decisiqn
making at the classroom, school building, or d1str)ct level. |
In our eight districts, we have observed attempts to. create useful data
storage, retrieval, and reporting systems. These we have ca11ed instruc-
tional' information systems (11S) to suggest a partial analogy with manage-
ment information systems (MIS). As a contribution toward further under-
standing what 1nstmuctiona1 information systems might do, we will, in this
article: |

1. define what we mean by an 1nstructioha1 information system (11S);

2. identify and describe tne componehts of ‘a district instructional
information system; '

3. provide a brief description of three different instrictional infor-
mation systems that presently operate in districts;

4. suggest a direction for a school district instructional 1nformation.
system that is compatible with its organizaticnal context and avoids-
some common errors that sometimes plague management information 2
systems. \

~ Before embarking on these three top1cs, 1et us first share what we

observed across our sample districts as common e1ements in the deve1opment
and evolution of existing schoo1 district 1nstructiona1 1nformation sys-t

tems. These e1ements seemed to distinguish these districts from other '

PR gt s c e
-t vy -

districts which co11ected data, e.g., test srores, but did not make ‘ -

instructional use of them:
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o

a stable external environmental setting;

within-district presence of "idea champions" and a critical mass of
long-term supporters; : ‘ . ‘

the availability of sufficient resources both fiscal and technfca?

over a relatively long pericd of time ~- six to eight years in many

cases 'Williams & Bank, 1981) -
" Another striking element which appeared to character1ze our eight
districts was the gg_ggg_nature of the development of the system. In none
of'the.districts had there been a blueprint or a timeline for developing an
“instructjonal information system. " Indeed, the term “instructional in-
formation system“ was not in common use in these districts. Rathen, what
we observed were individual activities, sometimes formalized in job de-
scriptions but more often informal, which served to combine the_co]]ection"
and enalysis of data with a delivery_ and support systen for users at the
classroom, school, central office, and boang‘leve]s concerned with
instruction. o o S

Thus, it is important to'note'that the term "3nstructiona1 information

system” used in the reme%nder of the paper is a construct which we have
used to bound certain types of.district-wide aCtivities. This construct
suggests that what goes on in school distnicts whjch 1ink evaluation,
testing, and instruetion may bear a<partiel resemb]anee to' what are ‘termed
management information‘systens in othervorgen1zations§¢

What is a Schoo] District Instructiona] Information §ystem?

In its simplest and most- obvious form, an instructional. information

Vsystem is some method by which information of some kind is %transmitted-to
and used by someone or some group in a schoo] district in re1ation particu-

_ larly- to the content or de]ivery of instruction. But,we want to put more_'

: _ ¥
specific 1imits on such a definition.
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The top1c of 1nformat1on and 1ts use has been a research subject in
its own right. There are over 20, 000 t1t1es under the term "information"
in the ERIC system (Mansf1e1d 1983). Human beings are capab]e of organiz-
ing vast amounts of 1nformation into patterns which 1nf1uence the1r dec1-
“sions and their actions. - This "body of knowledge that adm1n1strators and |
po]icy makers use sponfaheously and routinely in the context of their work
. « . =~ the entire array of beliefs, assumpt1ons, interests and exper1- ,
'encesl- ! has come ‘to be called workinglknowledge (Kennedy, 1982). Such
working knowledge may often interact with -- thatdis, influence and be
. influenced by ;— tormal'social science data. It is, however, this latter'
type of data’-—'intentionally»co]]ected and ana]yzed in a pres;ribed and

standardized format -~ which we are ca11ingﬁhinformation."

The term "system,“ 1ike the t rm "information,” s in w1despread use,

) particu]arly in the literature on‘organizat1ons. When used here it does.
not describe the school district as a whole, but rather refers to a
separate subsystem which has its own purposes, organ1zationa1 structure,
staff and linkages to that larger environment. |

Instruction is a third broad term which has different meanihgs depend-
“ing on context. We use it,here.torrefer-specifica]]y to intended 1hter-
actions within the-c]assroomfor school environment that afFect studeht
learning. The decisions ‘that affect those intaractions -- such as texts,
number of aides in the classroom, amount of time to be spent in a subject
area teaching methods -- may. be made by boards, comm1ttees &rincipa]s,
‘teams, or individual teachers. Hhoever the decision makers or decision
implementers, and whatever the topic under considerationv if it pertains to

: : ~ . i
the schools' shaping of students' 1earaagg, we count it as instructional.

i : i

\
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&~
- As indicated earlier, the term instructiona] jnformation system was
chosen to suggest a rough analogyito management\information systems. “ A
management information systemmhas been defined by Walter J. Kennovan (1970)

as "an organized method of providing past, present and projection informa-

tion re1ating to internal operations and external inte]]igence.- It sup-

.ports the pTanning, control and operational functions of an organization by

furnishfng uniform information in a proper time frame'to assist the de%j:’-a
sion-making process.“' To parallel this.definition,3instroctiona1 informa- °
tion systems in school districts might be characterized-as']oosely orga-
nized methods of providing to thoee concarned nith 1nstruction past and | '5:3
present information relating to student attainment and_program evaluation.
Instructionaj 1nformatfon syetems support users' decision making by fur-
nishing them with particular and limited types of information in a time

frame and format appropriate.to their decis[onfmaking processes.

Components of District Instructional Information Systems

" As noted earlier, district instruct}onal 1nformation systems are
rare]y conceptua]ized as such by the peop]e withﬁﬁbschool and district set-
t1ngs. The five components, which we categorize ‘as core" components, are
terms we derived from the literature on management {nformation systems. To
greater or lesser degrees these components were present in a]] of our
sample districts even though they were not a]wayskso named by district
respondents. ’ | | » .

The three additiona] components which we have 1abe1ed as contributory
are not part of the description of most management 1nformation systems.

They were, however, alsc present to WMe. extent in all eight of our dis-

tricts. They -were there to,providegusers of‘the data with guidance and ’

-
‘e

"
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assistance for making instructionally-related decisions and with support
for carrying out those decisions in'the.centraT office, in'schools, and in
classrooms. Central office personnel who had established the systems often
noted that these eXtra-system components were necessary to system.main-
tenance. Without them, they said, it would be likely that principals and
teachers would revert to exclusive reliance on working knoﬁ]edge.

Core components of a district instructional information system:

1. ‘Specified users-

2. specified uses

3., specified types of information 1nputs/outputs

4. specified information delivery- procedures

5. specified monitoring of system functioning and of system use

Contributory components of district 1nstructiona1 information systems: ‘.

6. training for users in data-based decision making and,
implementation

7. availability of resources to support action planning

8. .avai]abi]ity of resources to support imp1ementation

\

The fo]]owing is a comprehensive 1isting of the specific e]ements
included by all eight districts within each‘component. Since districts
varied from one another on the purposes of their instructiona] information
: systems,;only.a small subset-of the e]ements of each component was relevant
to a given district. Fo]]owing this catalogue we will describe three
mode]s of instructiona] information systems on a case study basis.

{1. SPECIFIED USERS: ~

teachers,

prin¢ipals; ‘ .

others in schools, such as media and learning specia ists,
substitutes, aides; - L

advisory committee members;

parents, media, prospective residents, real estate developers;

central office personnel concerned, for example, with curriculum, -
supervision, staff development, personne],

. school board members;
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These users can’be thought of as either direct or secondary nsers of the
system; either regular or episodic users; either‘active'or passive users.
"2,  SPECIFIED USES:

planning instruction, identification of subject areas in which
students' need additional time or attention;

. placing, grouping, regrouping of students,

_ remediating or suppiementing students' instruction,
monitoring student progress;
identifying parent,- teacher, student, opinions and attitudes;
determining the allocation of school level resources;
jidentifying school-wide needs;’
selecting texts;
establishing school and district image; '
communicating with interested others - e.g., federa1 or state

~ agencies and local organizations, :

P

3. SPECIFIED TYPES OF INFORMATION INPUTS/OUTPUTS

commercial norm-referenced test and subtest scores;
_district-developed criterion-referenced test scores,
proficiency test scores;
- state assessment test scores;
demographic and census data; ‘
" longitudinal individual student data, .
attitude surveys of students, teachers, parents;
records of attendance, transiency, vanda1ism, etc.;

~

4. SPECIFIED INFORMATION DELIVERY PROCEDURES:

formats - printouts, written reports, oral reports, graphic
presentations, individual and small group briefings; - — -
cycles = periodic coordinated with other activities, as needed,v

5.  SPECIFIED MONITDRING 0F SYSTEM FUNCTIONING\AND OF SYSTEM USE:

~ informal feedback; ,

‘ad hoc or standing committees reviewing information inputs,
outputs; ’

.records of system use;

supervision of subordinates by superiors peer review,

6. TRAINING FOR USERS IN DATA-BASED DECISION MAKING AND IMPLEMENTATION.,¢

~in asking questions of the data; g*-_ ..
in interpreting test scores; ‘ B '
in alternative methods of raising student achievement
in interpreting survey data; . S
in understanding implications of trends,~, LS




_-4%/..
/

in inferring ‘action alternatives from data;
in deciding among competing alternatives;
in implementing change; .

v \

7. AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCES TO SUPPORT ACTION PLAMNING:

training‘for individuals such as-media or iearning speciaiists;
budget for release time, substitutes; conference'attendance.

8. AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCES TO" SUPPORT: IMPLEMENTATION

trained individuals such as media or 1earn1ng speciaiists,
‘budget for release time, substitutes, conference attendance.

~

Description of Existing Instructional information §ystems

The eight districts in which we did fieid studies had unique instruc-.
tional information system configurations For three of these districts we
wiii utilize our eight components to provide a brief snapshot which wiii

illustrate a1ternative forms of instructiona1 information systems

District A: Student Achievement Model
The purpose of this instructional information system is to individua-

1ize instruction,' The direct. users‘of the system are. teachers‘and princi-

~pals. Teachers use the test score reports the output of - the'system, to

plan instruction, to piace students in ciasses, to- group and regroup stu-
dents, £0 assign remediai or suppiementary materiais, to connmnicate with
parents. Prinicpals use the reports to monitor individua1 and group pro~ .
gress of students, to review teacher»activities, to communicate with pa- -

rents, and to share with one another estimates of schooi progress so that.

district poiicy making can be informed by principa1 input.

 The type of data uhich the system collects and anaiyzes are students

fcriterion-referenced test. responses. These criterion-referenced tests are

keyed to a grade-by grade district curricuium in math reading, 1anguage
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arts. ‘The tests are administered by teachers on a quarterly basis. Scores
are reported by objective, by student, by reading group, by\ciass,/by'grade.
level, and by school. Turn-around time.from test-administration to teacher
receipt of printout is approximately a week. The formatiof_the instrucé
tionai.information'system's'output is a computer‘printqut and it is deli--
vered to teachers by ma11 |

In this district, there are many ways to monitor system functioning ’

" and system use. Learning specialists in each schooi make .sure that the‘

tests are distributed administered,,and correctiy processed These 1earn- :

ing speciaiists also assift teachers in anaiyzing and interpreting the
scores and in making instructiona1 plans based on these interpretations.
The principais review all test scores, hold conferences with teachers dur—
ing the year to discuss individuai children, use the previous year s scores
in making plans for the subsequent sch001 year. Both teachers and princi-
pais use the criterion- referenced tests and the objectives to which they
are indexed in conferences with parents and in. between-conference reporting
of s.udent progress. -
Af for the contributing components of the instructiona1 information
sytem:- The 1earning speciaiist in each school trains teachers in the in-
terpretation of the test scores and in. specific action pianning and imp1e-
mentation activities.  The criterion-referenced testing and curricuium .
coordination is supported by an e1aborate mu1ti 1eve1 professionai deveiop-
ment program (PDP) In this program, teachers are required to attend
courses where a diagnostic/prescriptive instructiona1 methodoiogy compa-
‘tible with ‘the criterion-referenced testing orientation is presented

Between 59551°“5’;thﬁ_?DP“EPPqu?9t°r observes in c]assrooms to makeﬂsure o
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’

: -that teachers' applications of the teaching methodology are appropriate.

Morezadvanced PDP programs are offered'based on an annual survey where
teachers indicateftheir preferences for coursework. The PDP program,
including the reTease time for teachers, the traininolof substitutes and
aides,” and additionai»conference attendance is. part of the regular district
budget.. ' '

District B: Sch001 Improvement Model

The purpose of this instructional information system is to faC111EEEE,_,#4
school site p1anning decisions about the aiiocation of resources to meet .
needs perceived by parents, teachers,” and students. The primary users of
the system are school site counci1s parents, and teachers who divide

themselves into subj ect matter committees to make p1ans for subsequent

- school years and to monitor the impiementation-of previousiy-made plans.

Principals are secondary users as are teachers not on the school site
council.

The uses to which the data are put include the identification of sub-

‘ject areas in which students need additional attention, determination of

Bl

the ‘allocation of discretionary school resources “for identified schoo’—wide
needs, anaiysis of the opinion and attitude data from parents, teachers,
and students in conjunction with student outcome data from standardized
norm—referenced tests. _

ThiS'district, on a once-afyear basis, administers a standardized test
of hasic skills. The'printout is received back from the test publishers by
school, by subscores; Further'anaiysis is done by the district office and

is made available to the school site planning team._ In addition the dis-

_trict has deveioped a parent and a teacher attitude survey, sent out once a -

'year, coi1ated by the district, organized in graphic format, and

¢

a8
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distributed to each school site council. Each school, furthermore, -
'deveiops and distributes a "Smily Survey" to assess student attitudes
toward particular subJect}areasf : -

. The central office of the district provides to. the school site
council written reports with data not on1y from the current year but from'
previous years " When .the system was in its infancy smaii group training
sessions were held; district offic1ais say that they have subsequentiy
become unnecessary as new school site members are socialized into the pro-
cess byfmore experienced colleagues. The distribution of the reports fol-

- lows an annual cycle.. The tests are administered in February, the surve}s
go out in March, the information is collated and fed back to the school
-sfte councils in Apr11 decisions are made in May, p1ans are imp1emented
starting in September, the schoo1 site council updates the timelines for

. the pians"as the schooi:year proceeds, school siteicouncii monitoring of .
the implementation of aspects of the plan occurs at meetings throughout "the

_winter. The cyc1e then repeats itself. ' . |

As for contributing components.‘ Training for teachers and parents

| when the system was first installed inciuded group process skiiis. communi-

cation skills, decision making skiiis, skills in interpreting test score |
terminology. Such training is no longe. provided by the district routineiy
although it is avaiiabie on an as-requested oasis. The district reieases
teachers to engage in sch001 site pidnning. The resources for'impiementing
the action pians made by the site.councii.come from‘the_Caiifornie Schooi
Improvement:Budget.and nave been regularly avaiiabie_over the past five

ity

_years.
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District C Staff Deveion“ent Model

The purpose of this *ratructionai 1nformation system is to enab1e cen-
~ tral office staff to tra‘ teachers#and-princ1pais in-thoso_subJect matter
areas in which students desunstrate deficiencies. The primary users of
this system are the staff deueiopment; curricuium, and'supervisorywperson—
nel in the centrai office. Indirect users are principals and teachers.

The uses to which the information 1is put are primariiy p1anning and con-
ducting ongoing and summer staff development. activities which either train
teachers in how to instruct. students in a particu1ar area or encourage
teachers “to deveiop new text or supp1ementary materiais. The information
fed into tris system comes primariiy from a state-wide assessment test ——
which compares school- 1eve1 student achievement across. the state. The

press and the school district recéive from the state the printouts of the

scures organized in high-low order of sch001 attainmen 0 Subsequentiy,
district officiais;receive more‘precise score breakouts." These data are
suppiemented by newiy developed district-wide utilization sch001 profi—
_ciency,tests, In this district, there is no expiicit monitoring of system
functioning and. system use. |

As to contributing components Since the. primary users are centra1
office personnel, there is 1imited need for training for them in/decision
making and impiementation. Substantia1 amounts of district resources, both
in terms of time and money, are made ‘available to support action planning

and the imp1ementation of staff deve1opment activities. /

N z ! N ! ’



What to Consider When Developing a District Instructional Information

As we noted previously,'instructional information systems are in a

sense a'selected educational app]ication of management-information sys-
tems. AsASuch, weAshould 100k at what has been 1earned trom those who have
—“”used“and”studied—the—usefuinessfof*managementjinformation~systems in other
organizational contexts. | »
Because of space limitations, ne will only summarize somevof the major
shortcomings users of management information systems have identified.

L)

Users complain that they:

-]

. do not understand output ’
et dO=NOt-get—information—in-timely—fashion

® do not get accurate information
do not get information that provides them with the type of ana]ysis
they need

Systems designers and managers comp]ain that -

costs and development time are high
there is difficuity in keeping the system feasib]e and adaptive

organizational analysts observe that MIS systems
. do _not_take into account the realities of. organizational life .

~alter the power relationships among departments, groups individuais :
change the content of various jobs and tasks

3y -]

From those suggestions and our fie]d work observations we would urge
that instructiona] information systems deve]opers strive to.

1 Make the system attractive, easy to use, integrated into the dai]y
life of district personnel, principa]s and teachers.,

»

2. Make the system responsive to the users unique and norma] styles of
inquiry.

3. Make the system helpful to ‘the user. in formulating problems.as well
as resolving them; in generating alternatives as well as se]ecting -
them. : ) \

T (\a
- .

Sy _‘;,. ‘ e ;.},.v . B R
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Surmma ™. .
C =2rl . sl distrint ” ;ructional information systems are in an
_arl, eve ner:al sta.  Br 1IS may be an idea whose time has come.

Existing testing, eva]uation~ and research activities that are often not

~—_reJated to one another can_ be inteqrated into a single comprehensive sys-.

"~ tem. What is.more, the deve]opment of increasingly affordable personal -
computers provides the technology for easi]y'providing instructionally
~re1evant information to wide and diverse audiences. We feel that the . w‘
potentia] benefits of this emerging information revolution can be best

-'rea1ized if school districts b991n 1inking together and u]timate]y inte-

'grating their data -nto a comprehensive school” district instructiona1~"—ww~a~

information system. The districts in which we have conducted our research
bear testimony that such systems can be deve]oped and that they can provide
a very useful tool in building-and maintaining an effective instructiona]

program.
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THE IMPORTANT DISTRICT ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL REFORM
‘ by -

. Richard c. wiiiiams and Adrianne Bank -

Background _
| ‘ The report of the Nationa1 Commission on Exce11ence in Educataon pro-
vides the most recent confirmation of a growing national uneasiness about
- the state of American pub1ic education Describing,the present public edu-
cationa1 system as drowning in " a rising tide of mediocrity,“ the report
1mp1ies that no one has been "attendiig the shep and that we (eduators,

:#w—parentss taxpayers,_students)umust naw, impJement a series of reforms to ;;w_

'ensure that our . educationa1 system will once again prosper The Commission
even gives us: guidance in se1ecting the appropriate strategies to foiiow,
1nc1uding upgrading text books, 1engthening ‘the sch001 day and year, more :
homework and higher teacher pay. ) .

To those of 'us who have been working in education or observing the
national education scene since its reaction to Sputnik in 1957, this has a
familiar ring. As we reca11 Sputnik supposediy shook the American educa-
tionai’estabiishment out of its progressive educationai“ dream worid and
brought it back to the rea1ities of upgraded textbooks, 1engthened sch001

’; days, more homework and higher teacher pay And if we continue to follow
educational history through the 1960's and 1970's we find a continued em- .
phasis on basic ski11s through such programs as. Head Start and Foiiow-

Through ! :

For the past 20 years America has indeed focused its attention on

schoois and has poured considerabie amounts of materia1 resources into its

[

-
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schoo]ing'systemf even though the commjtment may have lagged a bit in
recent yearé due to runaway inf]ation and a sluggish economy.

Our basic thesié.can be stated thus: the American people have not
been ignoring their schools nor have the}\or those who viork in the schools
éver abandoned their concefn for a quality system. If the 5choo]§ have not
improved substantially in spite pf cont%nuous reform‘attempts, it is be-

cause many of the strategies designed to improve the-schools have beep
| unrealistic -- they have not adequately accounted for the complexities and
dynamics of. the sch60]s as they aciua]]y function.

As we review educational reform efforts over the last few decades we
can divide them into two'categorie§: In one set are what we will call tar-
‘geted reforms (focusing on one éomponent of schooling); in the other set \
are what‘we will call scpoo1 site reforms (focusing on schools as cul tures,
with linked sub-components). We argue that the targeted reforms, no matter
what their specific conteht, have had very limited success in agc;mplishing»
the intended goal of'improving the quality of education. The séhoo]-site
reforms, we beTieve, have been more successful. However, their potentiai‘
imﬁact has been blunted because an essentia1 supporting element -- the
‘schqo]ldistrict -~ has not been adequately mobilized.
| The point of view expressed in this article is thgt the school dis-.
tricf, yhich‘wé define to include the céntral.dffice staff énd the school

board, has been afneg]ected actor in the school reform movement. We

*David Tyack states that from 1958 to 1975, the "Federal government's
role in education grew to.include 66 categorical programs while California -
alone initiated 58 reform initiatives" (Tyack, Krist, & Hansot, 1980, p.
259). . - . . ' - _ .

o

“
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be15eve that the digtriet structure has the potéritfial tor being an em-
powering agency for constructive system-wide change but in recent years has
not. been so recognized or encouraged. To support our thesis we will f1rst~
:1ook at some targeted reforms that have had 1imitéd 1mpact,vthen explore
the relacive strepgths-and weaknessesbof school site solutions, and
f1na11y{yfrom our research, describe how we11;managed districts can

encourage and support. good schools.

Targeted reforms include 1egis1ated and funded changes that attempt to

“ 1mbf6ve schools by focusing on only one component of schooling, for ex-
ample, teachers, curficu1a; school management, stadent'outcomes.. Examples
'//pof such targeted reforms include: changingAteacherfand~adm1n1strator
credent1a1Vrequirements;.mandating more homework, (eqﬁirihg standardized
testing, installing accountability schemes. The flaw with these well-.
intended target solutions, ﬁo matter how appealing they are to cdm@on sense
or how we11-supported by research, is that they do not begin,toiaddress the
mul ti-faceted systemie characteristics of public schools. ~ Over the years,
many of theée‘thanges introduced into our vast, complex system have dis-
appeared without a trace or they have been effectively sabotaged.
Procedures that appear to be dynamic in canception have become symbolic '’
bureaucratic exerctses in operation. Perhaps an example of Ca11fornfa‘s
attempt to 1mprove its teachers w111 help to illustrate our point.
In the ear1y 1970 s, with great fanfare, Ca11for; ‘1ntroduced a
teacher accountab111ty scheme embodied_in.the Stull Act. -The_gua11ty of

classroom teaching was going to improve betause each school district would

N
i
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be requ1red-to establish a prccedure whereby pr1ncipa1s'or other teacher.
supervisors wou]d meet periedically.to evaluate each teacher. Unique to

the Stu]] Act was the idea that teachers eva]uattons should be based on
student learning. No more wou]d teacher eva]uat1ons be based on 1rre1evan-'
ciés such as the neatness of their bulletin boards or the pleasantness of

their persona11t1es, or on ‘the subJect1v1ty of principals’ judgments. \

R
. Teachers whose pupils did not make expected gains were, by definition,

teachers in need of assistance. Presumably, if the teacher' Sgpup11s re-
mained resistant to learning, he or she could be dismissed for
Jncompetency

Now, after more than a decade, it is apparent that the*Stu]] Act has
not had its ant1c1pated beneficial 1mpact. In district after distr1ct the
Act has been d1verted into a routine set of pro forma paperwork exerc1ses.
Teachers talk about being “Stulled," a process to be endured if it cannot _'
be avoided: With hindsight, several f]aus in the Act's provisions are
self-evident. Its'mcdffied Mahagement éy Objectives (MBO) approach carried
only sanctions -- no rewards. 'If a teacher's students performed satis- ,
~ factorily, everythfng'stayed the same. If a teacher's students did not, he
or she was u1t1mate1y subject to dismissa] The Act implied thatastudent
learning outcomes were pr1mar11y the result of adequate or 1nadequate
:classroom instruction. Teachers knew this to be an unfair assumption about
the power of teach1ng and teachers. They knew that myriad’influences out--
side the c]assroom e.g., home life, peers, nutr1t10n, language transi—.
ency, affect each student's learning and tie co]]ective learning of the

entire c]assroom. Finally, the legislation was based on an erroneous
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- belief that theré were vq11d, reliable measures that could accuraté1y
assess student 1éarn1ng; These méjor conceptué1 flaws were compounded by
problems in execution. When the Stull \Act pecame law, it became apparent
‘that few principals or supervisors could provide inétructiona1 supervision
and asﬁistance'to teachers 1nlthe different subjects taught. Is it any
wonder tﬁat7principals and teachers immediately began-to subvert such an an
unworkable reform, -even one with honoréble intentions?. ‘ o
" While complying with the letter of the law, they violated the spirft.

Teachers set instructional objectives knowing that their ‘students would

very likely achieve them. Principals tacitly went a1ong with the charade.'

And, to no one's surprise, students for the most part aéhieved the'dbjed-:
tives as they.had‘been written. The prevailing pérception amdhg 5choo1 |
- peoﬁ{e; then, is that the Stull Act haé had 1ittle posiiibe 1mpgcf’1h

improving Ca11forn1afs s;hoo1s. But everyone knows that it has generated
‘an annué1kf1urry of paperwork absorbant of time and energy which might be

.-

better spent e]seyhere. )
‘We could provide other examples of targeted reforﬁs: Most Qf’the
educational fads of the 60‘; and '70's were of this_type: e.g., the push
_ for better curricular mater1a1s, the swing td opeh 1earn1ng.centers, the |
expectation that differentiated Sfaffing might work. Our point is that'
targeted reforms haven't worked 1in the'past and they are.un11ke1ynxo work
in the future'Becauée they do not fake into account the realities of public

schooling as complex, dynamic, decoupled systems.

School -site solutions. Educators and legislators, stung by these

failures, have begun to formulate more sophisticated approaches to

-
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educational reform based on the view that the schooilsite~is a-cu1ture'.
whose subcomponents are linked to one another. Reform then becomes an
ongoing annual process whereby the principa1 teaching staff and community
work together towards assessing the schoo1 s needs, determining appropriate
soiutions, and implementing and evaluating the results. _ o

Among the early research into this site-specific prob1em-so1v1ng pro-
cess was the I/D/E/A study in educationa1 change sponsored by the Kettering -
Foundation. Between 1967 and 1972, 18 elementary schoois formed a self-
help "League of Cooperating Schoois" (Bentzen, 1974) Each school, bol-.
stered by a core group of League- affiiiated universwty consu1tants and by.
support from one.. another ~undertookesel_f initiated_reform._,0ver a_five- .
year period of time some of those schoois showed remarkabie courage --{ ‘
transforming themselves from du11'routine piaces into dynamic, exciting
learning environments alive with new ideas and programs. .

Subsequently, several state and nationai-educationai programs have
utilized a similar school site approach e.g., ESEA Title I, PL 94-142, and
Califer nia s Scho01 Improvement Program (SIP). »Caiifornia's 1977 SIP
progxam required that schools organize school advisory counciis to p1an and
_implement educationa1 programs based on documented assessments of need.
SIP provided funding for start-up and for impiementation. Recent studies
have shown that, even a11owing for the wide variations in how schoois
carried out the plarning process and used the needs surveys. schoo1
improvement has indeed occurred (Berman, 1982).

chool site action p1anning has been an attractive mode1 for educa-

’ tiona1_refonn. It takes into account the unique characteristics of .

\
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. . . ' L
1anv1dua! schooTs ana.gjves'major actors such as the principal, teachers,
parents and, in secondary schools,'students'ownershib of thevprocess. It
is -a mechanism whereby schools address their own needs in their own ways.

_}Thus, a school where children have reading prob1ems;can'marshal its re-
sources and energies to address that need; the choo1 across town concerned
.about drug use can d1rect 1ts attention and funds to ‘that problem.

Ne app1aud the various schoo1 site reform strategies. " They are vastly
more realistic than targeted reforms. But we be11eve that the schoo1 s1te
mude1 also .has 11m1tatidns;'_0ur.ma1n concern 1s,that'jt ignores the hres-
sures on the schbo1 comfng from the larger socfal- and pb11t1¢a1 environ-’

_ ment., It assumes that—schools—need—no—buffer#ng—agencyunor—any—ongoing-—______
support structure outside themse1ves. It assumes that they are in charge

- of the major ‘aspects of their own governance. . .

But 1nd1v1dua1 schools have Timited contro1 over the size of their
enro11ments and of ‘their budgets.‘ The former is influenced by popu1ation,f
trends, the latter by legislative actions. Sch661 managers haye?on1y
11m1ted'nower to hire and fire their own personne1:-_they'are cunstrained
by pre-ekisting 1egis1ation, administrativeiru1es, or union cbntracts.'

; Pub11c1y supported.sch001s are subjected to nation-wide Br state-wide
legislative, jud1c1a1, soc1a1, and po11t1ca1 forces many of whose mandates
are misa1igned with the 1nstructiona1 mission of an 1nd1v1dua1
institution.

Theafore, we be11eve that individual schoo1s are not |arge enouéh nr
strong enough to 1n1t1ate and sustain 1mproved 1nstructiona1 funct10n1ng by

themse1ves, even when they make heroic efforts in- this d1rection. They

fv‘;()
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vioo.

need continuing financia1 and technica1 and psychoiogicai_support from some
1arger entitybin order to sustain. their own renewa1 efforts. |

I/D/E/A's League of Cooperating Schools is a good examp1e of vwhat
happens nhen an ag_hgg.support system assembied for the specific purpose of
‘providing such financia1 technica1, and psychoiogicai support disappears..
. For five years, Leaque consu1tants and staff p1ayed a critical roie in _
encouraging each school to identify prob1em areas needing attention. The '_
_League ‘provided services on request, e.0.: training for principais and
teachers,vcoaching in group dynamics and problem soiving, inte11ectua1
stimulation and provision of ideas. Hith these enabiing and empowering
servicas,wmany»schoois»deveioped and-improvedrremarkabiy.r-However,mnhen
1/B/E/A funding ended the League disbanded. And schools slowiy'began to"
transmute back into what they had been before the project began. When
principals and teachers who had been 1eaders in the reform effort left,
" they were repiaced by others without their training or.commitment to~
ﬁchange. There was no external support system which could sustain the

ﬁ

- innovations and counterbaiance the personne1 changes. If one were to visit
those eighteen schoois today, one would find most to be rather ordinary
e1ementary schoois, mere shells of their ear1ier innovative se1ves.
From our experience with the I/D/E/A project and from research on
school change (Herriott & Gross, 1979 Lehming & Kane, 1981 Rosenblum &
‘Lowis, 1981), we derive an important insight. ‘Missing in both the targeted
| reform and the sch001 site approach is ongoing support coming from a

stabie, sanctioned organizationa1 entity of which the individua1 sch001 is .

but a part. In the I/D/E/A project the larger structure was.’ '
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temporarily, the'League itself. In the everyday world of schools that
permanent entity should be the schoo1'district.

A common reaction by those teachers, parents, and community groups ”
interested in school improvement is that the district officte is an obstacle
to be'overcome, a bureaucratic morass where good”ideas'get buried or
subverted. When budgets must‘be reduced, centra1 office administrators are
often seen as an easy target. We argue, in contrast,'that urgent
consideration be given to adding onto any schoo1 site reform strategy a
role for school districts._ Academic, popu1ar and po1itica1 attention
should be turned to a most‘obvious locale for initiating, coordinating, and
sustaining education change - the'schoo1 district.

The Schoo1 District Role in Educationa1 Reform

The recent history of programmatic change in education gives insight
“into the. current school district role in educationa1 reform. At the turn
of the twentieth century, a ‘key political goal of educationa1 administra-
| tors was- to centra1ize control of urban schoo1s, torstandardize publiC'ma u-
cation, and to vest most decision making in appointed‘expert superinten—
dents. As these prbgressive administratdrs'redefined the.concept of denio-
cracy: the schoo1 systems they constructed were 1itera11y hierarchical and
‘shie1ded from 1ay influence (Tyack et al., 1980). gany of the ideals and
achievements of the progressive administratorsvcame under sharp'attack-
during the 1960's and 70's... The reform generation, starting with Sputnik
in 1958 and lasting unti1 the mid 1970 S, increased the federa1 govern-
ment's roig in education to inc1ude 66 categorical pregrams. {ils created

a c1imate of heightened factionaiism over which schooling .unctions are

most important. - ‘i~¥fj _ L L
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Despite thevreform rhetoric, regulations by the state, strictures. of
accrediting bodies, the infiuence-of testing agencies, and bureaucratic
inertia often‘inhibited'change.f One resuit of the new politics of educa-
tional reiorm, however,'was‘an increase in reouf%tion of‘iocai_districts_

and new pressures for lay participation:at thei]ocai level (Tyack, et al.,
‘1980). Federal and state laws mandated school site councils. ~Large school
districts experimented with decentralization and community contro{.
Teacher unions grew in number'énq influence and adversarial’ relationships
became common in school systems.

In the 19801s, the educational reform .picture is chenging'again.
Issues such as declining enrollment and ‘tax revoits have surfaced. Current
strategies used by school districts to improve instructiona1 programs re-
quire the ability to coordinate complex subsystems within the educatiOna1
organization

It is clear that districts differ substantia11y from one another not
only in terms of :size and level of resources, but aiso in “their administra-
tive philosophy in regard to instruction. Some hands—off districts regarq
classroom teaching as the responsibiiity of the teacher subject only to
whatever supervision the principai wishes or is able to provide Other .
districts centralize scope and sequences of major subject areas, 1imit
"schools to one or several options for texts, test all students on their '

-achievement on milestone objectives, and have district-wide mechanisms for
' creating strategies to remediate student deficiencies * Such a highiy
chordinated approach to instruction is rare, takes a 1ong time to deveiop,a

w2 s keiy to be appropriate only . in districts where particuiar )/
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conditions are extant (ﬁi11iams & Bank, 1982). These include the presence
- of “idea champions" who work with a stable core of staff in a comhhhity
" environment wiich is not embroiled in turmoil or.rapid change.

We are hqt suggesting such a_centra1ized system as the way for all -
districts to perform Neither are we adVocating the handéeoff approach.
Rather, we are. advocating that the district office attend on a systematic
and regularized basis to the development of situation- specific coordinated

ways to 1mprove»student 1earn1ng It is our view that attempts by the

district to do the1r own targeted reform -- such as. adding teacher training

prpgrams, testing programs, buying_hew books -- will fa1],,just as similar
reforms fail hhen handated by state or‘federa1 agencies, because they
address only a corner of the educationa1'tapestry 51m11ar1y, we be1ieve
that districts which on1y pay 1ip service to school site reform, without )
' providing back-up encouragemeht, technica1 assistahce, and training from
the central office will also-fail. | ,

fhisvimp11es that there are two crucial criteria for those in the cen-
tral office who want to move their distr1Ct; towards instructional excel-
lence: they must -consider the connection between a11‘the parts of their
complex educationa1 organization; and they must think of their efforts as
part of a long-term sustaihed effort -- to be modiffed in the 1ight of
changing conditions hut not abandoned as soon as the public turns 1ts_gaie
elsewhere. ' | '

He have*come upon several districts which have such 1ong-tenn
strategies for supporting on-going, incremental 1mprovement in their
schools. These districts did not start with a b1ueprfnt or prescrfbtion

‘i
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for 1nsfruct10na'l improvemént. Insteéd, a'lthough'operationa'l'l_y quite
different from one anotfier, each started when one.Or\severa1~1ndividua1s
* ---who cared, and who had clout -- built a district cons}ituency with a
commi tment éo instructional excellence and ﬁad the cohfi&ence ﬁhaf they'
could move.their system towards that-vision. - v

Each of ‘the four districts to which we are referring began by trying
»to'understand whaf their current situation was.at the moment. In both
formal and informal ways -- that 15;.by {ooking,at test data, program-
déscfiptibn§;Vihst?dctidﬁaT"ac;1V1t1es;“téachei’and"Péféht"éurveys}fheeds'”
assessments, corridor conversatioﬁs -- those in the central office.who had
made a commitement to educational- excellence first gathered information to
identify strengths, resohrces, and‘energieé as well as'trqub1e areas in
need of fixing. N

In District A, this situation asséssﬁent led to the development over
an eight-year period of time of a high1y«1ntegrated criter}on-referenced
testing systém linked to é'districtfqué scope and Sequencé in math,
Tanguage arté,_and reading. A district4fuhded professional devé1bpmeﬁt '
program provided teachers viith methods to remédy studeht 1eafn1hg |
deficiencies. A learning speciaiist in each school hé1ped'w1th classroom
management'deta11s,'tﬁe principal in each school led the annual planning
ahd feedback ééssions and hoﬁitored classroom prpgre$§., | “

: Diitrict-s, with'thejsamévcommitment to 1ﬁstructidna] excellence, used

a different strategy.. Tﬁey veSfed decision-hakfng‘QVEE instructioﬁa1
operations in the hands of a'Lareht/teachér”schoo1 site coun§11. On an

annual cycle, this couhc11 received information culled from questionnaires

,65'



- 52 -

and test scores by the research and deue1opment office. The information

" was formatted so the council had a snapshot of their sTtuation which they

could compare with previous snapshots of their schoo1 Problem-solving

meetings in each school in April generated an annua1 p1an to start 1n

September- which had target dates throughout ‘the year for spec1f1c actions
District monitoring of..the target dates kept up_the pressure on the schoo1s

to 1mprove according to their own p1an

. District C, a 1arge district spread over many miles of urban and rural

communities; used their situation ana1ysis as the cata1yst for generating

district-wide consensus on both student outcome and’teaching method goa1s

"for their ent1re'system; Teachers, principals and central off1ce<adm1n1-

straturs wrote their own job descr1ptions to reflect these goal positions
anq became willing to hold themselves and others accountable for perfor-

-
mance.

District D, a medium size heterogeneous district with map§f}ﬁnority :
groups, brought pr1nc1pa1s together to ana1yze the1r own schoo1s scores on
a mandated state assessment test. This 1ed to the proposing of 1nd1v1dua1-
ized sch;o1 remedies, some of which called for 1ncreased instructional time
to be spent on a particu1ar subject_area, supplementary mater1a1s to be
purchased, and additional staff training. The dl‘lstr'lct stimulated the pro-

cess, made available the funds, and organized the staff deve1opment Not a

one-shot'dea1 this process of tak1ng stock goes on every year, supported

by the district office (Bank & w1111ams, 1981 w1111ams & Bank, 1982).

kS

We know of other districts who have created the1r own versions of

a

‘ coord1nated 1nstructiona1 1nformation/action systems to support their

visions of instructional 1mprovement (Bank & w1111ams, 1981). Such
”c" - | « L
* ""i;"§i§37;Q5.37°;. .
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sys*ems do appearato be within the capabiiities of most districtﬁoffices,
espe'1a11y as computer use is becoming more accessib1e. - 5
We" be1ieve that,_ the time is ripe to provide to those districts who

- have the will but don' t:quite see their way clearly, with support, encour-
agement xand technica1 assistance from the 1arger educational environments
of which they are.a part. For example; as state departments of education
put together reform¢packages in response to the renewed pub1ic ca11 to
exceiience, as universities ponder the partnerships they might,deveiop with
’school districts (Goodiad et al., 1983) as%county offices provide their
technica) services, we be1ieve there should be cognizance of the district
2officeaés a neglected resource. Research has: suggested factors which
characterize effective schools (Edmonds, 1979; Brookover, et al., 1979;
Rutter, et a1., 1979; Clark, ‘et al., 1980, Murnane 1980) We be1ieve’that
effective schoois, if they are not to be accidenta1 and evanescent must be °
supported and maintained by effective districts.l It is essentia1 that we
Yearn morc about the characteristics of effective districts and how to . -
bring them into being. We call for heightened political, academic, and
.public awareness of the district as an important agent in educationa1
excellence so that the process of creating“effective districts can move

forward. .
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- THE DISTRICT ROLE IN INTRODUCING MICRO- COMPUTERS
A CONTINGENCY APPROACH

by
Richard C. Williams, Adrianne Bank and Carol Thomas

Introduction

There are, among those- in education, computer optimists and computer

pessimists. Computer optimists can visualize schools of the foture as part

of large scaie networks a]]owing students and teachers access to informa-
tion of a quality and quantity never before possib]e. They see computers
rectifying the resource disadvantages of small schoo]s, meeting the needs
of minority populations, encouraging prob]em solving, creativity, and irdi-
vidua]ized instruction. Computer peSSimists, on the other hand, see read-
.ing and writing deva]ueo as more time is spent with computers and less time
with books,:greater personal isolation as.learning'occurs primarily through

. interaction with machines rather than with other people, a widening gap

" between the richywhoshave computer access-and the poor who do not.

. (Coburn, et al., 1982)

But whether:one is ah‘optimist or a oessimist about the future impli-

cations of computers, as a school or district administrator,‘one must be a

- computer realist. According to Market Data Retrievai,'October, 1982 fig-

ures, based on their annual teTephcne-survey of all U.S. districts, over
24, 000 pub]ic schools now use microcomputers in instruction, up 60 percent

from the previous year with the fastest growth rate occurring in e]ementary

-

‘schools. -

Of the 15 314 districts“in ‘the U. S., 9,245, or 60 4 percent, had

microcoﬁputers in 1982 as compared with 6,441 a year ear1ier. The raie of

i
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grewth was highest in.the sma11est districts. By October 1982, 52 eercent
of tdese small -- under-1,200 students -- districts had microcomputers
while almost three-guarters of the districts with over-10,000 students had
them (Market Data Retrieval, October, 1982). |

The rate of growth in schools and school districts' acquisition of.
microcomputers,is phenomenal and is expected to continue. But the cdrrent
statistics on the ava11ab111ty of hardware may be m1s1ead1ng Tde National
Center for Educationa1 Statis?1cs reports that computers were used by an
estimated 4. 7 mi1lion students during the 1981-82 school year, averag1ng
~ing over 9 hours a year of ‘computer access for each student. Differences
in'amount and type of use~were'by grade. H1gh schools cite computer
science as their major use in instruction; junior'highs use termina1s for‘
remedial instruction, ehrichment~and computer 11teracy. In elementary
schools, termina1s are used mainly for enrfchmeat, remediation and basic"
'skills instruction (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1982,

p. 2). ” | :

There is great variation, then, in the ava11abi11ty'ef personal com-
euters‘in schools and'in the uses to which they are put. There is a1so'
. variability in the'ro1e which district offtces'b1ay in ‘introducing compu-
ters into the educational setting ' |

Some districts, espec1a11y large districts or those w1th strong cen-:{

tral administrations have adopted a»high]y centralized approach to 1ntro-

ducing computers. Here, the district direets thefprocess of selecting,
funding, and placing microcomputers in schoo1s usually with some input

from principa1s or teachers. The advantages of such a centra1ized approach

e .
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include 1) the.developmentfof convendently located and deployable expertise
for training and'trouh]eshootihg in many schools;'Z) the increased capa-
city to coordihate hardware, software, and training; and the added clout
the district has when negotiating with vehdors on’price, servfce contracts,
and software when they purchase in bulk. Disadvantages of the centra]ized
approach include diminished teacher “ownersh1p of and enthusiasm for both
the hardware and software, 1ess f]ex1b111ty in accommodating spec1f1c

, Classroom needs'for particu]ar kinds of Lardware or software,_]ack of know-
ledge at the central office Tevel

Other districts have e1ther 1nadvertently or 1ntentiona11y, adOpted a

grassroots approach to 1ntroduc1ng computers. In these ‘cases, computen

buffs among the teachers learn as muchxas they can; find their own or app1y_
to the district for funding,'and use the1r,own,cohputersv1n their;own
classrooms in the1r own ways. Their enthusiasm, it fg'assumed, will spread
to other teachers.who will then beCome'a cr1t1ca1'@ass who will eventually
come together tokform a school-wide plan.

Adwantages of‘this approach include its low cost to the district for
educating its own personnel and grappling with individua] schoo]s"prob-
lems, and'the.natura] spread'of the 1hhovation because of enthusiasm and
-individual initiative. Disadvantages, however, may be serious: much money
may be spent on hardware and software wh11e on]y a few children will learn
part1cu1ar skills, and these skills either may not be picked up in subse-
quent grade levels or subject areas or may‘be unnecessarily repeated./ |

' Between the'extremes of a highiy_cehtralized and a-graSsroots.

approach are many intermediate approaches. Each district where the

7o
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computer issue has arisen --.and we shou1d note that ciose:to 40‘percent of
the districts have not yet grappled with the ‘situation -= seems to muddle
through, formu® ating its own reSponses in reaction to various kinds. of .
'pressures.;‘ : g ’ : . - R )

The GrowingﬁImportance of the District Role

Our argument here is that the district centra1 office, aiong with its
" school board, must take seriousiy\jts roie_in introducing microcomputers
into.its schools. Mistakes are becoming fncreasingly-costly. ‘Some dis-
tricts have rushed out to buy microcomputer systems and found, unhappiiy,
, _that the system they bought will not t»ntinue to meet their néeds and thatv
their instructiona1 programs are not h“li served by the system they have
purchased (Thomas & McCiain, 1981). S

The unfairress to students of 1eaving issues of computer access to
chance is becoming more apparent. A survey conducted by Market Data
Retrieval (1982) found that sch001 microcomputer use is associated with
wealth of the district —-'80 percent of the nation s 2,000 1argest richest
high schoo]s used microcomputers while only. 40 percent of smaiier poorer
high schools had them (Lipkin, 1983). Access to micro-computers is aiso
dominanted by ma1e students. A survey of 10 New Jersey high schoois offer-
. ing computer courses revealed a cohsistent dominance of maie enroiiment,
siightiy more than 60 percent. Studies of Caiifornia schools report a _
similar. trend/(Bakon et ai., 1983). In addition to computer-access; the,,
~ issue of equity is also reflected in how schools- use computers. when~com¥“vt
| puters are used 1n.suburban schools, it is often in the context of rroqram-h

ming and’computer awareness. laic.  oowiputers are used in,1ess affluent

|1
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inner- city or- rura1 schools, the use is more likely to be for drill and )
' practice and remediation (Fie1d & Kurtz, 1982; Lipkin, 1983). ‘The desir-
abiiity of having a coherent computer 1iteracy scope and sequence,.anaio-

to that in reading, math and 1anguage arts, is daily becomino more
eviuent. | ‘ | J

There are, in Short mally issues that are too 1arge_and'too complex
for individua1 schools to resoive each in their ‘own manner. In‘the current
1-wor1d of -educational computer use, effective districts are . essentia1 for
effective schoois A brief summary ‘of some of the issues with which a dis-
t"1ct must eventually cope is inc1uded in Table 1 . We have grouped_these
issues into categories hardware acquisition/fiscai issues;'software
issues management issues, staff development’ issues, and instructiona1
issues. The issues in each category have been organized according to major

poiicy questions and operational p1ann1ng questions

Contingency Approacn to Jistrict Invoivement with Computers '

As noted above, many.districts have responded reactiveiy to the
.rapid1y expanding avai1abi1ity of relatively inexpensive‘computers and
programs that can be used for manageria1 and instructiona1 purposes
Whether centra1ized or grassroots in character their approach might well
be 1abe1ed a "non-planning strategy;

There are a number of understandable reasons for the prevalence of
this approach School districts, 1ike many individuals and other organiza-
; tions in the; public and private sector, are unsure about how to assesc
notentia1 va1ue of an ‘eapiovding® technoiogy And there are other reasons

related to the marketing of computers. For example, many computer vendors
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Issues

Table

!

Issues m Need of Dissrict Attention

PoHc’y/Frasr@sork (uestions

| Operstional Planning Questions ,‘

Hardware -
Acquisition/
Fiscal

Issues

 Mhat crfterfa/quidelnes should be
established for hardvare acquisition?

1 ° What percent of the computer budset

should be allocated for software purchase
anc vintenane? .

purposes?

E Mhat percent of the conputer budget should.‘ |

be allocated for software purchase and

‘| maintenance?
' What resources are avaflable for personne1

costs assoctated with handare use?

* Mhat inservice tra1n1ng budget anocations
should be made? ~

® What strategles shou]d be used by educutors
1n dealing with conputer vendors?

¢

’ ’Nhat; successes/failufes have been experienced
by other districts with specific hardvare?

. Hhat 15 equipment's relfablity?

‘= " hat maintenance warranties and assistance

17 snoild  sogle comuter systenbe used™ |
 for both instructional and adninistrative

w00 vendors provide fn Anstallingand -

servicing the equipnent?

. What peripherals are avaflable for specific

Nardiare ond provided by the vendor? -
" fhat expansion options exist?

* Yhat training Wil the vendor provide 1n the -
 operation and programing of the hardeare?
" What sfze nachines and/or merory are required

% run the prograns needed and achieve
computer use ojectivest
° What- software 1 available and at vhat' st

~in relatfon to the charactertstics of

 hardvare?
® What are the estimated costs i hardre,
software, mafntenance, facility preparation,

o | nd staffing reeds for each appication? ¢
‘| hat strategles should be used for financing
| “.WWMWM? .
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1ssues

- fFramork Questions

Operactona] Planning Qpestidns.

Softwam
Issues

Vi
I

¢

0

mwmammm“mwmmm

" indertake software: developnent? |
Should the district operate a Software
lbray?

Hhat 1 district policy relating to copy-
right fssues for pun‘.hased and teacher-
developed prograns? |
How and by whom should software bs located

- enluiated, and acqu1 red?

0 Hdn - vesults of software evaluation be -

disseninated?

© " Do the Software cassettes or dists 1nc1ude

docunentation?.

® 1s the software progran educationaily sound? -

" How can conputer software be inteqrated
‘with other instructional activities?

g

Managementw

~ Tesugs

hat role Wi other edicationa) service -
 agenctes and groups have n the disteict- ]

frangwork and plam?

How wi1] the d1 strict judge if thef cnmpu
ter {nplementation program 5 Successful?
How should resources be allocated to
ensure equal educational access and use

~of computers?

What Securdty precautions should be taken?

¥hat phasing-m strateqy should be mple- .

nented for the district's computer plan?

° hat *mplementation strateqy and tielines
of the district!

* Should Schools-have central{zed:placenent
o Individual Classroon/department

placement of computers?

% Hnat strategfes can districts use o

encourage female students in computer use?

Staff
Developnent
558

.-f;_
o

ait-do teachers', prd ndpals. and other dis-

rict staff need to know to use comuters?
What teacher certification requirenenis
should be establshed, 1f any?

ho should conduct and evaluate the con-
puter trafning-and what ype of followip

asststance w11 be provided?

* 0NN the district develop stafftobelocal | |

Computer resource persons?

~® Hhat computer trafning, both preservice

and dnseryice, should be required for
teachers and adninistrators?

~® Yhat strategtes should be used o allocate

' ,.time for staff trafning and hands- L
* computer e,\perience? |

are needed for elenentary aid Secondary levels' o

r¥ A
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Issues

Poligy/Fra’Mork Questions

(perational Planning Questions

Instrivvivndi
JE

o,

P el corrputers have in the
SO0y ot rassie e fnstruc-
tion, comuter Hten, Yy Computer
programing?

* Shoutd a1 students meet minfnun conputer

conpetency requfrenents?

® How wil1 tne instructional role of
teachers change with i ncreased computer
use?

i

° Wnat kind of soctal prob1ems are baing fntro-
-iced fnto schoot. along with computers?

® How can the district ensure equity fn comater
- use, espectally higher 1~ and creftive uses!-
" hat are reasonable nl. ~ideines for

student computer use?

® 15 there a specific need for a “computer
literacy" currfcula?

® What are appropriate dicationa goals and
curriculum naterdals for computer Mteracy?

" © Jow can the teacher overcane the constraints
"~ of ustog fndividual ly-orfented computers fn

 the context of a group-based 1nstruct1ona1
organization!

)
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‘provide free or low-cost introductory offers to scnoo1 districts in

hardware or software or staff training in order to get districts to make a

1ong-term commitment to the vendor's brand. School districtsloperating‘on

A

meager financial resources find it difficult to refuse the hook hidder in

" this sudden technoiogica1 largesse and they purchase before they plan.

Another reason for non-planning is avoidance: the level of uncertainty and

ambiguity is.so high that central office staff don't know where to begin in

devising a>conorenensive'strategy.'4Tne'hardware and software is constantly

A}

changing; is unfamiliar to many. who would potentia11y benefit from its

'avai1abi11ty, threatens somc who think they don't want to or can 't learn

about it. A further psycho1ogica1 comp1ication is created by studentf who'm
seem to know far mcre about and have far greater aptitude and appetite for:
this new techno]ogy than do ‘their teachers. |

' To some administrators, the logical response to this problem is to
begin with a rationa1 p1anning mode1 following a series of -sequential

steps that would inc1ude carefu11y defining the district's objectives as

'regards computer use; determining those steps that wou]d have to be taken

by various district components, e.g., teachers, district administrators,
principa1s, in order to accomp]ish each objective, estab1ishing time lines

and sequences to be followed; determining ways to evaluate whether specific

objectives,had been achieved; applying corrective actions in instances

" ‘where objectives had not been met.

Linear&p1annin§'can be an effective tool to\he1p orﬁanizations achieve
specific goals when there is a common knowledge base, where lines of

authority are clearly defined, and where therec are the resources to
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.carry our the impiementation sequence- we doubt, however,' that 1inear .
p1anning is an appropriate tool for questions of computer se1ection.
School dnstricts lack suff1cient knowiedge about or contro1 over important
factors that must be accurately est.mated in o;der for a’1inear mode1 is to
work. For examp1e, school districts are subjected ‘to shifting forces
outside of their organizationa1 boundaries over Hhich ‘they have 1itt1e
contro1 ‘e. g., po1itica1 support in the community, changing popu1ation,
externa11y mandated strategies in key administrative and instructiona1 ‘
’areas, and uncertain financia1 resources. Given these conditions, and the
rapid1y expanding computer techno1ogy, we think 1t a waste of time .to try°

,to determine exact goa1s and the mearis to accomp1ish them. Sy the= time |

" such a comprehensive plan is devised it is 1ikely that conditions will
have changad so as to make the p1an obso1ete. :

Under such conditions of uncertainty and change, we reject both "no

planning" and “1inear p1anning.“ We suggest instead the usecof an inter-

mediate scheme which we wi11 refer to-as a contiggency p1anning approach.
This approach suggests that districts p1anning be ongoing, incrementa1 |
adaptive and se1f-correcting. , ;

Hhi1e traditiona1 p1anning is ‘based on events that have:a high proba- ;
bi1ity of occurring, contingency p1anning takes into consideration other
l1ikely conditions ‘which, if they actua11y occured could create serious

- difficulties for a-school district. A contingency approach prepares one to
take specific ‘actions when an event or. condition not p1anned for in the
forma1 p1anning process actua11y does take p1ace.\ It therefore eliminates
uncertainty and time de1ays in making responses, and makes responding tc

,'thc unpredictab1e a reasonab1e part of dai1y 1ife.. =
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A contingency approach identif%es issues of concern (e.g., "what if""
questions) and estimates the probability of their occurrence'(Steiner,

1979). Both the .degree of critica11ty and the degree of probab111ty must -
be cons1dered A]ternative strategies to dea] w1th:the possible -occurrence  t
. of these events are identified and considered,fn terma of the anticipated:
nature of the events and the district's capabitities and constraints in

. hdea]ing with them. The resu]t may be a decision by distr1ct staff to take o
“ some advance "damage 'control" actions as well as to identify potent1a1;'$
strategies to be followed at the time of the events. — Y

LA contingency approach may describe “trigger poimts“ or those'warning-
signs wh1ch would signal the 1mminence of the events for which cont1ngency
p]ans have been developed (Ste1ner, 1979) In some cases,'the tr1gger
po1nt might be the event itself, but in other cases the po1nt at wh1ch some
action should be taken is less clear. _ '

For examp]e using a cont1ngency approach districts should beg1n or
continue to become know]edgeab]e about a w1de range of computer-re1ated
top1cs from techno]ogy to staff needs, att1tudes, and purposes.v At the
came time, the distr1ct should become aware of present uses of computers
and start to imagine a]ternative arrangements that cou1d accommodate the
district's activities to the techno]ogy S demands. L

Armed with such data, ‘the district shou]d at the same t1me, 1dent1fy
the op;ima] dates by which it must make critical decisions regarding. what
computers to buy, when they %hoa]d beibought,vwho'shou1d use them, amq who
should have them. In other word§; many of the district's future plans anox

actions w1117pe contingent upon the unknown opportunities that will be i

7
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.“emerging at some unknown point in time. It is a complex task'to decide not

only how, but when, to act.

Components of a Contingericy Approach

Gearing up for tumputer_usé in the district can be viewed as occurring.
\simuitaneously in three areas: 1) doing a situation audit (external and
internal environments); 2)“generat1ng.support~ 3) formuiating district-wide
' po]icy, and 4) deve]oping an ongoing operational plan to facilitate deci-

sion making. ‘ 0 _ ,

1. Doing a Situation Audit
e '\ i - .
The tenm situation audit refers to a systematic analysis of data,

~"past présengk and future (Sfeiner, 1979)~- Such an audit provides the base

for p]anning computer purchase and. use. e potentia] range of top1cs
‘covered in a s1tuat1on audit is wide -- anyt 1ng of 1mportance 1n the in-
ternal and external\environments. A maJor obJect ve of the s1tuation'aud1t
is to identify and ana]yze the key trends, orces, and phenomena that have
a potentia1,effect on the formulation and mp]ementation of a frameuork for
‘district computer use. The situation audit o_provides a forum for shar-
ing and_debating»divergeni views about re1euant issues regarding‘notential ”
changes. We discuss tha situation audiu.‘n term oé an internal inventory.
and an external resources listing.

. An 1nterna1'1nventq4¥, In order to devélop an effective district

framewdrg,'administrators need to know what is alneady occurring in the
communiﬁy,_schoois,-and nomes of “students enrolled in the district.
Through survéys and interviews, baséline 1nTormation can be collected
regarding what equipment i's now avai]ab]e, how much 1t is nhow used, what

resources and ski]]s there are at present in the district.
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Detailed information is needed on the district's current inventory of
types of hardware, maintenance problems and their costs, support from ven-
dors, the extent to which existing hardware is compatible and expandab]e.
Districts should know what software has been purchased where it is stored,
how much it has been used. . In addition, the district will need to know
who, at each schooi; is managing the use of the computers, how they are
being used, and ror what percentage of time. In California, one district,
inundated with anvariety of microcomputers, conducted a survey'to determine
what equipment existed in their schools. They found that during the past
'few.years each secondary school department had been acquiring its own
"equipment to meet specific needs. ‘This piecemeal acquisition was now
creating problems since schools had bought different brands (Stremple, -
1983). |

Staff in the district also can be surveyed to determine who has skills

for operating what equipment and software, who can program in various com-

l

fa

-

puter languages, who can be a trainer of trainers, demonstration teacher,
or software evaluator. Parents of students enroiled'in the district can be
surveyed to determine if a computer is in the home, what type, and if it-is
used by the student.

The district data base should also indicate what information is
already being. systematically collected by the district about existing
instructional programs, demographic profi]e, student achievement data,
financia] transactions, etc. | .

Fina]]y, an inventory can assess teachers and studentsi attitudesi
towards computers to discover those who are likely" opinion 1eaders and

those who are not.

W 2 ‘
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An external resources listing. In addition to internal resources,

there-are many groups and agencies external to the school district that
might provide assistance to district staff contemplating computer use.

'Eiectronic Learning magazine (1982) conducted a survey. that identified 38

statewide educator-user groups in 33 staies, all of which have the genera1
aim of promoting the effective use of computers in the classroom. In those
. states where no statewide groups were identified, most often a speciai unit
‘within the state department of education was fi11ing the role. vThese
groups varied in the services they offered, providing a'range of the fol-
‘1owing activities: cooperative funding,‘newsietter publication, conference )
.iorganization, resource center, inservice training, software library, and
- software evaluation. A few of these user groups have national member:
‘ships."For/exampie, school teachers in the Santa Clara County area of
Caiifornia.formed the Computer-Using Educators'(CUE) group which has a
membership of over 700 people in 19 states (Unseem, 1981). Minnesota
Educational Computing'Consortium (MECCi provides services to Minnesota
schools and schools in adjoining states.

Corporations and industry 1eaders aiso provide support to school
districts. -Hewlett- Packard in Caiifornia has fostered industry-education
ties by having a number of fu11 time_employees who devote time to improving
the company's contact with public schools. A committee of top executives
“ examines ways the firm and industry can provide more support»for public _”

education.‘ They have 1oaned perSOnnei and given equipment tovschoois
‘(Unseem, 1981). A partnership exists between the washington, D.C. schools

and Control Data Corporaticn. Their partnership calls for.the firm to-
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donate $118,000 worth of terminals and software and an equivalent amount
“worth of training and admfnistration to the school district. The sraool

system will be matching that contribution (Education Daily, 1982).

Organizatiens also exist that provide services tq districts in speci-
fic areas of computer use such as software eva1uation (e.g., MicroSIFT in

Oregon); 1nrormation exchange (e. 9.,\Assoc1at1on for ‘Educational Data -

Systems); data bases (e.g., Resources in Computer Education [RICE])ﬁ and

news1etters and magazines (e. 9., The.Compﬁtinngeacher, School Microware\gx\'

- Directory, Software Review)

In its survey of externa1 resources, the district shou1d become know—
1edgeab1e aoout the. ta1ents, skills, and attitudes of peop1e 11v1ng within
its attendance area such as merchants and 1ndustr1a1 specialists.

21 Generating Support Within District

This is a toﬁ{pr1pr1ty. The biggest problem techno1ogy enthusiasts

'had‘a few years/ago was convfncing educatori that there was a néed fon
cpmpuéers-in our schools; today, 1nhmany.d1stricts, that is ne longer such
an obstac1e:(011ver,.1983). But commitment from groups such as board
members /;arents; administratofs teachers, 1ndustry and community 1eaders,
and other educationa] resource agencies 1s necessary to build a policy
conéensus. A network of 1nterested persons can be a continuing support'

s;stem for services, equipment, or funding to achieve.program goals. ‘
/}// | Successful s;nétegjes fdr generating sueport for a cqmputer policy

Vary‘from district to district. Hands-on. experience helps. In’ some

districts, having computers available for home experimentation by

N
i




81

teachers and principale has been effective. Estab11§hing demonstration
sites so that board members, pr1nc1pa1s, and teachers can have the oppor-
tun1ty to see computers 1n 0perat1on and have some hands-on experience has
worked 1n other districts (Swa1m 1983) - School districts have loaned
school computers to parents over weekends and ho11days. A large school i
'vdistrict in Texas 1n1c1ated a.computer prOJect that offered Tow-income

. parents and.chf1dren_12 hours of instruction, after which-parents could
“check out computers for home‘usei(§turdivant,“1983). Other school dis-.
’trictsfhaVe organfzed -computer fairs, computer’c1ubs; and compliter- compe-
titions to increase pub]icland~§tudent interest .(Fisher, 1983).

Identifying an enthusiaatick"idea champion" 1n'each achoo] can per-
suade other teaChers to consider approachfno the=computer ;upporters in the
district. One Texas district deve10ped a new job ro1e ca11ed "teacher |
techno1ogist" for each school (Sturdivant, 1983).. Resource centers ‘and use
_.groups have also‘been‘formed'to share 1nformat10n between schools (Useem,:
1981; Stremp1e, 1983; West, 1983). _ .
© Idea champions 1n districts are a1<o cr1t1ca1 to the success of _any
"computer use p1an.} In some districts, administrators have created forma]
structures to address issues and a11ocate resources. 'For example, the
Houston Independent School District has a new division ca11ed the
‘DepartmentrotkEducationa1 Techno1ogy that 1s responsib1e for 1mp1ement1nn a -
district-wide p1an for computer use (Oliver, 1983) |

3. Formu1at149 a District-wide Policy Framework.

A cr1t1ca1 process in the 1mp1ementat10n of a district computer pro-'

2

gram 1s to formu1ate a framework that w111 guide the deve1opment of an
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operational plan. A framework allows the d1str1ct to examine all aspects .

of computer use and then decide the best app11cat1ons for students in the

districtI The deve1opment of a framework for a cont1ngency p1ann1ng S

) approach begins with the assumption that each d1str1ct s planning process
is unique and allows for a range of expertise, points of view, and
A‘experience to apply to issues. - |

With administrative support, an 1nter school comm;ttee can be organ—
ized and charged with the responsib111ty for developing the district s
_policy framework If the district wants computers to be used by all
'teachers the committee shou1d not be dominated by any one subject area -
(Swa1m, 1983) "The committee should 1nc1ude representatives from 1nter-
ested groups while remaining sma11 enozgh to constitute an effective work-
1ng group. One large district with a committee of 25 members took two days
to agree on only four goals re1ated to computer L3e, while another district
committee, with seven members, wrote the entire plan in one day (Fisher,

In deciding upon district policies the committee needs to 115t the big
picture issues it will discuss. ‘In doing so, it should decide whether ‘the
centra1 office or the schoois will make the decisions on those issues and

~ whether the .decisions should be made now or put off until sometime in the

the future-

Computer use: Instructiona1 app11cations7 Administrative
applications? Both? :

o

Criteria for hardware acquisition;.

Software location, evaluation, eho\ecquisition;
~ Software deve1opmeht;. | |

) -:}‘;

ot
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Maintenance ofksoftware library; o - /
, Eva1uation of computer use program,'  . ,/

Deve1opment of teacher cert1f1cat1on requiremegts,

Development of ainihum compu*er competency requirements for

s;udents.

The task of the committee is to develop a;ﬁg1icy framework of 5?oad

. goals and an overall timeline. Districts thaf/have succeséfu11y integrated

computers 1nto school programs developed po}icy frameworks that spread

imp1ementat10n over several years. West 01983) found that the best way for

their district to incorporate computer y teracy into the curr.cu1um was to
de;elop a five-year framework setting goa1s and objectives- 1n 1nstruct10na1
and management applications. F1sher/{1983) suggests that a 1ongfterm
framework 15 mara'éffectjve than.a one-timevp1an.v ACCardiqé fo Fisher,
having a framework Spaaning several yeafs signa1s a cdntinuing commitment
by the district and is visible evidence that teachers can beéome_invoived
in the planning at several stages of the process. A 1ong;term framework
can ‘also aid 1n.redac1ngvthe fiscal burden in any one yeara

Genera1 financial alanning should go on concurrent1y with developing a

framework A common error in f1nancia1 planning is to think only about the
l1n1t1a1 direct cost of the: computﬂr fac111ty. Larer and Moursund (1980)
1isted other'aSpects-that shou1d be considered:- |

o

The needs assessment and genera1 planning, writing of specifi-
cations, dealing with vendors, evaluation of bids, supervision of
1nsta11ation, all take time and expertise that require financial
.resources, ‘

¢ Costs “for site preparation for the fac111ty.

¢

Computers use supp&ies and supplies maintenance,.bbth of which mean

o

a¢sitional costs;
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Computer§ need to be maintained and repéﬁred -- a-standard estimate
- {s that for large computers a mai
of total. equipment cost per month and for microcomputers,. perhaps

* 2% per month;

o

.Large,computer'systems require operators and a.programm{ng sfaff

Teachers need to be trained; curricula may need. tc be revised;
courseware may. need to be developed _ o

Software may need to be }evised, developed or'acqufred. Software
~ will also have to be maintained and distributed. " .
The_goa1s will facilitate the definition of school-level objectives
and deterhipe at what grade level and in what subject areas eacﬁ shou1d
" occur. For'examp1e, in a framework developed by one California 5chpo1
d1§tf1c£, under‘thé.bréad goal of programming, modifying computer programs

was an objective for students in grades 6-8W(F1sher, 1983).

4. Deve1opihg an Ohfgpigg;grgan1;at10nal Plan

o Usiqg the po116y framewdrk,4eifher the committee or other schboT“df_
subject groups may'want to deve10p_more.spec1f1c operationé1 plans. Acti-
»vitfes th;t the committee members might engage in to contribute to the on-
going operational plan could inc1udé aﬁa1yz1ng curficu1um needs, investiga-
ting and eva1dat1ng software, visiting programs in othef school districts,
attending'conferences and. vendor demohstrations,’aqd devéprjng staff deve-
lopment stratégies. Such p1ans_cah idehfify §peéif1c aspects of each
schoo1{§fuse of computers. An on-going operaticral plan méy want to state
1nstruc§1onal objectives in terms of types of students,‘grade‘1evé1, and
Bubject areas. -Instrucfiona1'object1ves mfght be some of all of the fol-
Towing: .t;'dEQQHoﬁ £umputéf'1iter&§y“fof”&11;gfﬁ&;htslgtb“ﬁ}SVide>fhe e
e?ement§.6f prdgramming using BASIC, to provide equal access tq computer
time for all stﬁdehtS, to use tomﬁuter-assistéd-1nstfuétfon-for remediation

in basic sk111s‘f6r'1dén;1f1edfgrqup5 of_studeﬁ;s." o |

N
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ntenance contract costs about .75%.
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In Albany Unified School District in Ca1iforn1a; for example, under
the~broad goal of use/operation of the computer,'objectfves were given for
" three subsets of grade.1eve1s: K-5 students would 1earn how - to operate the
computer, load programs, and respectycopyrights;»ﬁ-é students would focus_J_i
on appropriate oomputer use, typing, keyboard, and functions; and-9-12 '
students nouid spend time on aporopriate'programs and vocational use, such
" as word processing, data bases, network, and teTecommunfcations (Fisher,
1983). - o |
In Cajon Valiey. Uhified Séhoo1 Distrfct, aTSo in Ca]ifornia,'a11 of
the 22 schools in the district were ‘asked to submit a statement of assur- .
ances spec1fy1ng how they would use computers what the1r goa1s and student
obaectives were, how they would evaluate the program, and who wou1d be re-
sponsible for their school’ s computer program (Hest 1983). - .
The ongoing operationa1 p1an m1ght also include objectives and strate-
. gies for staff t"aining necessary to 1mp1ement the district computer use
| framework. A school district in New York State deve1oped the fo]1ow1ng
four inservice goa15°' to acquire a functional know1edge of computers for
educatfona1 use, to learn how to integrate ‘computers into the‘1earn1ng
-environment to develop the necessary programming skills to facilitate cre-
.ation of software suitab1° for classroom use, and to acquire the knowledge
" necessary to teach princ1p1es of computer awareness (Center for. Learning
Technologies, 1982) :

Naiman (1982) proposed the fo11ow1ng staff deve1opment strategies: ~

(]

Have 1nd1v1dua1 teachers already know1edgeab1e, train others,

-]

~The schoel or system can provide inservice courses during or
outside of class times or on 1nserv1ce days, ‘

Push on the state’ department of education and regiona1 centers to
offer: compuger tra1n1ng,
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Some professional associations offer computer workshops at their
meetings; :

System can prov1de re1ease time on & regu?ar basis fﬁr teachers to
take courses; -

Provide sabbatica1s for someone in the district to learn and then
share -expertise with others;

Co11eges offer semester-iﬂng céurses ow:weekend wdrkshops:
Other public or private nraani’abions, user groups, 'omputer .

. stores, manufacturers, and vendors offrr accasional or regular
wdrkshops.

¢

T

When. instructiona1 objectives are’ c1ear. and inservice needs assessed, the

‘ ‘o

comnittee can investigate and evaluate software, apd fina11y detern1ne what
ahardware is required (Swaim, 1983). _

A contingency approach is better than no-planning o lo¢kstep plan-
niﬁg. And we approve of F%shef]s (1983) admonition to leave lots of space
in whatever plans are deve1oped: "A good plan will provfde'time for
’schoo1s and teachers to 'get up speed ' to become informeu and trained in
computer use so they can make effective g ecisions; it will also leave room

for serendipity and individua! differences." (Fisher, 1983, p. 13.)
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THE COST OF INSTRUCTIONAL;INFORMATION,SYSTEMS:
Results From Two Study Districts’

James- S. patterefT
University of California, Los Angeles .

v

Research interest in school district pupil assessment and in Ehe ties

“between this activity and instructional practice had progressed with a pre-

dictable logic over the past few yéars. ~A“nhtShe1T“hfstorymof“EVETﬁétion“m““”"

inquiry would suggest that 1ong-stand1ng efforts to understand and 1mprove
the art and craft of evaluation’ have made room recent1y for 1nvestigat1ons
of just how the results of evaluations are used by educators in the
schools. And a consequence of this new focus has been a curiosity, prima-
rily academic‘thus far, in the costs and benefits-of performing and ut11iz-
ing evaluation (1). The Evaluation Systems PrujeCt at-UCLA's Center for
the Study of Evaluation ref1ects this evo1ut1on of attention in its current
research program, and reported here are the findings of a second major
1nvestigation 1n the area of “eva1uation costs" by Center research staff.

This report accompanies the work of R1chard C. Williams and Adrianne

Bank on school district 1nstructiona1 1nformation systems. Their recent1y

' coined t1t1e refers to forma11y-11nked test1ng/pup11 1nfonmation/1nstruc-
tional planning systems ev1dent 1n some elementary and secondary schoo1 |

'districts (2). The research~descr1bes several models of systems fitting

- such a description; two of.these, through case‘studies. wera enaninedxin
depth dur1ng the past year. Ogn;jnterestvcentered on,twowtypes of .

e e

ana1yses: ‘describing such systems and exp1or1ng ways of.gédging their
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impacts (reported by Williams and Bank elsewhere) (3), and~identifying‘and
probing issues related to the costs of such systems. This second effort is.
reported here. "

It may surprise few readers that what we learned in fhe process of
pursuing this cost investigation may be of ﬁbre lasting importance Fhan the
cost findingslthemse1vesf So we report on both sorts of results. ‘Firét
the two district systems are briefly described, and a rationale for their
selection for this study dffered. Then the cost data and analyses are
presented, along with a comparison of these findings to some related
fesu1ts from our previocus testing costs research (4). Finally, we describe
certain lessons eherging from our efforts -#.1essons ccncerninglwhat
researchers may expect when approaching field inqufries into educational
program costs, and 1esséns regarding the nature of the poTicy issue§

imbedded in the costs of evaluation systems.

Study Models: 1. Student Achievement and

II.»Schoo1 Imgrovement—

Model 1

) Thevstudeht achievement model describes.a system developed over the

4 pés; dozgn ye§r§ in/a small California school district aslpart 6; fﬁg
curricu1ar émphasislon individﬁa1ized instruction. In this district, -
teachers use the results .cf tw%ce-annua1, criterion-referenced achievement
testing in.ordé} to place studeﬁts in classes, to group youngsters within

. classes for inst%uctidna1 purposes, to assess the effectiveness of their

curricular strategies, to prescribe remedial activities when needed, and to

B Y
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provide a basis of«commuhication with parents. Npi]e all- of these purposes
are commonly attached to school district assessment practices of one type
"of another, the study district ii]ustrating this mode? incorporates these
objectives into a tightly linked "system." Not only are these purposes
served by a -single Eattery of tests, appropriately geared to grade levels,
but also the district's core instructional continua in reading,;mathema~ |
tics, and language skills have been'developed in. tandem wi;h the-tésts by
the district's teachers and staff, The instructional program and the
assessment instruments are thus intentionally matched, and the information
generated by_ﬁhe assessments is viewed commonly by district personnel as
both relevant and salutary for jhstructiona1 planning and improvement.
Pupils are tesfed in the fall and winter of each school year. Results

of tests, scored and elaborately organized thfough district data processing
services, are available tc teachers within a week (5}. Learning special-
ists at each of the district's schools assist in fest administration and

" interpretation of results. Prfncipa1s use the test results as the primary .

basis of fall and spring planning sessions with individual teachers -- a

critical component of the district's instructional leadership activity.

The student achievement model is now an ongoing, stable, and dominant

fact of the district's instructional 1ife. Both dai]yfjnsyructional acti-

. -vities and incidental assessments of pupil Progress aré/directly geared to
the scqpé and sequence of topics outlined in the continua. Teachers and
administrators universally reported the centrality of this "system" to us

in our investigation.
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Mode] 11

The school improvement model was named for the California educational

reform initiatlive which spawned its creation (5). Legislation over the
past ten years has created statewide a pattern of school site planning and
programming, which includes the prov1510n of discretionary money to schools
for the purposes of carrying out activities identified at each school as
critical to its improvement. This planning is performed by school site
councils, staffed mainly by teachers and parents at each participating
school; planning for instructidna1 emphasis is thus deeentralized. In-
structiona]‘decisions are based partly dn test data and partly on the
resu]ts‘of systematic surveys of various school constituents. A norm-
referenced test (The Iowa Test of Basic skills) is administered annually’
each spring to_all.pupi1s in.grades 2 through 6. In additidn, parents,
teachers, and some pupils are surveyed to probe their perceptions of
strength and weakness in current instructional programs. )

. The results of the tests and surveys are used by the site councils as
as a basis for allocating discretionary resources made available to each -

schoolzdue to its participation in the state program - funds in excess of

__$100 per year per pupi]. These resources are commonly used for speCialized

e B ¢ |
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' instructional materials, or for hiring aides to assist in critical areas of
| the instructional program. 'The overa11 thrust of p]anning efforts under
this model is to assess pupil progress in key areas of the'curriculum, and
to guide future instructionat effprts toward areas‘of_greatest perceived‘
need. Our study district‘illustrating this model employs it is 40 df its
44{e1ementary schoo]s'district-wide.



" The two study districts were chosen according to straightfo;ward cri;
teria. Iﬁ previous inquiries by our staff into district evaluation brac-
tices, these two districts had eXhibitedvstrong evidence of having a co-
herent "system" of pupil assessment and instructional admiﬁistration.

" Since the heart of our proposed work was an exploration of attributes and
cests of such systeﬁs, we were willing tefconsider any that“appeared to be
using a tightly 1iﬁked system. And we were enccuraged by central staffers
in both of these districts through their willingness to proviee-information
and access to us,- and further by their wiilingness. to broach questions of
cost in the analysis. As we discuss below, this latter concession may be
more difficult to obtain in district settings than might be first
supposed.

Approaching System Costs \
The costs of a particu]ar program or éistinct set of activities in an

777777777777777 \ :
organization can be thought of in a number of wéys.~ Th;eefapproaches domi -

nate the 11terature surrounding cost ana]ys1s. \pudgetary costs, resource
or ingredient costs, and opportunity costs (7)¢\<éy budgetary’costs we mean
explicit eXpenditures'directed'toward an activit;\and.identifiee in an
organization's budget statements. As. might be expected on]y when consi-
dering very dist1nct enterprises 1is this approach to cost ana]ys1s very
mean1ngfu1: For examp]e, if a school district pudgets-fpr and operates a
drop-in center for its out-of-school youngsters -- rep]ete\with its own
staff, facility, and so forth -= its writteﬁ budget might ;eflect a close
approximatien of - the monetary cost of such a program to the district. 1In
this Case,_ana]ysts might 100K to the district's bhdget documents toq
‘program cost estimates.

T
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. For our purposes, and for those of most program cost analyses
genera]]y, the budget is. very unrevea11ng. Most school district programs
and activities are Supported by the efforts of teachers, administrators
staff parents, and pup1ls who allocate their time toward a multitude of
ends, often simultaneously. And just how much effort lies beh1nd any one
pursuit is not often formally accounted—for, Qur task of eva]uat1ng the
costs of pupil information'systems is a case in point. Both of.the systems
'under our scrutiny are supported in part by ail of the participants noted:
above, each devoting varying amounts of time. An understanding of the
costs of haintaihing these two models must necessarily entail knowing
something about the'extent and vafue of the time of the people involved, as
well as the value of other material resources devoted to the systems. A
resource or “ingredients" approach involves just this focus, as does the

. ana]ys1s presented below.

But before proceeding, a fina]rquest1on remains wh1ch has 1ed to a
“third dominant'construct in the-analysis of costs: how should the costs of'
resources associated with an activity or prograh be valued? One Suggestion
is that market va]ue approx1mations be drawn for each. -Thus, for example,
the value of a~day of teacher time could be estimated to equal the
teacher's annua] compensatipn divided by total days worked per year, admin-
istrator time could be similarly valued costs of facilities used cou]d be
anhua1ized and prorated to_their various -users, and so on. ~:_From a deci—
sion-making standpo1nt howeve' _a more important cost" that-a school

district bears in devoting its resources to a particular activity is that

' 1ticannot devote such tied-up resources to something else. That résources

IS B | y 1.,01_
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have varying va]ue§ to their owners in alternative uses has led to the idea
of "opportunity costs," defined to represent the value of resources to a
decision maker in'their>ge§3_aﬁternative deployment.

This analysis apbroaches the co:ts of maintaining Models I and II from
ae ingredients perspective --%our central interest is to jdentify the full
raqgevof resources attached to each system in the study districts, and to

generate estimates of the monetary value of these resources. We could thus

_compare "system" resources to total pupil expenditures in our desire to

gauge their overall importance. The analysis presented acknowledges the

importance of the "opportunity cost" perspective, but for reasons cited

concentrates on identifying rescurces and estimating their market values.

We relied heavily on the chief coordinator of each of the ‘two instruc-

“tional information systems studied in order to generate resource esti-

mates. Both were intimately familiar with their systems. Where they did
not know how much time or who was involved -in performing certain activi-
ties, or how much was expended for purchesed materials or services, other

district personhe] were consulted or appropriate district records checked.

This epproach seems to have led us to a relatively complete picture of each

mode1e<¥ one that withstood crosschecks with various district personnel.

The possibilities bf bias in responses offefed'to us are discussed'below.

He organized our search- for system resources, and report the resu]ta

here, at three levels of d1str1ct operation as well as for the distr1ct

: overa]]. Fer both Models 1 and 1I, we identified activities at the central

office, school, and classrooi levels. Totals of resources were recorded in

their primary units (such as hours per week or fraction of full time, or
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actual dollars spent). For purposes of ana1ysis,<we ca]cuiate monetary
equiva1ents'for these resource ai1ocatipns using estimates of district
salary scales. In addition, per-pupi1'ca1cu1ations are provided to B
facilitate comparisons. '

Costs of Model I, Student Achievement

The resources needed to maintain the CRT testing and’ins;ructiona1
management Syst;m of Model 1 are di§p1ayed in Tables 1 through 4. Table 1
" presents the costs at the'centré1 district office level. These consist
‘primarily of partial time allocations of central staff, and to a 1es§er
extent the costs éf test scoring services and material purchases for such
things as answer sheéts. The coordinator spends .on average-a little less -
than one day per week in support of the system over a typical year. In
addition, an assistant superintendent reported spending.about a day per
month on system activitieé, as qfd the district inéfructidna] materia1s'
coordinator.' A little more than one third of a_sécretary‘s time at‘thé
cgnfra1 level is required, primarily to assist with -the processing of test .
results and:-with the generation of reports hsgd by teacﬁé?s and
principals. _
| These time allocations have been valued in the tab1eaac§ording to
approximéte salary levels and fractions ofvtime'devoted to the system.
"“‘T?iéé‘ez“i“'}ai:’to‘r's;"‘are""“.shmwn"'1"n‘the*t:ab-'l-e:—*-The—over-a’r-’l——'lev‘e’l«—of-—cenrt—nr!afl.—_———--w._.w
resources shown, about $22,000, amounts to a little more than $4.00 per

pupil in the district.
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Model I: Central District Costs

Type of cost : . Cost Estimate
A. Personne1
° Evaluation Coordinator

(17.5% FTE @ $34,000 ' § 5,960
° Instructional Materials Coord1nator _ .

(5% FTE © $30,000) , $ 1,500
° Assistant Superintendent - men ‘ '

(5% FTE @ $40,000) | $ 2,000
° (Glerical Support ) - .

(37.5% FTE @ $18, 000) | . E $ 6,750

Total. Personnel Costs $16,210

B. Equipment and Materials

°  Computer
(17.5% devoted to CRT, annualized cost of ($10, 000) $ 1,750
® Paper and Materials _ ' ' o
= - Answer sheets $ 750
"~ Photo copying $ 750
.- Printing . - $ 2,500
Total Equipment and Materials Costs ' $ 5,750
C. Total Central District Costs : $21,960
D.  Per Pupil Cost ', ' X $ 4.22
'Costs at the school site level, based on the same approach, -

greater than those at the central office level. This is primar11y because

of “the s1gn1ficant “amount of t time "sperit by teachers” and ‘principals—in~ p1an---

' n1ng instruction on the basis of system reports. Each principal spands a
full week twice pe 3 year in one-to-one consu1tations with teachers to

assist in instfu‘ tonal management. For each principal, this contributes
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to a total of more than a ten percent allocation of time on a yearly basis

to the system. For each teacher, this planning activity occupies about six

hours per year. In addition, a learning specialist at each school site

* devotes one day every other week to system activities. These school site-

jevel costs, shown in Table 2, amount to a total of about $15.00 per pupil

over the year.

Table 2
Model 1: Site Level Costs (non-testing)

Type of cost ' Cost Estimate

A. Principal .
(2 weeks plus 1/4 to 1/2 day

per week ongoing = 12% FTE @ $30,000) $ 3,571.00
B. Learning Specialist _ ’ _
_ (10% FTE @ $28,000) $ 2,800.00
“C. Media Specalist _ : "
(2% FTE @ $25,000) ~ $ SQ0.00
D. Teachers ' : . '
(6 hrs. @ $17 for each of 22) - . . $2,244.00
E. Total Cost | | N ~$9,115.00
F. Per Pupil Cost ' o s 15.19

Thé remaining costs, those for testing, of conducting the Modei 1’
system are diSpiayéd in Table 3. 1In addition to;spending 5 to 10 hours per
semester in administration of the tests; teachers spend about 5-hours in
preparation and grouping youngstérs for testing, and some teachers receiQe
brief inservice sessions related to the testing program. In addition, some
items on the‘tests are teacher- or aide—scofed, and the values of these

time allocations are shown in the table. The time pupils spend taking

‘tests and the timé of parent volunteers have been recorded in the table,
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Eut no dollar aprroximations have been made. Tes;ing costs identified

amount overall to a little more than $17.00 per pupil.

Table 3
Mod21 I: Testing Costs (per 30 pupils)

Type of cost Cost Eztimate

- A.  Pre-Test Activities .
® Teacher planning: 5 hrs. (@ $17 per hr.) ' $ 85.00
° Teacher inservice: 1/2 hr. (not all’ . _
teachers each year) $ 8.50

B. Test Administration

o

Teacher: 15 hrs. per year average :
: (5 to 10 hrs. per semester) $ 255.0C

® Pupils: 15 hrs. per year

o

n.b.

C. Scoring and Analysis

©

136.00
"40.060

Teacher-scored items: 8 h}s. per year average $
LT s

Parent Volunteers: 4 days ' $ n.b.
: $
$

° Aide: 4 hrs. @ $10 per hr.—=" "~ "=

o

Total Testing Costs (30 pupils) 524.50

Testing Costs Per Pupil 17.48

D. Total District Testing Costs (3800 pupils) : _ $60,600.00

*n.b. = Non-Budget Item ’ ;

The costs of Model I are summarized in Table 4. Cehtra] offiCe,
school site, and pupil testing costs total about $34.00 per pupil in the
district. To fhis figure we might add a factor representing the value of
pupil time involved for testirg (ébout 15 hours per year) to achieve an

overall picture of resources supporting the Model I system.
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-Table 4
Model I: .Total System Costs

fype of cost - Cost Estimate
A. Central Costs V _

°  Personnel - ‘ L .$ 16,210.00

® Equipment and Materials '$ 5,750.00

total  § 21,960.00

B. School Site Level (non-testing)
® Coordination and development $ 63,805.00

C. School Site Testing (524.50 per 30 pupils) $ 60,600.00
| Total  $146,365.00

D. Total Costs Per Pupil $  34.00

The Costs of Model II: School Improvement

As descrfbed earlier, thére are substantial dfffereﬁces between the
Student Achievement Model and the School Improvement Model.as systems for
guiding instruction. Whereas the chief activitie§aof‘the firsf are to test
pupils, analyze test—geperated information, and modify teaching activities,
the primary metﬁods of‘the second are to conduct & comprehernsive planning
process and tovdirect specific added resources to identified areas of
instructional pridfitx oﬁ the basis of p]anhing outcomes. As we fniight
- expect, observed patterns of resoﬁrce use and costs for the two systems
differ as well. The costs of Model II are presented in a manner parallel
to.the discussion above. Tables 5 through 8 present district, school site,
‘and claﬁsroom level costs as well as a summary of cbsts respectively.

The central district costs for Model II were more plainly evident both
to researchers and &isf;;ct staff than were those fbr Model 1. Two profes-

sional staff members -- an evaluation specialist and a resource teacher --

AN
AN
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\

devote themselves ent1re1y to the Model 11 p]ann1ng and eva1uat1on system
Other centrat office personne1 involved inc ude a secretary at about half-
time, and a small amount of.temporary clerical assistance. Costs for these
personnel (with total benefits to these staff shown separate]y) are dis-"
played in Table 5: The table also shows costs for contracted research ser-
vices (for assistance with the constituent surveys), and for word process-
ing and printing. The total central costs, a 1itt1e less than $100,000,

~amount to between $6.00 and $7.00 per pupil.

. Table 5
Model II: Central Costs

Type of cost | S _ ' Cost;gstimate
A. Personnel .

° Evaluation Specialist $27,600
° Resource Teacher _ $18,800
° Secretary ‘ - $ 8,000
° Temporary Clerical ' _ $ 1,500
° Benefits : $15,500
Total = $68,300
B. Contracted Research Services | . $16,000
C. Word Yrocessing Services -
° "Equipment Rental - $ 2,500
® Maintenance Contract . ) - $ 1,000
° -Supplies : » \ $ 1,500
) | © Total § 5,000
P. Printing - o $ 7,000
E. Miscellaneous | $ 1,000
F. Total Central Office Costs ‘ * $97,300
G. Costs Per District Pupil* $ 6.41

*15,178 pupils in grades 2-6
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The costs of Model Ii incurred at schod1Asites, not including those
for testing which are discussed separately below, are concentrated prima-
rily in.the time of various individuals devoted to‘b1anning and manage-
ment. The schto1 site councils engage teachers and parent volunteers in
p1aﬁning for constituent surveys and in making instruttion-re1ated recom-
/,méndatitns based on thE‘resu1ts of sur&eys and pupil tests. Administrators
assist sfte councils in ongoing monitoring of jnstructiona1 activities at
each school. The amounts of time spent on the system for each of these
" types of people are recorded in.Table 6. For teachers and administrators, .
do11ariapproXimations of these costs are presented. Agaiﬁ, volunteer time
iscnoted but not translated to do11ar'equiva1ents. The total site level
costs amount to almost $9.00 pér bupi1. e
_ ‘Tagie 6 »
Model Il: Site-level Costs, Non-Testing.

§

Typé of cost- . . _ Cost Estimate -
A. Planning |

Administrator

~(1 day @ $150) | - § 150.00
° Certificated Staff : _
(1 day @ $100 for each 16) : . $1,600.00
® Community Yolunteers :
(1 day for each of 12) , - $ n.b.*

Total Planning Costs $1,750.00
B. Ongoing Program Management ‘

Administrator _ :

- . (1 day per month over 9 months) ' $1,350.00
® <Certificated Staff ‘ ’

(1 hr. .per month over 8 months for

each of 16 @ $17 per hr.) ' - ' $2,176.00

° Community Volunteers . ' n.b.*
R . ~ Total Program Management Costs $3,526.00
C. Total Site Level Costs Per Site : SR © $5,276.00
D. ~ Costs Per Pupil ‘ ) $ 8.80

*n.b. denotes non- budget costs

.
H".

- v
s .

108




103

Testing costs for Model Il are shown in Tabie 7. The annuai adminis-
“tration of the test (The Iowa Test of Basic Skills) requires three hours.of
* teacher and pupil time, es we1] as two hours of a feading coordinator's

time per c]aseeeom.. Tests are administered to ail‘pupiIS‘in grades 2
through 6. The costs of this testing amount to a little less than $3.00

per pupil per year.

Tab]e-J A ’
Model 1I: Site-level Testing Costs Per 30 Pupils

Type of cest R | “. Cost Estimate
A. Teachers , _ ' ' ;
(3 hrs. @ $17) ’ - ’ - $  51.00°
B. Reading Coordinator :
(2 hrs. @ $17) | $  34.00
C. Pupils ’ '
(3 hrs. each) ‘ $ n.b.*

Total Cost $§  85.00
D. Total Site Level Testing Costs (grades 2-6) $42,955.00
E. Per Pupil Cost | S 2.83

“*n.b. = Non-Budget Item

Cohbarisoﬁ of Models I and II

- Table 8 bresenis summaries of the various monetary costs discussed in
“the previous section. The comparative figures illustrate fundamehta] dif-
fefences between the two models. The most obvious differenEe is in the
- amount of testing time devoted. to support each system. Model 1!§ CRT
assessment occupies youngsters for about 15 hours per year and their
teachers for even longer, In contrast, the ITBS administered for Model Il

is completed in 3 hours. This resy]gs-in.testing ‘costs of more than $17
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per pupil in tﬁe one format and less than $3 per pupil on the other. The
second major difference in the‘two épproaches, at least in their generation
6f costs, is the fe]étive abundance of teacher and principal time 5eqdired
by Model I for instructional management activities. This 15 shbwn in Table
8 ;here si%e-]eve] non-testinglcosts are more than $12 per pupil for Model
I and less %hqn $9 per pupil for Model II. The central-office costs of -
maintaining the two models are about $4 and $6 per pupil, the more expen-

- sive being Model 11 where fu]] time staff are allocated to the pupif
information system. fhe ovefall scorecard indica;es that {h estimated
do]]érs per pupil, Model 1 is consﬁdérab]y more expensive to adminiéter --
$34 versus $lé per pupil. | \

One addition%] perspective is generated in Table 8. When district
opérationa]'expenditures per pupil afé consideﬁed; eacﬁ model reduires less
than 1 percent of district spending for its maintenance.-- the more exben-
sive Model 1 takihg up about 1 percent and Model’II requiring about 2/3 of
1 percent of district per-pupil-expenditures. This overall level of system
resourées.devoted to instructional information systems i; consistent wftﬁ
the findings of our previous fe§eaﬁch into the costs of a]i pupil achieve-.
ment téstingsconAucted in school districts. Here we found that testing for
all purposes, of which the type of testing discussed heré is\a subset,

accounted for approximately 3 percent of district expenditﬁres'(Sf.

-~

111



105

Table 8
Model I and Model II: Cost Comparisons

Location
of Cost Model 1 : Model 11
Total ~  Per Pupil _Total - Per Pupill

Central Office  §$ 21,960 $ 4.22 - $ 97,300 $ 6.41
Site Level,- - '

non-test $ 63,805 $ 12.27 - $133,570 § 8.80
Testing at Site § 60,600  § 17.48—— $ 42,955  § 2.83-.
Total Costs '$146,3655  § 34.00 $273,825% $ 18.04
Percent of. P P.E. o o.me2 | | 0.67%3.

o e e e

1) 15,178 pup1ls grades 2- 6

2) Estimated $3,523 p.p.e.*

3) Estimated-$2,700.p.p.e..

4) Plus community volunteer time and pupil time
5) Plus parent volunteer time and pupil time

*p.p.e. denotes estimated per pupf] expenditures for district operations

i
| ) 3 |
Implications for Decisionmaking? |

i

The view afforded by this analysis of the costs of instructional

£

‘informataon systems 'suggests that these enterprises are not part1cu1ar1y
.costly, and that they are not potential. .sources of rea]]ocatab]e resources
-for districts looking for-cost-saving changes. Ten.to thirty dollar per_
pupil stakes in the face of $3,000 annual per pupil expenditures are not
cause for immediate alarm. Thi; conclusion is reinforced by the limited
degree to which even these small costs could be considered discretionary.
If thé costs of the two models are exp]ored‘for direct expenditures which

could be'curtai]ediby decisions to not spend money {such as for supplies or

.
R
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purchased services) few candidates ‘emerge. Table 9 shows that of Model I
costs, only about 2 percent fé]] into this category, and for Model II,

- .~discretionary costs amount to less than 11 percent.

Table 9
Model I and Model I1: Direct (discretionary) vs. Indirect Costs

Model I - Model 1f

Total System Costs ~ .$176,661 - $273,825
Discretionary Costs . § 4,000 ‘ $ 29,000
(Paper, photocopying, - . _ (Word processing, misce]]a-
printing) : ' neous, contract research,
//(‘- ’ B —————
/Percent discretionary 2.3%

costs.

The notion of oppontunity costs furthenjinforms_our discEESjon at thish_ﬁ
point. While the various disp]ays in this report generaify show\sna11 dol-
lar approximations of the many resources contributing to the pupil 1nfor-
mation systems studied they a]so portray these resources in ways that
facilitate this a]ternative conception of costs. To illustrate, if tﬁe
evaluation director spends all of his time on one of our systems, hel is
:unavailable for other pursuits. If a schoo] principa] spends 2 weeks on
one required task.(such as 1n'conferences.w1th teachers in Model 1), he .\ ‘

cannot spend this time on something else. In short, any time devoted to an

1nstructiona1 1nformation system’ in a. school district or to anything for\
. L4
that matter, has an opportunity cost. That cost is the va]ue of what ,\

that. time might gain for- the ‘district 1f spent different]y.
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The most valid approximation of the magnitude of the “opportonity
costs" implied by any chosen activity is the vaiue of the best alternative
use to which the resources taken-uo might be applied. The opportunity
costs of the systems studied nere are represented in this énaiysis only -
indirectly. The amounts of resources devoted to the systems:; most signifi;
cant]y“thevtime oommitments of teachers and administrators, are 1isted:;but
no attempt is made to assess the value of the opportunity costs involved.
Estimating just mnat theseuorofessionalsﬂmight»accomp]isnwyith‘their time,"V‘
toward simiiar‘or unre1ated'ends,'must_sobmit:to further analysis or‘at

'1east to the cogitations of those contempiating resource use decisionsfinv _ 1
1ight of this information. We do not perform these exercises as a part of ;
this report. But such anaiysis cou1d contribute to answering some impor-
tant questions, such as: -What sorts of instructiona1 information systems
are-most cost eftective? -~ under what‘circumstances? Are they worth-

supporting at all:

e

Other Lessons S

We promised earlier that we 1earnedbmore than just cost estimates by

pursuing this research. He'attempt to cataiogue.these.observations here:

"Ii”Cost‘inddiries‘reqUire‘creatiVe“detective work on the part of re-
searehers. Program costs are not customariiy recorded in accessible form |
in schooi di_irict documents. This is due primari1y to the mu1tip1e con-
“tributions of the primary district actors -- teachers administrators, and
pupils -~ to_an amp1e range ©of programs&and goals of the district's
schools. This is also due to a historica1 lack of district sponsQred cost

analyses similar to these attempted here.

)
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7?) Accounting-for.the ingredient or resource costs of a particular
school program requires that researchers deyelop a comp1ete picturebof'the“
, funct1on1ng of the program under srrut1ny. hThe basic questions of this
account1ng -- who and what are 1nvo]ved and ‘to what extent -- demand such
understand1ng. As such, remaining members of our team of researchers, who
wished to focus on system characteristics or estimates of system impacts;
also benefitted trom the’activities of the cost ana]ysts.' In a converse
sense, researchers prov1d1ng descr1pt1ve ana]yses of programs may have less
additional work than they m1ght first suppose 1f they w1sh to extend the1r
analyses to areas of cost.: |
. 3) Since program cost ana]yses of the sort described here are’rarely
undertaken within school dfstricts, the subjects. of proposed‘research such
‘as this may”evfdence either ddsinterest:or“reluctance when'soiicited for_
participation. DiSinterest may be caused~by the impression that the the
'1nformation would have little practica] utility. and therefore not warrant
any costs of cooperation. Additional skepticism may be caused by. the
simp]e fact that cost ana]ysis is presumed to be: dr1ven by a quest for
econom1es. A potentia] resu]t of a cost ana]ysis is the suggested reallo-

» cation of resources and if a progrem is portrayed by researchers or- inter-.

preted by decision inakers to .be” eXpensive, it may suffer pressure for

budget reductions.‘ Since the type of knowledge generated by cost analysis
is not generally avai]db]e for a full range of most school district pro-
_grams, the subjects of proposed research may feel sing]ed:out and threat-
ened by ‘a proposal. This has been overcome 55 our research so far through

-

our guarantees of confidentiality, through a shared exploratory curjosity
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-

among rééearchers aﬁd subjects, and probably through the convictions of our
,reSpondents‘that the systems under study in fact do not ccamaid extra;
ordinary resources.

4) Some bias may be anticipated in the‘réSponses of school personnel
to questions regarding the resource demands of their programs. We relied
in our research on the expertise of the sponsors and administrators of the
instructional informatfon_systems studied. Their self-interests hay.be
presumed to 1ie in casting their programs in a positive (i.e.,.ieast expen-
sive) light. (See #3 above.) we.did not uncover instances of underesti-

"mation in this research. Much of what was ﬁo]d to us by sponsors was veri-
fiedmpy the.viewg of teachers and other district personnel, but we did not
‘systematically yérify”alT'information.théf contributed to our estimates.
Fof_this reason, the estimates reported should be considered reliable and
"lower-boundary" in nature. | .

5) A key to underStanding the meaning of thege cost findings is the
déve]opment of further .knowledge bf-a]ternative'Ways-of provihing the sort
_of instructiona] information systeﬁs stddied here. We have looked at on]y |
two models in detail, and the e]aboration of a full range of actual or
potential. configurations of such..systems would assistmresearchgrs-inter-

~ested in questions of efficiency -~ a natural extension of our work thus

far.
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. LINKING TESTING WITH INSTRUCTIOHAL DECISION MAKING: *
SOME MODELS AND GUIDELINES FROM RESEARCH ™~~~

by .
Don Dorr-Bremme

Intfoduction'

The nation's investment‘in school achievément te§ting is enormous; the
anount and variety'of'testing'have continued to grow. Unfortunately, th-_
-ever, much of this testing remains under-uti1ized. Achievement-test re-
sults can be extreme1y useful in schoo1-w1de and district-wide.p1anning and
.decision making. ~ They can provide 1nformation for analyzing curricu1um,
diagnosing ‘instructional strengths and weaknesses, and determining direc—
tions for schoo1 improvement. Test-score patterns can also serve as -the
basis for projecting student achievement goals and monitnring progress
toward their attainment. But, as four yeans of reSearch nt UCLA's Center
for the Study of §3n1uation shows, it is on1y the rare district in which
schools regularly and systemat1ca11y use testing for these or sim11ar pur-
poses. In most school districts across the country, testing and instruc-
tional decision making?are not routinely-and cohenent1y linked. As a re-
sult, few schools and districts are getting a maximum return on the do1-
lars, staff time, and student learning time that they invest in testing.
At the same time, the quality of the educat;ona1 planning in their schools
suffers frpm a lack of of precise and useful information.

What distinguishes the ré1ative1§ small nunbgr of schools in which
principals and teachers negu1ar1y pay close attenﬁion to test scores? How
do some districts structure on-going 1inks between testing and instruction

in their schoo1s? How can others do so, achieving both fuller use of test-

e~
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“Qﬂédaﬁérebéé'ih%béﬁed ‘réerctibﬁd] decision making in the process? This
‘article addresses each of these questions, drawing answers from the Center
for the Study of Eva]uat1on S recent extensive research. |
After a brief review of the research base, the discussidn below opens
with a 1ook at current test-use patterns in the natidn‘s schools. These
patterns verify that mueh'achievement testing is indeed under-utilized, and
they suggest that there is little use of test information in systematic,

:§choo]-wide planning. The data also indicate that 1eadership by district

administrators is a key factor in how closely testing is linked to instruc-
tional decision‘making and'reyeal two general approaches thet district |
leaders can follow in building such Jihks. _Attention then turns to some

specific ways that each of these general approa;hes can be pursued by dis-
| trict leaders. Models aﬁd concrete gufdeiines are presented, all based
upon intensive case studies of districts that have systems in place for
linking assessment with instructional planning and decisien making. A
spmmery highlights the main features of thesc systems.

The Research

From 1979 through the ﬁ;esent, the Center for the Study of Evaluation
(CSE) at UCLA has been condhcting two, complementary studies of testing and
fest use. One, the Test Use iﬁ Schools Project, has studied current
nation-wide patterns. Inquiry has focused on many types of tests and other
assessment tecnniqees, especially in the basic skills areas of re{ding/
-English and matﬂematics. The project's central effort was a 1981 survey of
assessment practices, teét;uses,_énd contextual factors thet inf]uence

them. Questionnaires weregsent to the principal and four classrocm

| i
! . ;
] | o |
L. 119 . | |
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i
n

teachers in elementary schools and high schools randomly chosen from within.
a nationally representative samp]e of school districts. Returns were
~ received from 1,058 respondents: 220 principals, 475 upper-elementary-
grade teachers, ané 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 fiye 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 c]assroom teachers, variqus instruc-
tien~1 spéciaiiéts, ar. u. er ad.inistrative personnel. |

While the Test Use in Schools Proaect has focused on what is, the
second CSE effort the Evaluation De51gn Proaect has yielded a detailed
look at what can be. "It has.conducted fieldwork in districts which cur-
rently have testing-instruction 1inkage Systems in place.” In or&er to
locate these districts, recommendations were‘widely souéht and between 40
“ and 50 of the districts nominated were screened in phone interviews with
appropriate district level administators. Ultimately, eight districts were
selected for intensive eXploration,in on-site'interviews and observations.
A first phase of the Evaluation Design district organization study \1979-
1982) was directed at understanding how the’ testing-instruction 1inkages in )
these districts vorked and at identifying the district characteristics that
contributed to, their creation and maintenance. More recent work has
examined the costs -and impacts of two of these eight systems, eacniof which.

represents one ge..2ral approach to tying test results with instructional

kS

decision making. ) |

v' . - _ \
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While the Test Use Project establishes the need for linking testing
with instruction and indicates some general app}oachgs for doing so, study
of these eight districts by the Evaluation Systems Project provides some
clear guide]inés for effective testing-instruction 1inkage systems.

- The Status Quo: Two Tiers of Testing and Limited Use

The ?ést Use in Schools Project provides a portrait of the
confemporary status quo. It describes central tendencies in public-school
.;fest'use across the nation.' This portraif reveals that there are two tiers
or layers of student-achievement assessments in our schools tbday. These
are consistently ﬁ{stiﬁguishable from one another in their priorietorship,

characteristics, and functions. One tier of assessment is internal or
Tocal to the schools. It is "owned," and for the most part produced, by
teachers themselves. This local or internal tier inc]udes.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' achievemehﬁ that teachefs.form as they inter-
act with.sthdents and observe their work\jn various classroom situations
day after day."A third kind of measure af§o figures fn this tier, but it

- is.;speciglly imporant for e]ementary-schosﬁ teachers. These are the'tests

included with connmrbia] curriculum ﬁateria]s used,in.the classroom. wﬁile

these are not produced in the school, teacher$ in the e]em;ntary grades are

most often invested in them. Teachers often have a ‘'say in choosing (anq

,choosfﬁ§“ﬁ6ﬁ$ﬁﬁEﬁ‘fEfEEET'thémiand”thé”matﬁrfafﬁ‘they‘accnmpany:*teachers~———-
can time their administration and adapt "their céntent to fit the bace and

~

emphases of instruction.

’}?.E v < '1231-'
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Tne second tier of assessment is external to the school: mandated§by
the district, state, and/or suggested by federal program requirements
(e.g., for placement-in qgmpensatory education programs). Norm#referenggd,
standardized test batteries ére the most common among these. Other types
of measures used for minimum'competency (or functional liferacy) testin§ or
as part of state assessment programs are'a]so;inc]uded here. In some |
cases, too, tests constructed or pﬁrchased by districts and referénced to
their éurricular objectives fall in this second category. Tests of these
kinds are also included there. In some cases, too,.tésts constructed or
purchased by districts and referénced to their curricular objectives fall
in this sgcond category. Tests of these kinds'are‘developed beyond thé_.
schools. Théir administration is'called for primarily to meet organiza-
tionéi needs and concerns at.higher levels of pubiﬁ&-eduﬁatioh governance.
Those who work at those levels may have a sense of.anefship in these
tests; educators in the schools rarely do./ A;!
These two tiers of assessment function quite differently in most
schools and dispricts. Teachers and principafs rely heavily on the results
of interna] asSessmént strategies and consider them’imporfant.as'they go
abouf routine instructional planning and decision making. At the same
time,'they-genera]]}xtreaf 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 a11‘the

information they had throughbut the year on students' academic capabili-

o 122




116

ties, performance, and progress; they described whether and how they used

f—that—information:f—eo11ective1y, 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.) . i

Teachers surveyed across the nation were asked to rate the 1mportance

of diverse types of assessment results in four routine, decision-making
tasks. Again, the pre-eminence of the internal tier of assessment was
apparent. (See Tab1e 2.) Pfincipa1s in CSE's nationa1 survey were asked
to. rate how 1mportant a role data from various sources p1ayed/ﬂﬁ\e1ght
reqular school- level administrative activities. Here, the separate
functions pf the two tiers of achievement assessment was espec1a11y
apparent. Principals reported counting internal assessment data more
heavily in making instrq;tiona11y relevant deeisions, e.g., allocating
funds, assigning students, evaluating teachers; But. they indiiﬁted that
results of externa1 measures were more important in reporting to those |

beyond the schoo1, e. g., to district administrators and the pub11c.

Taken together,.the resea?ch findings just cited show’ that there are

not6b1e;quantitative differences in the ways the external and internal

tiers of assessment are used by educators in the schools. They reveal that '

*the'resu1ts>of externally mandated:testing'serve fewer purposes (Table 1)

and-are not,counted:as hean1y in'p1anning or decisfon“making'(Tab1es 2 and

3). But fieldwork clearly suggésts thatwthere.ane\aJso significant quali-

tative differences in how the.tWo tiers of assessment ane typicéliy uti-

1ized by teachers and principals. The resu1ts of externa1 tests a, y?ff

. often examined® briefly, casua11y, and asystematica11y. Do principa1s

SO . p ) v
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Table' 1

Types of Tests and the Uses of Their Results by Teachers (Interview Data)
(Cells show the number of times the 44 interviewed teachers freely cited each use

for each type of test) - - o — -

- - TEST TYPES
. USES
— A B C D E F G H o I Total
" Pianning Instruction =~~~ 24 21 100" 3 2 3 13 4 2 82
Referral /Placement 36 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 23
Within Classroom Group- ' l -
ing & Individual 6 14 18 4 é 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 o 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 o0 2
Reporting to Di strict ' .
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. : T —
~ Certifying Minimum 0 ‘0. 0 0 -0 0 O 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 Won-use , ‘ - ' :
A = Teacher Constructed s 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 i L E -
0 pon o, 124
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Table 2

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

" [mean ratings on 4-point scale:
2 = Somewhat Important; 1 = Unimportant or not usedl

Decision Area:

Planning teaching at
beginning of the
school year

Initial grouping or
Placement of students

Changing a student from
‘one group or curriculum
to another, providing .
remedial or accelerated
work '

Deciding on report card

~ grades :

PTanning teaching ét
the beginning of the
school year

- Initial grouping or

placement of students

Changing students from
one group or curriculum
to another, . providing
remedial or accelerated
work K

Deciding on report card

~ grades

mMoowx.
uw unn

AL S 4
T N

a7 ek s

‘Teacher-Made Tests

Teacher Observations/Opinfons
Tests Included with Curriculum
Standardized test batteries :
District Continuum or Minimum Competency Tests

- -

3.12

3.12

3.38

3.04

3.27

3.65

4 = Crucial; 3 = Important;

ELEMENTARY
B .C 0D

3.39 —— 2.53
3.58 2.91 2.51
. 3.66 3.04 2.52.
3.69 2.89 1.62

SECONDARY
3.59 —— 2.22
3.84 2.48  2.28
3.61 2.67 2.52

2.29 1.36

1.

.60

.59

.52

.81

‘. 38

.46

.59
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consider the results of standardized and district-objectives=based tests in

!

curriculum evaluation? Table 3 suggests that they do. But interviews

jndicate that this often means tﬁif"tney_nﬁﬁ%ﬂyfglence‘over”the*scofes;—~—————

mention them fﬁ“i*fifﬁfty meeting, and point out the areas in which the
school did especially well or poorly. Do teachers use standardized test
results in p]ann1ng7 Apparently they do to some extent (Tables 1 and 2).
Fie]dwork suggests, however that, more often than not this means a once-
a-year visit to the office for quiek look at their students' cumulative
files. Are stahdardized test batteries and minimum competency scores'con-
sulted in student‘placement? “Each table indicates thaﬁ the& are. But
visits to schools meke clear that‘they are mbst often consulted as paft of
an automatic or eursory gate-keeping brocedure,» Law or policy guidelines

direct that students with scores below a certain cut-off point-be_placed .in

a éompensatory program.or remedial class. A1ternative1y, 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 rea11y be assigned to
geometry.

Such uses contrast shafp]y with teachers' recurrent and systematic use of

assessment that are.local to the c]assreom and school in an on-going pro-

cess of ihtructiona] planning and decision making. They contrast markedly '

_ with prihcipa]s' serious consideration of teachers' advice, recommenda-

tions,~and grades on teachers assignments in making budgetary decisions or
next year's class asgignmeﬁts. And they certainly do not constitute
thorough utilization of»external @estjng deﬁa 1n'a systematie process of
Séhool-wide analysis of cUrrieulum and fnstruction, decision-making and

planning.
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Table 3

Importance of Test Results for Principal or Schoolwide Decision-Making
" in Elementary and Secondary Schoo]sﬂgSuryey Data)

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

-6 = Average:External’ . Tests. (D,E,F)

ELEMENTARY
Decision Area: A B D E F G
. Curriculum Evaiuation 2.94 3,27 3.01 2.91 3.04 2.9
_ : ' (.84) (.64) (.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 1.91 .1.89 1.94 .1.91
' - : (.71) (.87) (.90) {1.01)
Student Promotion 3.05 3.29 2.65 2.31 2.38 2.45
o (.70) (.67) (.81) (.96) (.94)
Public Communication - 2.31  ---- 2,77 2.47 2.34 2.52
~ . (1.05) (.90) (.99) (1.00) \
Communicating to Parents 3.43 ° 3.45 291 2.64 2.67 2.74
o | (.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
o | (.75) (.70) (.67) (.64) (.82) - -
‘Student Class Assignments  2.98 2.99. 2.77- 2.,98% 2.78 2.84
: 13 79) (77) (.87) (.87) 1
Teacher Evaluation 2.39° ---- '1.63 1.77 1.84 1.75
. (.83) (.78) (.71) (.78)
Allocating Funds feme=  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 . 2.2, =~--- 2.84 2,92, 2.30 2.69 °
5 , - (1.05) (.80) (1.03) (1.07)

Communicating to Parénts  3.56 3.38  2.91 3.03 2.55 2.83
- i _(.85) . (.76) (.58) (1.00) (.99)

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

A = Resu1ts of Teacher and Curricu1um tests

‘B = Teacher Opinions/Reconnmndations .

D = Standardized, norm-referenced test batterfes

E = Minimum Compe ge‘;]cy Tests = l 2
ct

-\} .

F = District. Obje: ve-based or: COntinuum Tests L

wh et
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Why do the two tiers of achievement assessment ‘function in the dif-

. . . I3

ferent ways that they common1y do? The reasons are not hard to find. They

lie in the interplay of several factors: characteristics of the measures

themselves, circumstances surrounding their availability, educators' train-
1ng in assessment and the organization of educational p1ann1ng in schoo1s,
districts, and beyond. Examining these factors not on1y disc1oses why ’
internal and external assessments are used differently in the schools. It
also begins to revea1 how each tier of assessment can be used more fu11y
toward improv1ng 1nstruction -- and why district 1eadership 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 p1anning
what to teach (and/or empha51ze) and how to teach it, in diagnosing indiviu
dua1 students' learning needs, and in assuring that ‘students are wor&ing at
appropriate levels 1in the curricu1um, As the school year unfolds, they
need to monitor’their students' progress, to eonsider 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 al this and do it
-well, teachers. need assessment tools wth.three basic characteristics: (1)

. Validity -- they must>assess what the teacher be1ieves’he,or.she has actu-
ally taught in a ‘way that seems consonantiwith the way he:or she has taoght'\
it;. (2) Suitabi1itz---7their intended purposes most.fit the tasks the

teacher needs to accompish, (thus teachers seek p1acementttests for place-

ment, chapter and unit tests for monitoring progress and grading,.etc.);'

S

and (3) Immediate Avai1abiiit¥'-- the-teacher must be ab1e to emp1oy them
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whenever it seems apprOpriéte to do so and haQe the results back promptTj.
In short, the assessment tools that teachers need must be sensitive to

’“Toca1—tonditibns;—to—the—array~oﬁ~panxiculaémcjicumsténces_in_xhein;nanxj:.;_ -
cular.classrooms at the moment. And, in order to function throughout the
yeér as the instructional ]eadérs-pf their schools, principals need

~ measures of the same kind. It is pot surprising, then, that both teachers
and principals rely heavily on assessment strategiés that are internal to
the school and-its classrooms; teacher—méde tests and assignments,

té;chers' observapfons and clinical judgments, and the adaptable, readily
&vai1qb1e tests that come with the commercial curricu1um!matérfa1s théy are
using. From their points of view, these internal @eashres have all three
of the characteristfcs 1isted abéve. Externally méndated measures, on the
other'hand, usﬁa11y do not.. They are not.designed primarf1y }o provide
data for routine ¢1assrbom decision making. The fit between ;heir contents
and format and a particular teacher's curriculum is problematic. Often, |
theirlscorés are not returned Qntiﬁ weeks or months after administration.
Often too. the results come back in a‘format-teaqhers and ﬁany princiyals
findtunfami1iar~and/pr'cumbersome."Fpr-any-or all- these reasons, the re-
_sults of standardized tests, other minimﬁm-édmpetehcy measures, and many

VdiStrict;objectfves-bésed.tests_can seem remote and irrelevant to teaqﬁers-
and prinéipp1s. Iﬁ’addition, teachefs and ﬁrincipéﬁs'genera11y’have |

’ ifmited formal training in testing and measqrement_or;the use of test data
(Herman and.Dorr-Bremme,v1983§ Yeh, Hefman, & Rudner, 1978).1 Thié limits
also the atces#ibilityiofke;tefnai-testing data to educators in the

schools. . CSEis.Test Use ProJéct.fie1a found teacher and pricnipals voicing
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these very concerns as drawbacks of external testing (Burry, et al., 1982;

Dorr- Bremme, in press)

But the very characteristics that make internal assessment tools ideal

~——For—use«nfkindivadual—teaehers-—and—pnincqpa]s-_routine-work~seveneJy

restrict their utility for-systematic school- and district-wide4p1anningr

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 1eve1s,'a department or. the
entire school, therefore, js difficult if not inappropriate and
inpossibie. This is especially true of teacher-made tests and assignments,
but it a1so ‘often appiies to tests embedded in texts and other commercial
materials. (Teachers time their administration differently; they sometimes
adapt their contents. The same materia1s or text series are not a1ways

_used throughout the school.) And while teachers' cumulative observaticns
and experienceibased judgments are valuable sources of information, they

- cannot be readily synthesized into a precise, detailed, picture of specific
eurricu1ar or teaching strengths and weaknesses across many’c1assrooms or
schools. -

It is these prob1ems with local or internal assessment strategies that
have made standardized, minimum-competency, and—specia1 district-object-
ives-based‘tests attractive to local school districts -- and make similar

" measures a virtuai neeessity for states and otner educationa1 agencies. By
providing,standard‘and consistent data across settings, sueh tests facili-
" tate comparisons among c1assrooms, schoo1s, and/or districts; they'permit

year-to-year monitoring of performance. They are 1ikely to be more sound

-

¢ #

%.:nd
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psychometrically than teachers' own tests; in most.circumstanies 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'§f§f§‘ﬁTanniﬁgt—espéti311y~—-~—?
if data are gathered only annually or bjaﬁnﬁé11yi“‘Coming full circle, how-.

evef, the.same features that make these types of measures useful to |
districts and larger education agencies'éenera11y 1fmit their usefulness
for teachers and-principals. Thus, two tiers of achievemeht tesﬁing,
largely distinct in their functions, are maintained in public schooling.

Both of these tiers could be used more fua1y than they now afe as
information sources in school-wide decision making and p1annfng for
1nst}uctiona1 improvementf- How? The data and ana1ysis presénted above

suggest two approachgs-that districts can follow: One appfoacﬁ.is'to build

from the inside out: to'construct district tests that have the character-
1stiés of internal assessment tools -- the validity for local curricula, L
suitability for routine classroom purposes, and immediate ava11ab1i;) that
appeal td teachers -- and at the same time grovide'aansistent, reiiable |
“data that can be aggregated in ways.bsefu1 for school and district deci#ion

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

information from externally mandated me:isures currently given in the dis-
trict and deliver it to scﬁoo]s'gt times and in formats that maximize its
utility in pTanning for cUrricu1ab ﬁhd instructibna1 improvement. |
These approaches are not‘nmfda11y_e*é1usive; both cah‘bé followed
simu1taneous1y.' But thﬁ'effeétivenéss of éither‘debends hpon more than>thé

proper handling of tebting and test scores. It also depéndéﬁupon a

| 131
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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
schools, but rare1y on a periodic basis as part of routine procedures.
Foiiow-up to assure that teachers are giving attention to the content area,
sk111s, etc., that test scores indicate need emphasis is rarely routine
ieither. !See-Tabie 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‘resnlts'in jmproving instruction. (See—
Tab1e 5.) These are only somevvery genera1'indicators that not many dis-
tr1cts are closing the teeting-instruction ioop with systematic p1anning
mechanisms. They are supported however, by ‘fieldwork from both CSE pro-
jects. Furthermore, even though efforts of the kinds shown in Tab1es 4 and
A5 are onTy the most e1ementa1_in'a district testinéjinstructionai decision
making 1inkage system, they7can make a difference in how teachers view and
use testing. Ana1yses ofvsUrvey data show that where there is more support
by district and schoo] leaders for the use of test results in p1anning, and
_where there is more staff deveiopment in assessment," teachers have a signi-
ficanfiy more positive view of testing and its uses and tend to treat, the
resuits of district»objectives-based standardized and- even minimum—compe—
tency ‘tests as more 1mportant in ins tructionai decision making. (Tabie to

be inc1uded in final draft.) with this in mind, let's examine some ways'
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Table 4

- Making and Holding Teachers Accountable for Test-score-Based Curricular Decisions (Survey Data)

B ncipals' Reports™

Elenentary  Secondary

Meats with teachers 0 review scores and
identifies areas that need ertra enphasts

Observes ueachers reviens thefr plans

‘40 ensure aneas ndicated by tests are

betng enphasized (

 Takes test scores into account in evaluating

teachers and/or establishes test-seore goals
for teachers to met -

DISTRICT ADHINISTRATORIS) | |

Returs test results such that they can be
used fn school's curricular dectsion making

Obseres, reviens school plans andjor
requires reports %o assure school fs
enphasizing SkiTls that test scores

" show need work

3,

Esfabﬁshés specific testeseone qoals for 'schoo!

30

30

¥

2,03

2.4

22

Teachers' igeports*
Elementary  Secondary

LY

30

L%

A

4]

2,33

M
T Y
N SRR B
. 0)]
{
Not Asked -
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pean ratings on four-point seale: 4 happens mgu]arly, mutinely, 3= not regular or mutine but happens fairly often, ; |

o "= ot reqular oF routing and happens rarel L atall,
ERiC Q . ppe y does 0t hagpen
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. o Table 5

Percentages of Teachers ‘Reporting Recent Participation in Staff Dévelopment

v
M

: ' : Secondary Secondary
Topic . . Elementary English Math
——(1)—How-to-administer-tests_vequired by " =
my state, district, and/or school ' 78 54 ’ 46

- (procedures to follow, etc.)

(2) Analysis and explanation of state, : ' e .
district, or school test results - , 84 : 70 60

(3) Hdw_ 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 , 21 19

&
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that districts can create successful links between testingkand planning for
instructional improvement in their schools.

Bui]ding Links From the Inside Out

Districts that fo11ow this approach build outward from classroom

assessment needs to those of the schoo1 and d1str1cts. They also build

e

from what shou1d be taught to what shonld be tested F1rst they construct
d1str1ct 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 testiné-
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 e1ementany‘schoo1s, three junior highs, and a
high school. It has a long historylof innovation and commitment to curri-
" culum development. _It'a1so has a group of teachers who pioneered use of
the high school's main-frame computers (originally punchased and used for
computer-assisted instruetian) in the scor1ng‘and ana1ysis—of teacher-made
. tests. These factors, and an energetic‘1eader, joined in the < reation of

Centra1 City's system for linking test fnformation»with instructional

planning.

N

*District names used in this paper are pseudonyms. Any resemblance
between these names and those of actual districts and communities is
unintended.

e o
‘ 136
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Y

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

sponsored curriculum deve]opment proJects. 'But while the district initi- ”g'

ated compensated, and guided 1t?was teachers who d1d the work. Severa1

representatives from the facu]ties_of each school were se]ected by their |

i

peers to participate. ' T ' hj -

Efforts began w1th the construction of an elementary- grade media (or
Tibrary) skills modu]e and continued through the deve]opment of comp]ete
mathematics and social science curricula for the elementary grades. Later:
the mathematics curricu]um 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

seﬂected*and/or*wrote materials and-ﬂearning~activ1t1es“for =achieving=————=s=

. 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 light of4teachers"criticisms:and
/suggestions.. Further revi51ons incorporating teachers feedback were-made
after the units went into genera] use 1in schoo]s across: the district. |
Testing materials were designed such that_a]]-the unit tests cou]d_be
scored and analyzed by computer and’returned to the teachers in a day or
two. ~Resu1ts came in the form'of a set of easy-teread sheets, one for i’
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
equaled "mastery."” At the topfbf each sheet appeared a.paragraph that

-

P

.
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.. deseribed the types of errors the'student had made arnd summarized the types
..of.di f.f,.jgu,l_tj_e.s,,t.he_,_s,tyﬁc.l.e_n_t..,_.s_g.em,esi._,.I";.o,.‘_b.e__n@!.i.‘r_l.g.‘.m_th,.H!f-f,.§.\tk.i.l.\l,§,,.‘.9£a content " _
* covered. | | |
In mathematics, the district had selected a sample of item§ from the
-unit tests ana combined these to create mid-year and end-of-the-year. sum-
mary measures given to students in all schoo]s; Teachers received summany
:sheets\of.the type desqribed'above fer these tests; too. (The district was
considering developing s}milar tests in other subject areas once the pro-
cess of curriculum and test-item revision was considered complete.)
: AN th1s app11es to the lower grades, but similar deve10pments had

begun in the high school mathematics department. These were initiated by

the EE&&EE?&““QEB”EE& wetiea‘towardmeemmon curriculh - and-devising
computer-scored tests for various courses. In 115' with a.general district *
attitude, other departments were encoufagea, but ndt fequired,-to'fo]]oﬁx
this example. i

The end resu]te‘of the distritt-wide effort were several: (1) curri-

- cula that were consttent across the district, that teachers were invested
'in,,and which teaeher§~actua11y used; (2) -a system of tests. that fit the.
curricula and provided time]y:information in a ferm appropriate for e vari-
ety of ‘routine instructional decisions; aﬁd (3) a body of test.ipformation
that was vaiid and eonsfetent from classroom to t}aésroom\agg_could thus be

‘aggregated and compared in school'and district planning.

The structure of school decision making ' Within the schoo]s these

test data came into play in two main-ways. First they were routinely uséd

i
by teams of teachers in reguiar unit meetings. Elementary =school "units“‘

Vv
v

o

+

o \ -
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“included several teachers (one of whom was chosen as unit leader) a c]us;

_ter of students across two or _three grades, and occasionally an instruc-

tiona] aide.g 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 schoo]s, however, tended to use the »

seﬁf-contained classroom approachlfor most students).

Unit_teams met at least weekly during“release time at the end of an‘
abbreviated school day. At the beginning of the year{ they discussed
students' placement and‘pfanned instructional emphases and pacing} Later

on, they routinely examined students' progress, reviewed their placements, .

‘re-evaluated and altered their teaching, and’ discussed ‘individual 1earner's

problems and how best to address them. Data from district tests, as well
as other available information were routineiy examined as these matters
were considered. Unit meetings, then, were the primary setting for linking
test data with instructiona] decision making. (Where c]assrooms viere se]ff

contained, teachers reported using the district tests individually, as-we]i

~ [

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 occurredvperiodically as principals -

“established school goals and agendas for school in-service activities.

District suppgft systems. The linkage effort described above was

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

First district ieaders initiated and provided resources for the
curricu]um—and-test deve]opment. They also gave release time for weekly -,

unit meetings in which test data are used for instructiona] p1anning.

*fw»ifi - - 139



132

Second district'administrative 1eaders provided staff development in
~curr1cu’|um wr1t1ng and -test-developent. w.Omginal'l,y,*these semester-long,
weekly "courses” were 1ed by professors from a state un1vers1ty Later,
however, the district encouraged teachers to take over the classes: to
adapt. them'to be more practical and relevant and to zerve as 1nstroctors.;’

" Credit on the district;s pay scale was §1Ven for participation fn these
"_c1asses. A district administrator also maintained c1ose contact with the
nearby office of the 1oca1 Intermediate Educationa] Agency (IEA). IEA help.
was rodtine1y sought in problems in test development, and scoring-and-
analysis issues. The IEA also provided.some staff development in

7“1nstruction

Third the district ma1ntained media centers staftedrby 1nstructiona1 T
spec1a11sts in each school. Specialists helped unit teams and 1nd1v1dua1
teachers locate supp]ementary teaching mater1a1s to address Jearners'

.needs. They also offered training in such areas as 1nstructiona1 diagnosfS'
:and prescription |

| Fourth a district administrator worked w1th teacher committees in
vpi]oting curricu]um units and tests, e11c1t1ng teachers critiques, and
revising objectives mater1a1s, and test 1tems _ h
It was this same administrator who encouragod continuing and broaden-

ing the use of the,computer-scoringfand-test-ana1ysis process.

The She]ter Grove Hodel

The She]ter Grove Unified School District is located in the
southwestern region of'the‘coUntry. Until three years ago, She1ter Grove
was’ an é1enentary scnoo1'distr1cf. The recent merger fas brougnt Shelter

I R o ¢
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Grove's enrollment to about 5,700. These students are distributed through

four eiementary schools, two middle schools (grades 6 8), and a four-year

‘high school.

Shelter Grove s system for.1inking testing w1th instruction is similar

to Centrai City s in severa1 ways Yet it is different enough to be worth

" The test information.: Like Central City, Shelter Grove administers

‘tests of severai typesﬁ But those that have the greatest power to influ-

ence instruction in Shelter Grove schools are those deveioped by the dis-

trict and referenced to its continua (or.sequences) of instructional objec- -

tives in reading, mathematics and writing icomposition)

" Shelter Grove initiaHy contracted with-a corrlnercia1 firm which pro- .
mised to write test items for district-seiected objectives and’ to provide
computer printouts of scores. Introduced in the: ear1y 1970's, these tests
failed to win teacher support. Teachers compiained that they were not
coordinatedtnith anything that was taught, that theyldid not know what to
do with the results. s . '

Teacher committees were appointed to try to revise - test items They

Aresponded to the need for coordinating testing and curriculum by beginning

to work on a district-ievei continuum of objectives From then on Sheiter

Grove's- experience para11e1ed the more recent history of Centra1 City. By

. the 1ate 1970's, teacher committees had devised continua of obJectives and

accompanying criterion-referenced tests for reading and math as we11 as
simiiar tests for 1anguage arts. More recently, a district writing con-,

tinuum was established. k
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Uniike the.Central City materiais, Sheiter Grove's tests do not‘serve

~as unit pre-tests or post tests. And except in written comp051tion, dis-

trict obJectives are not accompanied by district de51gned materiais or

recommended learning activities.' Rather, the continua are aiigned with

~ commercial reading and math text series used districtlwide.

The district.tests at the appropriate level were routineiy 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 individua]”students, instructional groups, entire classes,
and the school. These;profiies-were sent to ‘the schoois,in'time for\pian-
ning‘days that occur regutarly at several points through the year. |

In addition,. proficienc& tests composed of various segments of the

district's criterion referenced tests were administered to chi1dren in-

" grades 4, 5 and 6 each year in April and May in accordance with. state

" requirements. """““““"”“"~~"'——f-——*‘ - e

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

tine1y used in each e1ementary and midd1e scr001 during p1anning days that
‘&\LN

T occur at severa1 points ‘in the school year. (The system has yet to-be.__e___s_

introduced in the district's high sch001 ) Two’ of these’ days were in

June.~ -On the first, the program of the SChoo1 was routineiy evaluated by

1 -

1

* the entire sch001 “staff 1ooking at the group, classroom, and tota1 school

b

. scores. These sessions functioned as a needs assessment for the next .

school year. On the second June p1anning day, “individual teachers piaced
students in appropriate learning-groups for the coming year using the
test-resuitfprofiiesfon each student.

.
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In Seotember of each year, test information was updated; information
on sfudents new to the district was added. In October, teachers met with
their'principals to setr1earn1ng goals -~ benchmarks on.the continuum that,
based upon past performance prof11es they eXpected the ch11dren in each
1nstructiona1 group to meet. : \

A m1d-year eva1uation took place each February. Summary reports on

current-year testing were run, distr1buted

met

with teachers, as well as with the Superintendent»and Assistant Suoerinten-
~ dent for Instruetion, to discuss students'"progress. Plans for modifying
the 1nstrnctiona1 program were~nade at,this time. Then, in June, the cyc1er
.began anew with reference to the again-updated‘test-score_orof11es.
| Individual teachersva1so used criterionArefereneed_test tnfonnation_in
- reporting to parents‘each October and again each soring.} Report cards
1isted continuum sk111S’on one side and noted students' progress toward
A eaeh objecttve.v And each'May, 1etters were sent to‘the parents of chi1dren »
who were two grade 1eve1s behind expected perfonmance. spec1a1 conferences |

with’ these parents were also arranged.- i '4

o

ES

: District‘sUpport systems. As was the case in Central City, a. number "

@

of district activities and programs he1ped to sustain the 1inking of test
data with 1nstruct10na1 p1ann1ng in She1ter Grove. In addition to the dis~
trict s leadership and resources in developing the 1nstruct10na1-object1ves
cont1nuua and criterion-referenced ‘tests, these 1nc1uded the fo11owing.

The district maintained a Professiona1 Deve1opment Program (PDP) that
provided teachers with the sk111s necessary to act upon the test resu1ts.

Coordinated by a fu11—t1me spec1a1ist the PDP had evoived over time based

’;dfh,;jiiiél;gf.;,j,ﬂf:‘;;d-{.v 11453,~_ff L #5
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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 '

~of Level Qne with emphasis en individualizing instruction. Strategies for

meeting affective ﬁaaasfusihg inquiry skills, and teaching specific curri-
cuium:content were\aiso covered. (Prior to the general implementation of .
this PbP program,'aii principals had been required to take the Level One
course plus courses in clinical teacher supervision.)

© pDP sessions require teachers to‘appiy the skills taught back inltheir‘

._own_ c1assroom, with supervision and feedback from the PDP coordinator

Learning specia1ists conducted demonstration 1essons, recommended
materiais, conducted diagnoses of new students, and: assisted teachers in
p1anning and placement when new criterion-referenced test scores arrived in
the schoois. The 1earning specia1ists;were considered'masterwteachers, and
regularly played an important role in‘he1ping teachers use -test informa-

tion. They aiso functioned to communicate changes in the continuum or

changes in district policy to the faculty. With the PDP 1earning specfal-
ists were perceived as critica1 supports to the district S 1inkage effort.
' A Testing Advisory Committee composed of a principa1 and several

teachers continuaiiy -updated and improved the district s tests in 1ight of

~ teacher criticisms This group also hand1ed whatever administrative and

g technica1 problems arose in testing, scoring, and reporting back resu]ts.

LYo
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Ad hoc continuum ‘revision. committees made,up of teachers and 1earn1ng
’/
spec1aiists were paid during the summer to rev1se sections of the continua

as seemed appropriate.

In ‘addition to these formal organizationa1 features, a variety of

other networking activities (e.g9., princ1pa1 observations, 1earn1ng specia-

lists' -visits to classrooms, monthly meetings of a district communications’

P

council) helped district personnei work closely together in maintaining

1inks between test data and instructional planning in the Shelter Grove

- {

schools.

Guidelines

The experiences of Centra1 City and Shelter Grove, especially in
contrast—to—thoserof—two~other-districtsmwith—similap—butgless_successful____
.g 1inkage systems, suggest a number-of guidelines for other districts
ﬂ interested in 1inking testing with instruction from inside out.

4,1

1. Build curricuium and assessment measures together “in-house

 Administrators and teaching staff in both“districts"be]ieved‘very'ﬂ~
strongly in the district deve10pment process. They felt that it heibed
assure teacher "Owneféhip“ and confidence in both curricula and tests;
these, in turn, seemed important as prereqdisites to‘teacher nse. .Shel ter
"Grove‘s unhappy experience with tests built outside the distriCt, even when
they'were‘COordinated to district specifications, supports this wisdem

2. Assure a close fit between test items and curricuiar objectives and
materiiTs - v

This can best be done by designing curriculum- first and then the.

tests, as was done in Centra1 City and, u1timate1y, in Sheiter Grove t0o.

- 145
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Teachers are inc1iﬁed to see district'objectives-based or criterion-

referenced tests as a burdensom& jrrelevancy if this condition is not met.

New Branford an urban d1str1C" with 30,000 enrollment in the nortneastern

United States, attempted to ¢ r: 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

them. Continuum objectives were intended to f1t w1th the five or six math

and reading series used across the district. In fact, according to

teachers, they fit we11 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

"”rare1y“cdn501ted;“ana“teacnerSTresented*the=requ$rementwaEerfsinﬂAaV”.

soas, Central City teachers;heg1ected-their district's objectives-based
reading tests, aTthoagh they were generally anthusiastic about those in the
other subgects. Developed years earlier. with 1itt1e teacher'participation,
and- no accompanying curriculum 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 invo1vement

To help bui1d curricu1um and tests that teachers own 2nd 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

~

~
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that aiiowed 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 par-.

ticipate in the actual development process; their presence was not visible

to district faculty; they had TTEtle Tmpact on the results:—And—in—nejther—
district did teachers feel the'objectives or tests were compieteiyfsuit-'
able. 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 curricuium
and/or continuum of- objectives

=7 ~The district tests of Central City and Shelter Grove inciuded items
" that, assessed students' periormanceton skills and.content from the nost
elemental to the most advanced in the.subject areas tested.,'Metro District
(enroliment over 100, 000) in contrast, purchased tests for .each grade
E 1eve1 in reading, math, and 1anguage arts that covered oniy the most simple
“skills to be taught in the grade In the economically disadvantaged neigh-

‘“"borhoods—vhere—more—students—had—troubie-with—these skills —testeresults

did help teachers locate areas in which individuals and ciass groups needed
'remediation But in these- schoois; the tests aiso functioned t0 push. the
actual curriculum in the direction of the most eiementai skills. Teachers
and principals wanted students (and their schools) to do we11 on the tests. _
" each snring. Thus,vtheyrspent much time driiiing,and re-drii]ing‘chiidren:i*i

on the simple skills tested. Simul taneously, they gave shorter shrift in

N
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their teaching to other skills zmecified for the grade level, which'were
jaciuded ¢ the t~st. _isswhsrs ir “he district, where students routineiy :

nhe ¢ er .« 100 per-=- rrect on the same tests,’the tests

-t
Jd

-

yieived Ticile oo jnustic or .. cuent 1nformation for teachers.
One mova1 of these contrasting stories, then, is test what you want
teachers to teach because teachers will p1ace their teaching emphasis on
what you test. | | '
Several-other—do*s"-and- "don ts" can be abstracted from the Central
City, Shelter Grove, and simi1ar but 1ess successful models. These, how=-
ever, are equa11y‘pertinentlto the "outside in" linkage’ approach.discussed"

next. Thus, they will be omitted'here and mentioned in the concluding

. summary. ' ' ) -

" Buflding Links From the Outside In

" Districts that follow this approach adapt,information from externally

mandated tests to suit schools' p1anning needs. In so doing, they support.
school-level p1anning structures and procedures Just as districts taking

the 1nside out path do.

The testing-instruction 11nkage systems of two districts that fo11owed

the outside in approach are described be1ow, They provide very different
"but equally instructive models.

-

The st. John Model |
The St. John Schoo] District covers a wide geographic area of suburban
and semi-rura1 municipa1ities in a Western state. Its 72 schoo1s serve

between 40 and 50 thousand students in grades K‘IZ.
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Linking testing with instructional planning began .in St. John during
_the mid-1970's when the state legislature enacted a program 1ntended to

stimulate p1anning for school 1mprovement at local school sites. Part1c1pad

-

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;

" in turn, schools' participation occasioned district efforts to provide test

data for use in 1oca1 site planning.

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

school improvement program, St. John SChoo1 District had required adminis- .

<4

—tration of the-lowa Test of Basic Ski1is. Stu?ents vere tested each

January—in grades 2-6. The purposes this information had served previous1y

~are not germane here. But once numerous St John schoo‘s joined the state

program test data became eSpecia11y important for them: Gu1de1ines for
the state school-imprevement-planning process required “‘that in establishing
improvement plans schools specify: (1) the.“existing 1eve1'of perfonnance"

in a-particular area, (2) the "needed program_changes “or additions,"g(3)

°

improvement objectives, and (4) activities to measure these objectives. )

Major, activities to be undertaken in order to acbieve the objectives aiso

had to be described aiong with budgets and other 1mprovement program fea-'

~ l

tures: But the four requirements enumerated here were those that called

< for "hard data” such as test results.

It seemed reasonab1e to use ITBS resu1ts in developing these improve-

2

ment plans, yet district administrators realized that these came back from

‘the test publisher in a form that was cumbersome. Computer printouts

o
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T
Yo



142

presented the reeuits for each sub-test area for each grade for each year
on a separate page. Principais.and teaehers found these repcrts comﬁ]i-
cated as well as everwheiming in size. Consequently, the district underf
took development of what it now calls the Academic Performance Profile |
(APP). | “

In summary, the 3PP gave each district elementary school an annual
overview df its ITBS test resuite-for ail years and all grades for a par-
ticular subtest (e;g., reading cohbrehension,.math cancepts, etc.) on a

single page. This reduces fifty pages of computer printout to approxi-

mately six ordinary 81/2 by 11 inch pages. °

. . Q
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'tney moved through the grades (1982 first graders as

'second Qradersiin 1983, etc.); (2) the performance at various grade levels

in various years (the fourth grade in 1981, 1982, 1983, etc.); and (3)othe

_ 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) suppiemented the three 1ine graphs.
Since the state program guide1ines aiso call for annual needs 67§Q§S‘

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
n

e - o
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evaluation office tabulates those for each school and returns their results:

in a concise form.

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

ment program mandated the creation of a School Planning Council (SPC) in
“each participating schbb]. SPC members had to include the principal:and )
representatives of the teachers, other school sﬁaff, paféhts'and other
community members, and (at the secondary level) students._This group was B
assigned ‘central responsibi]ity for estab]ishfng;needs, gbals, and aﬁtivié
ties for-school improvement, as well as allocating the state program funds A
prbvfded to” the school for improvement activiﬁies. .

" However, St. John's distriét.evaluationvspecialists e]aborated on
these gtate reduirements:g They urged their schools to also create
"component conmittees," smaller gfdups (inc]udiﬁg SPC members .and others)
wﬁo were chafged,with planning for imﬁrovemenﬁ in partigﬁ?érnareas --.-in
subject areas, in school environﬁent, in human re]atioﬁ,'jn staff develop- *
ment, étc. ~ H

Component committees review the ITBS/APP summary forms,ssurvey re-
sults, and other 1nf6rmation. They specify and document needs, set objec-
tives, and develop school and c]assrﬁom activitie;‘to reafize them. They'
also state how achievement of the objectives will be evaluated and proposé
a budget suitable for their plan. In a next step, various component .com-
mittees present their particular plans to the School P]anninQFCouncil. The
SPC accepts or suggesté changes in eacﬁ 1mprovément—p1an component and

’

" makes decisions regarding final allocation of state program dollars among

" the varioué components. The SPC also moritors implementation of the plan

through the coming school year.

151 o
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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
centered in the'spring. But impiementation in classrooms and SPC.monitor-A

ing recurred throughout each schooi year.

Interv1ews with participants and observation of p1anning meetings

”indicated that test data (and” survey resuits) were used in deciding upon

and substantiating needs, specifying objectives, evaiuating 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 1inkage system in many of the same ways that Shelter :

‘Grove and Centrai City supported their quite different ones.

Staff deveiopment'in the organization and process of p]anning, 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 thé program. Furthermore, teachers,

‘ principals, and parents agreed that the reguiar avai1abi1ity ofjthe dis-

tricts' two evaiuation specia1ists was a key to the program s maintenance
They routinely provided staff development and answered ad hoc questions
regarding planning and test-data use. '

" st. John aiso maintained a comprehensive staff deveiopment program in
instructiona1 techniques This was a major factor in facilitating the
reaiization,of sch001 plans. |

The Bayvieu Mode]

Bayview is a community of 100,000, and is 1ocated about 50 miies from

P'f
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a major Western metropolitan area. "The Bayview‘Unified School District's -
51xteen elementary - schoois, four junior highs, and three senior highs

enroll 14, 000 students. . ' ' ’ v

«

Bayview's six-year-old effort at testing-instructiona1'1inkage was

~more diffuse than that in most of the other school districts visited by CSE

researchers. Interest in testing and evaiuation was r91ative1y new, and

[ — S GO

—__many—in_the. district_were skepticai of their value, Nonethe1ess, the need .
to compiy w1th externa11y mandated testing programs stimuiated a small
group of district administrators to try to make greater 1oca1 use of them.
Only one of ‘these uses will be discussed -here. It offers an. exampie of
"outside in" testing- instruction 1inkage that is. quite different from tho

-

St. John School District S.

The test information. TnFee diiferent achievement testing programs

figured in the Bayview 1inkage endeavor to be described here. The first of

‘ these was the State Assessment Program (SAP) This half-hour test was
adm1nistered each ‘spring to students. in grades, 3, 6 and 10 in accord with
state requirements. The test was devised by the state and referenced to
objectives common to many state-approved text series. Items were matrix
samp1ed not every student was asked to respond to identical questions.
Thus, data for individual students were not reported. Resu1ts focused on
grade level and school patterns. ’ ‘

A second ‘test used by Bayview was the norm-referenced, standardieed ]
ComprehenSive Test of Basic.Skiiis (CTBS). The district had just begun to.
require this test in a11 schools for grades 1 9 when CSE fieidwork was
conducted. Formerly, it had been given«oniy in schools-with Tit1e 1 (now

Chapter 1) compensatory education programs.
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The district's proficiencyﬁ(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 fqr‘life coping. The current forms of the test were

intrqduced”in 1978. | '

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

brought to bear on instructional planning in several ways bnyayview dis-
trict leaders. Chiefly, however, they-had begun to use the three'test pro-
grams Mentioned above as content for staff deveiopment course work in task
ana1ysis and diagnostic~- prescriptive teaching. -
‘ District leaders had won grant funds from the state to create a
‘Professiona1 Deve1opment Center (PDC). The primary focus of the PDC's
program was the continuing deveiopment of effective teaching strategies. A
Teacher Center funded by a federal grant augmented the PDC. Curriculum
deveiopment and the translation of educationa1 research for practica1
instructiona1 app1ications were the centra1 thrists of the Teacher Center-s
program. The very presence of these two centers testified to Bayview's
emphasis on teaching effectiveness skills. .{n addition, principa1s viere
_required to attend wﬁrRShups dealing with supervision,-and'these”iocused on
 the elements of effective teaching. | o
It was in the context of increasing externa1 test mandates and’ the
emphasis of staff deve1opment that Bayview s 1inkage system ‘began to-take

shape From the perspective of District 1eaders Bayview teachers and

uprincipa1s were avoiding facing the issues raised by the District s
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re1at1ve1y poor performance on the external measures. In response, said the

Director of Staff Deve1opment , _
Ve [at. the central officel] tried to.mode1"@ 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 Deve1opment T
Center programs focusing on the low scoring skill areas
1denttfied by the State Assessment Rrogram-_ :
The district's cadre of 1ehdef§ began by training principals to ex-
omine SAP (ahq 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 whit grades and with what em-
phasis. -Staff development provided principals, and later teachers, with
'the 1nformation and techniques they needed to do this. '
This was taking p1ace with varying degrees of thoroughness in dif-
' ferent_Bayview schools when CSE s Eva)uation Design Project staff made its
- several visits. At.the same time, areas of curricular and instructional
weakness district-wide hao'been identified by district administrators.
These areas were then targeted for sessions on d{agnostitéprescrjptive
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 ana1ysis, for eXamp1e the Bayview Coo%din“tor 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 app11cations through story .problems. '
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.Thus, in the Bayv1ew Unified School District, task analysis of tested
skiiis-served as tnn basis for a comprehensive examination of the dis-

- trict's curricu1a and suggested areas of curricuiar weakness. Simuitane-

ously, analysis of test resu1ts 1ed to the 1dent1f1cation of teaching weak-

nesses. Links between testing and instruction were generated through the

deve1opment'of district-wide objectives and in Professional Development

Center and Teacher Center ‘programs; — — v~ === e et

Guide1ines:’ .

The St. John and Bayview districts had put.in place very‘different
kinds.of systems for 1inking the results of externa11y mandated testing.
with instructiona1 p1anning in their schoois. Neverthefess, it is possible
to abstract a number of guidelines from their "outside in" models. Other
fdistricts would be well advised ‘to bear these in mind shou1d they.follow
simi1ar approaches. ' “

1. Make test score data comprehensibie'for teachers and principals.

Providing test results in a format that faci1itates their use is obvi-
ous1y ‘a key to testing-instruction Jinkage. That professiona1 educators |
noriing in the schools can be\bewiioered and intimidated by reports of
.scores from'externaiiy.mandated'neasures was clear in Test Use Project

: tieidwork'(cited eariy'on in this paper). It was equa11y apparent in the
| early experiences of district administrators in both Bayview and St. John.
The ]atter Qeressed this problem by translating the scorea,gwnﬂ succinct,
easy-to-read, and re1evantvtab]es andvgraphs._ Bay;ieu~deapc with it by'

teaching principals and teachers to dissect the tests andftest'resuits.

L3
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2. Train teachers‘ang_pringigais to use test scores as diagnostic tools.

W

As noted near the outset of this paper, the results of externally man-

dated tests are commoniy used in . a brief and casual way to get a generai

comparative reading on group Eerformance. The essence of their use in the
" St. John and Bayview systems was diagnostic:\‘They-piayed a role in identi-

fying patterns of strength and’ weakness in particular.content areas and

sﬁfkillf: They served to stimoiate 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. Simpiy»oresenting test scores in\ciear,A
readable format does not mean.that they will occur. Teachers need teaching
and practice in’hypothesizing the different faotors that underiie 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 resuits of externaiixﬁmandated tests wiii serve as only one

source of . information in pianning and_decision making.

Hiseiy, neither Bayview s cadre- of 1eaders nor St. John s ‘district
evaiuation specia]ists tried to make test resuits the; soie basis for edu-
cationa1 decisions. -Human values and priorities do and should influence
decisions about'what objectimes to pursue'in schooi improvement or to build
into district continua. The day-to-day-experiences with studehts and ob-
servations of their work that teachers and principais reiy,upon'so'heaviiy
rare.hardiy irrelevant in making instructionaiidecisions., These factors

"~ were routineiy accepted, along with test data, as bases for decision making

by St. John administrators as they assisted Schooi Pianning Councils and
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reviewed the1r5p1ans. Bayview's Coordinator of Staff Development, t00

. recognized that test data needed to be examined 1n 1ight 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 externa11y mandated'tests can serve tb identify prob1ems to

' support or disconfirm exper1ence-based Judgments; “and” to st1muTate ques="
tions. It can be used to Justify or rationa11ze decisions that have al-
ready been made. But as the separate experiences of St. John (recall their
needs assessment questionnaires) and Bayview (recai1.the1r-jdxtapesition'of
mu1t1p]e,measures te district curricula) 1ndfcate, test data fn themselves

are enly one important source of information for educational planning.

: Sumnary and Conclusions

w

CSE's national survey and its f1e1dwork in two. research projects
‘suggest that both testing that:is interna1 to the schoo1 and that which is
jexterna11y mandated can be used more fully in systematic educational deci-

sion making. Districts can build a curr1cu1um and tests that can serve
teachers routine c1assroom needs and simu1taneous1y provide consistent,
re11ab1e and va11d data for schooi and district decision making Dis-
tricts can also capita1ize upon data from externa11y mandated test1ng by
adapting it to local needs. No single approach or model n111 ‘be appro-
priatevto every setting." But‘whether a district choosescto nnrsue 1inkage
from the inside out or from the outside in, there are several factors that

will be necessary for success.

.’,'
4
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- One of these is district leadership. In each district ,tudied by CSE,
there was an individual or a small group in the d1str1ct office -- 1dea
.champions and supporters -- who were v1ta11; interested in using test data
in instructiona1 planning and,decision making. CSE's national test use
survey substantiates that such'Teaders_make 2 difference in'schoo1-1eve1
uses of test information. |

A second element in district success is an organizationa1"arrangement

-- a setting and set of'procedures -- for decision‘making In Centra]ICity

sessions of the School P1anning COunci1s She1ter Grove he1d its princi-
. pal-teacher planning days in Jure, October, and February each year. In
Bayview, the 1ocus of linkage was staff deve10pment workshops, continuum-
building committees, and regular school facu1ty 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
impuications of test-score patterns could be discussed and acted upon.
‘None of the fie]o study districts with successfu1 |inkage systems simp1y
offered schoo1s test data and left their use to chance
Third, each of.the districts managed testing and/or test resu1ts such :

that -they increased. the margina1 uti1it§,of test infonnation'for teachers
and)principa1s Teachers routinely receive'data on student achievement as
-k they watch their students in class, review their assignments, and grade

: c1assroom tests This data is immediate, rich and compe11ing $o too is

"the information principals regularly gather as they talk-with staff andl‘

visit their classrooms. " To be as useful and as compe1]ing,'externa1 test

—
o
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information must add “something new" to what‘teachers‘and.prinéipa1s
already know. Each of the four models'described abeve did this. Central
City's Combute}-scoring-and4ana1ysis'system'forvunit tests summarized indi-
vidual stddents' maStery of objectives, as we11 as their errors and weak-‘
nesses. Shelter Grove compiled data on the progress of individuals and
instructional groupings toward benchnark goals. St. John's Academic Per-
formance Profiles charted year-to-year trends and annual gains. vBayview's
taskranaf&sis~projects based on tested skills and test,ecores helped to
reveal why and how students' :performance was what it was. In each case,
; test data was configured in ways that told teachers and principa1s
something more than "your students are doing we11 in this and not so well
in that" -~ which is information teachers and principals typica11y feel
they already haVe. -

A fourth and final element in succeesfu1‘distr1ct linkage is the

maintenance of on-going resource and support systems. In the districts

studied these centered in the area of staff deve10pment. training 1n_te§t -

development and -use, training 1n how to realize instructional goals derived‘
from test 1nformation, or both. Frequently, too, instructional support
staff -- Iearning.spee1a1ists, media specialists, evaluation Spec1a1ists -
were routinely avai1ah]e to provide help and answen 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 deve1opment of and criticize the qua-
11ty:ofidistr1ct turricu1um and tests. St John's evaluation spec1a1ists

revised district needs-assessment‘surveys in 1ight of teachers' feedback;

N\
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1cta1 schoo1s cou1d add survey items suitable to their particular con-
cerns. Bayview d1str1ct leaders showed patience and understand1ng in
encouraging principajs and teachers to take a "prob1em—so1ving approach“'to
“low test scores. And of course,‘each district suppbrted its testing- |
instructional linkage system with re1ease time and other’ 'resources.

The models and guidelines suggested here will not answer a11 the ques-
tions and cuncerns sehoo1 districts will encounter as they work to link
testing and instruction in systematic ways. But they do indicete produc-
tive directions to the more efficient use of testing and the improvement of

education planning in.American schools.
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THE SEARCH FOR CONSEQUENCES: ASSESSING THE IMPACT
OF DISTRICT INSTRUCTIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS

@ ' by . “
Adrianne Bank and Richard C, Williams

e

Background LT

&

Before we came along, Lenny, the Research Director in North District,
and Don, the Testing and Spec1a1 Education Director in South District.
didn't know that their respective districts ‘had given birth to instruc-
gtionai information systems.. Each knew on1y that his district had spent
‘considerabie time and‘attention on methods for combining student achieve-
ment test scores with other district data so as to produce information
"useful for instructional pianning and management. Each knew that, for the
-past five or six years,~he had norked with other key centrai office staff
‘to provide information, training and support to school-site groups and
“individuals. '

For our part we at UCLA's Center for tne Study of Evaluation had,
for several years, investigated what sch001 district research and eva1ua-
tion offices did.{Lyon et. a1 1978) He had discovered that most R&D ‘
personne1 'spent much of their’ time administering district-wide testing

programs and conducting mandated state or federal eva1uations He found

that poiicy making,\administrative decision making and classroom operations
were rarely affected“by the work done py the R&D unit. In re-analyzing our -
questionnaire data, doing further interviews and reviewing the 1iterature
‘on sch001 districts as organizations, we discovered a number of reasons for'

this phenonenon1§8ank &,Hiiiiams, 1981a). Many school districts
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exist in a socially turbulent environment where critical factors such as

’

annual budget levels, numbers of students; placement of students in

schools, a and personnei«matfers relating to principais and teachers, are not

exclusively in district hands. 0utside forces arE‘often overwheiming

Q

Furthermore the interna1 controis that°centra1 office scaff exert over

2

$chool principais and c]assroom teachers are "loosely coupied“ (Heick,

1976). Jhatfis, teachers are quite-autonomous “behind their classroom
.doors" (Lortie, 1975). Schoois _each have their own community and cuiture, 0

although districts differ most have no strong guide1ines as- regards teach-

Q
k G

ing methods, a1though most do have genera1 guide1ines for curricuium.

a5

Given these features, it is unusua] for schooi_districts,to plan and carry‘
out systematjc and centraiiy;directed activities relating to instruction5
'Because there-is.an absense ofosuch centraiiy-coordinated instructionai
‘decision making, it is not surprising that centra11y coi]ected testing and
eva1uation data are regarded primariiy as usefu1 signa1s to. funding agen-’
cies that the school district is comp1ying with program eva1uation require-
ments (Zucker, 1981)% ‘,; , ) B S -oo'

| Nonetheiess there are exceptions, there are. districts where dis- .f
trict directed testing and evaluation® activities are‘iinked with instruc-

° tion. Lenny s district and Don s district are two of the eight “heroic
districts that we studied over the course of severa1 years. In these dis-‘
tricts, particuiar factors in tre externa1 and the interna1 circumstances
of the districts --: inc1uding strong 1eadership, a critica1 maSSMof sup-rdﬁl

D]

porters, a benign environmenta1 setting - faci]itated the centra1 offices

\

\
1981b, 19qg) " In Lenny s and Don s districts, the district central offife

. assuming a- roie in the improVement of instruction (Bank and Hiiiiamﬂ

v

|
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prcvided relevant, t1me1y and easily understood data to key decision makers
(e.qg., distr1ct ‘administrators, principals and teachers).

While we were conducting our case studies in Le"nv s and Don's dis-
tricts, it occurred to us that there was a relationship between the infor-
mation systems they were developing and the management 1rformation systems
discussed in the business community. Our 1nvestigat10n 1nto the management—
information research Titerature revealed that there-were 1ndeed parallels.
In our view, the paral]e]s overshadowed the differences. And so we coined
the construct "1nstruct10na1 information systems" (IIS) (Bank & Williams,
1983). Instruct1ona1 information systems (IIS) may not be pictured on an
organ1zat1on chart, but they can be described in terms of an observab]e set
of components: specified users, specified uses, spec1f1ed‘data 1nputs and
outputs, a delivery system uith particular format and timelines, and a
.mdnitoring andlfeedback mechanism. |

Once having concluded that such systems in either comp]ete or 1ncom-
'plete form do ex1sr in districts, we set out to examine certa1n features of
those systems. we used Lenny s and Don's districts as field sites. In
andther article (Catterall, 1983) we looked at the costs associated with
Lenny‘s and Don's systems. In th1s paper we w1{Q\be specifically .con-
cerned with the 1mnact district 1nstruct1ona1 1nformat10n systems have on

the individuals they are jntended to serve.

i '
~ Questions of Interest in Assessing Impact

Qur 1nterest in studying the 1mpact of a district-operated IIS on

‘system users is a natural one. G1ven the commonp]aces in the: educational :
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administration literaturevthat, in loosely- coupled settings, policies man-
dated frcm the top are considerably altered as they filter down to those

" expected to implement them, we were curiouspas to what might be the impact

of Lenny's and'Don‘svsystems‘onvteachers, principals and parents.

Jur major question, therefore,'was‘“hhat:is;thé’impact of the instruc-
tionai information systems in these two districts’“ |

Before thinking “about what,procedures we could use to answer this
. question, we had to answer several prior questions for ourselves.

Question #1. How should the impact of an 11S be defined7

_ Congiderations: The ultimate expectation in both districts is that

the.instructional information system could increase student
learning'as measured by total, subgroup, or individual changes on
achievement test'scores.g*Houever, the causal linkage between
information provided to adults, who then make wei]-informed :
decisions which lead to improved c1assroom practices“nhich in
turn, lead to increased student learning showing up as higher test_
scores was very weak. He decided that we cou]d not identify the
impact of an information system simp]y by tracking student test

~ scores over time. - s . L

Conclusions: Instead we focused only on the intended uSers of the

instructiona] information system - those adults to whom the dis-

-trict supplied information. We defined impact as composed of the

attitudes of individua]s and groups towards the information, and

their behaviors in re]ation to the information, e.g., how they"

“felt about it and what fthey did with it.

AEEN
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Question'#z. How shoqu impact of particular kinds of information supplied

by the district be distinguished from other information used by individuals

to make instructionally-related decisibné?._

Consiqerations: It has been pointed out ‘that the single decision
maker making a particular decision at a given point in time using
a limited set of data is an unrealistic view of how peop1g in
organizations bgerate (Alkin,* et al., 1979; Cronbach, et a1.,'
1980). How then could we separate out the inf1uencéagf.the
district aggrégated and‘distributed information %}om the "working
knowledge" (Kennedy, 1982) that such people already possess?

Conclusion: We decided that our réspondents'themse1ves would be the
best judges as to what influenced their thinking. We would ask
them to”discuss‘é decision that they had made using district-‘
supplied information and estimate the'importance of that informa- "
tibn in their éwn decision-making. vwe wou1d also ask them about
the partfcular contribution of each aspect of the IIS. ”

Question #3. How should i'Mp;ﬂe effects," often termed unanticipated,

unintended or secondary impacts, of the instructional information system be

jdentified and described?

,.Considerations: These impacts, we believed, would not be part of

the "official" stdry that people told spontaneously. These

7 effects would have ‘to be inferred, carefully, by researchers using
- . interview data, cross-checked with observations. However, we
wanted to capture the ripple effects because they would shed light

o on the informal, daily 1life consequences of instructional infor-

4 mation systems.

167
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~

S
Conc1usign: We decided to include in our interview a 1ist of possible
"ripple ettectsh and ask respondents to. react:kith any examples
that occurred to them. We also asked them to 1nag1ne what they
and others would do if the d1str1ct-supported 11IS was d1sbanded, ’

either_part1a11y or c0mp1ete1y.

. ~ Methodology for the Study

lssues. A number of factors influenced the way in which we approached
the study of impact in the North District'and the South District.

First, we wanted to estabesh collaborative relationships with both
Lenny and Don, with whom we had previously worked, in order to make the
study of use to them as well as %o onrse1ves. ,Since the IIS had been in
place in each -district for a number of years.andusince it appeared to be
'operating}smooth1y'and without major probTems,.neither Lenny nor Don was
motivated to ~assess impact without our outside 1mpetusj Each had his own
concerns that the study might- need1e§s1y raise teacher doubts or anxiet1es‘
about the system; or perhaps surface expectations for add‘lt‘lone or ::hanges
that they would not be able te act upon because of other district priori-

ties. Together w1th Lenny and Don we discussed how to "position" the

study 1n-the eyes of the respondents so as to minimi the potential risks
that Lenny and Don saw, and how to frame the 1nterv1ew questions so that
Don and Lenny too might derive useful 1nformation from our data.

Second we wanted to design a simple procedure that rou1d be appropri-

ate for use\by other districts who des1red to Go their'own impact studies.

\~ DN ' _
F
’ [ .
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- The methodo1ogy;therefore needed to be inexpensive, short-term and accept4m'
able* to participants. |

Sample. In each district wefse1ected‘samp1e schools where 1mbﬁemeh-’
tation Qas assured'j- that is, where‘"everxpne knew" that indi}i&ua1s and
groups,were eware of'hnd were csing dtstrict-supp1iedeinformation for
'decision making. 1In Lenny’s large district, w= se1ected five e1ementary
schools of varying sizes; and one high schooi. In Don's sma11er qjstrict,
we interviewed in all seven e1ementary~schoo1s; : |

At eacn site, 8-10 individual teacher and parent respondents were
selected by the.principal of the school in accordance with our request fer-
a variety of perspectives, experience and attitudes tewards the 11S.

Instrumeets. He considered and rejected'qdestfonnaires as fmpractica1
because of the difficu1t1es oflbetting a wigh rate.of return and'because
they wouid be more high- prof11e than both districts wished.» Interview
schedules with the same format were developed but they were individualized
~ for each school. Respondents were asked about their own background; then
'they vere asked to reconstruct a decision or a.process which 1nvolveo them
with the district s 11S; they were asked to identify the 1mportance of each
system e1ement in that process; finally, they were asked to.regct to a
number of po'sib1e r1pp1es."* We then asked how they and their grocp

would react 1f the district discontinued the 1IS; and. fina11y, we asked
" “them to add anything else they thought would be of interest to usﬂ

Analysis and Implications. Interview notes from each.district were

transcribed and’ana1yzed,isite by site, to determine.schoo1 variations.

*See Appendix for -Interview Guides.
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Within-district themes -across schoo1s were also identified However,
comparisons of the districts with one another were not appropriate ‘as the
two instructional information systems differ from one another in terms of

‘intended purposes and operations. - - - = e

North District: Assessing the fmpact‘of the District's

Instructional Information System

A\

PURPOSE OF THE SYSTEM Vv

it should be noted at the outset that while the North District s IIS
was originally generated at tha school district level and current1y remains
~ a central administrative responsibi1ity;-the purpose of the system is to

“ provide-pJanning—re1evant data ahd a planninggand decision-making procedure

for local schoo1 site councils. {The decision-making responsibi1ity resides
at the local level -- the district nerely facilitates the 1oca1 decision-
making and'p1anniﬁg procesc It follows that questions about the impact o:
district's instructiona1 information system should focus upon whether or
not this system does indeed influence 1oca1 school site counci1s in the way
it was designed to do. 7
‘The centra1 office co11ects pupi1 achievement data and needs assess-

ment data, processes those data and fashions them into séié”bf easy-to -read

tables with accompanying narratives. T ese easi1y a1jow_schoo1‘site coun-
"ci1s to determineitrends.and identify strengths and_weaknesses in the ‘

school's program.’ The district has adopted an imp1icit;:1inear decision-

making mode1 that has sev~al discrete stag ‘Data from the district
sjstem can presumably have.some. Lnf1uence at\each stage of the decision-
Rbtainte i }v ‘
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making or planning process. “-The decision-making'stages and the role of
~ data can be briefly described as fo]]ghs;

1. Problem identification and clarification means determining if

t“there are-shortcomings or prob]ems at the school and once having identified
such prob]ems, initiating programs or activities that wou]d be“expected to;\
solve or reduce the prob]ems. 2 | ”
of course, many peop]e invo]ved in a school can perceive that there
are prob]ems in their school. Often such perceptions are based on a sing]e
experienCe or hearsay. And often,jbased»oh;suchri11-informed perceptions;_uﬂ
schools 1aunch’reform$ or-changes The goal of North‘District‘s instruc-

tional information system’ is to make data~based decision making more syste-

matic, comprehensive and obJective
° Needs assessment survey data, collected from large numbers of

‘parents, educators and students, can jidentify whether there are )
‘commonly perceived problems,  the strengths of those ‘perceptions and
the degree to which they are commonly held among the various con-
stitutent. groups. - Such data reduces the likelihood that one influ-
ential individual or group of individuals can overwhe]m rthers with
its version of what the prob]ems are ’ - '

‘Similarly, norm-referenced test data can be used to identify
possib}e weaknesses in the instructional program. If 3rd grade
students' spelling scores, for example, are below a desired level,
the reasons for this might be explor~ed. They could range from a
spelling text-test mismatch, to lack of pupil instruction, to
inadequate amounts of instructiona] time.

0f even greater potential decision-making and planning use is the
interrelationship between the needs assessment data and the test
score data. That is, one could see if there were parzllels between
commonly held perceptions of the program and the test data.

-2. Solution generating and -solution selection. Once e school site

problem has been identified or clarified, one might next move to generaliz-

ing solutions and thegvmaking se]ections‘among-the\genereted optidns.

i
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These data, particularly the needs assessment survey data, can be . -
especially useful in thisﬂregardf School site cooncil members, empowered
to'develop sp]utions, can»represent parent as ge]l as teacher (and, in some
cases, student) thinking. Informed voting should result in’ the selection

of a useful solution.

3. ~Propram/activity eVa1uat1on and monitoring. Once a decision has
been made and a program or activity has been 1mp1emented, test data and
opinion questionnaires can be very useful in determining whether or not the
{ntended outcomes’were‘realizedlh;For example, picking up on the earlier
instance of low test scores in sp§111ngi'suppose one of the school site
councils in North bistriet had:decided to prov1de a creative training pro-
gram for teachers on how to effectively teach spelling. The Council might\
reasonaoly expect that such training mou]d u1t1mate1y result in better
pupil achievement, which would be ref]ected in the students' achievement on
a standardized test. By observing the test scores for subsequent years,
the school site counc11 might have an information base to supp]ement
teacher judgments and ‘student homework to ascerta1n ‘the effects of its
po]1Cy. Similarly, d1fferences in the annua] needs assessment regardind
the respondents perceptions about some previously 1dent1f1ed prob]em could
provide another 1nformat10n base.

) In summary, the district should expect the 1mpact of its 1nstructiona1_
11nformat1on system to be felt at three .levels: prob1em 1dent1f1cation and’
c]assification solution generation and se]ection and program/activity

eva]uation and mon1tor1ng

]
b
‘
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IMPACT O
We .. v ..+ findings nith regard to primary and <. .o. .ary im-

pacts of the district's system; and we report the ripple and unexpected
impacts of the system. " '

-~ The reader should note that we are'TookinQ”at the impact this 1IS
has on the deeision;making and program implementation aetivities of thel
school site council. We ane not Tooking at the ultimate consequences of
the decisions that were made. To i{llustrate -- we are 1oohing to see'if a
school sita council's decision to spend money on_inservice training for:
teachers in, say; spelling instruction was infiuenced by data phovided by -
the district's IIS. ¥e are not 1ooking to determine if the inservice
training of teachers u1timate1y has its desired effect namely iLproving
the pupils’ »spe11ing ability. This latter -- u1timate1y the most interest-
ing and important question -- is beyond the scope of this study.

1. Problem identification and clarification. If the district s 1IS

we. 'ng as designed and intended; .one would expect that’ the
needs assessment survey of staff parents, and pupiis and the annual ITBS
. results would be used to identify ‘those weaker programs “and activities in
need of sch001 site counci1 attention and funding.

In each o the six schoois we visited we asked the respondents to
recall a major decision that their school site made during the 1981-82
academic year and_to ref1ect on how members had come to identify that area
Lt owaii® 4. The impression that emerges from the six schools is that the
test data played only a minor role as a means by which the schoois identi-
vfied the needed improvements. The survey data also played a minor rqie,

being used to bolster an argument or proposal -that had:been advanced by a

173
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\
faculty membe¥ or group. One school site council, for example, decided to
invest in a science program. This uec,sfon was i.. 2 v.c 0 the grcwmnnt of
‘one teacher whé\had a strong interest in enhancing the §cien¢e program.
Three_schob]s‘_éite councils had decided to purthase_computérs for their
schools. In aii\tﬁree in;tances they had been.infiuenced by a fécuity
member br“admini§trator who convinced the counci? that purchasing computers
would be a wise ugk of funds. In another school the school site council
decided on a muitijbuitUra1 mathematics instructiona1 program. Thit pro-
gram had been tried in other district schools with Some success and
teéchers pushed hard,|and successfully, to have the program funded in their
_own school. ) \‘ . . ‘

Thus, from the saﬁpie six schools we saw 1ittle evidence that either
the test d%ta or the neédé’survey daté played a decisive role in the school
site council's decisioh-m§king*processes as ;egardS'the major items we
discussed with them. \

While the respondents\did not ideﬁtify the information supplied b} thq_'
district as having a dec151ve role, they did identify severa1 instances
“where’ the surveys and the test data alerted them to specia1 needs that
required additional funding. \The following are some exampies: One_eiemen—
“tary schpoi cpanged.their math\books on the basis of ITBS test scores which
indicated lower pupil performaﬁce than expected. Another school usés a
' participative, ndn-hie;archicai decision-making procedure and administra-

- tive structurek where teachers and parents are regularly invo:ved in the
school's instructiona1 decision-making. ‘Here, the district's information
system has been thoroughly iqtegrated into the school’s decision-making |

'style. Ever&one is ;o uséd.tg tpis'mpdei that it is difficult for them to

o . \
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see where their own syétém ends énd their needs for district-supplied data
beg*n. They cannot conceive of opérating their school without either
system. _

we au 0t K ¢ the instances where the district-supplied data
may hdvé been used in identify:ng n.*ds. It was Cle. that in five of the
six schools, school site cémmitteesywere following the recommended district
decision-making mddei and were 1ooking aﬁ the survey and_test data.
Although the impact of these data was not as clearcut as we had expected,
it was obvious that people were famiiiar with them and consulted them when
making plans and decisions. S N

One'éxplanation for this is somewhat 1e$s-than-con;ensua1‘use of the
system is that this procedure is carried out annually and has now become an
establjshed wéy of identifying problems over several consecutive years.
Becausg the data from year tq year dq not change very much -- that is, test
_scores.do not f1ucfuate very ﬁuch and parent and staff opinion probably
remains quite stable -- the school siteé councils continue to fﬁnd programs
they identified in previous years. And tﬁus, when we:asked‘about one year
and about one decision; we did not surface dramaticluses of-the data for |
problem identification purposes. However, it is 1ikely that data-based
decision making has had a cumulative effect on the partiéipants in the
sch001 site councils. They might bg very concerned'about making major
decisions without a.quick chegk of the datg to see if they contained any

strong contra-indications or problems demanding more immediate attention.

2. Sofution generating and solution selection. If the district's in-
structional information system were working as designed, one wou'ld expect

that the séhoo1 site council, or more often, the component committees of
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the sehoo1 site council would tome the surveys and norh-referenced test
data for their 1ﬁp11cationslas\to solutions to the problems identifieq in
the first part of this decision model. | i _.
This did not turn out to be the case. With regard to the major deci-
sions that we explored with our respondents from the sixlschooTs: 'tﬁeir
decisions Qere not based on needs spotlighted by the deta nor were the
soiutions necessarily implied by these data. For example, tﬁe decision to
start a!Math-Physiea1 Edueation f1ip—f1op schedule was based on teathers'
awareness that this program had been used successfu11y in other schoo1s in
the district. The teachers were experiencing a problem in teaching math.-
They thought c1a;s sizes were too large. They knew that other schools had |
resolved this problem with the "f1ip-flop" and\they persuaded the counci]
to spehd its money to ‘implement such a program.

. In the schoels that decided on purchasi computers,, there appeared to

~be 1ittle searching fcr other options. In one schoo1 the council wqhted~

to .ave the most computers of any school in the district." In part this
desire was an answer to their perceived need to compete success%u11y with a
nearby private school. But data about Parent preferences or student per-.
formance had 1ittle influence on'this decision. In‘another computer-

purchasing school the decision was motivated by the fact that a group of

S » o A
~ rapid learning students were coming in to the school with their own class-

room computers. largely in response to this, the school site council

- decided to invest in computers for the remaining students.-

It is important to note, however, that this school site council felt|

the néed for data to help with a related decision. There was a split in |

the council as to whether the school should ipvest in computers or ajr \
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conditioners (the newly arrived rapid iearners a]so"had*their own classroom
ai~ conditioners). This dilemna was resoived when.the_school'site council
‘devised its own parent questionnaire on this specific question. The final
decision choice was based on the results ¢f=th5f”survéy Thus, while the
3resu1ts of the district s survey were not used ~the district s survey
method was indeed used in reso]ving this di]emma. .Thus, in a very rea1
sense, it can be said that the district s surveys affected” the search for

that solution. .'

The decision to invest money in more teacher aides in another schoo]

%

‘ was not influenced by data, indeed the needs survey data did not contain
anything which ‘would bearuon that decisioen, The council went along with
staff ideas about what was important to help the teachers in their work

Hith regard to the smaller decisions that are made by the school site

'councils component committees, one senses that data are sometimes used to
identify problem'areas‘but that the se]ection of the solution does not
arise fnom exploring the implications of the data. Instead the component
committees se]ect so]utions based on common sense or on what other schools

_ are’doing;"' o

It appears in some schools that decisions of where‘to allocate funds
are based in part on making sure.that the various curricu]ar-components of

.the schoo] site council- have their "fair" share of.the money. Once LU

equitab]e division is decided. upon the component committees determine how '

to spend the money, The small amount of allocated funds does, of course,
1imit the range of solutions they can consider{ |

Our research methods may we]inhave 1imited our perceptions of the

‘effect the district's management information system has had on the schoo]
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site counc11'° *ec1s1on-mak1ng processes. It may well be that what we
perceived as a very;limited search for alternative solutions may indeed be
the residual from very extensive'alternativeesolution searches that were
conducted in years past. And likely the limited amounts of funds now

ava11ab1e to each component reduce the tendency for heroic, wide- rang1ng

flights 1nto’generat1ng unconventiona] alternative so]utions.

3. Program/activity evaluation and monitoring. If the district's

1nstructiona1 information system is working as-designed'and intended, one
would expect that the data frmn both norm-referenced tests and the surveys
would be used by the school s1te councils to assess whether previous acti-
vities and programs had achieved their desired effect. For example, if a
component c0mm1ttee had funded the teacher 1n-serv1ce tra1n1ng program in
spe]]ing to improve the qua11tv of spe]]ing teaching, one might expect that
the students would perform better on subsequent spe]]ing tests or that the A

parents or teachers' .att1tudes,touard the need for spelling 1mprovement

would change. Such information probably should influence council decisions

regarding the future continuation of the program. o

With regard to the major decisions we saw 1ittle evidence of the data

" being used that way. The reSpondents had some firm ideas about whether or

not their counc11 s programs had been 1mp1emented and about their re]ative

success -- but the district-generated data didn't play much of a ro]e in
For example, one school had implemented staff development programs.

At the time we visited the school, our respondents reported that the in-

service program had indeed been implemented:but was not having its intended .

. impact;'there was considerable disappointment with the‘resuPts. The
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respondents seemed to base their opinion on their own exﬁ?rience in the
program and on conversations withccolleagues who had a1$o(hart{cipated,
rather than on parent survey responses. H

In a school that had earlier adobted a Math-Physi&a] hducdtion and
Multicultural "flip-flop" they decided to drop the program even though many

people felt it had been successful. The basis. for the decision was that

m“wfh?mfgﬁéhﬁf;ﬂhP was responsible for-the program became "burned out" and no

longer could continue: in that pusition.

In sqmelactivi%ies and programs, e.g., the computer purchase, there
appears to be no felt need to have exhaustive datafﬁ‘Foraexample,.oncggxhe
éomputers are purchased it is unlikely that that decision will be reversed
in the forseeable future. Nor is"it likely that the computefs will ﬁave

any measureable impact on test scores or parent and st. ‘f attitudes for

several years,‘if thén. Again, the §hrvey may eventually pick up future

ch&nges in knowl edge and/or atfitudes_but the decision to actually buy a -

computer or additional computers wi]llprobably not be affected by such
data. ’It;méy affect the priorities for use and types of computer programs
employed, but it is too early to.detedt any trends along that line.

With regard to the "smaller" decisions made by the school comﬁonent
committees it is 1ikely that the test and scoring data are used to moni-
tor progr&ms‘ success more in some components than in others. Some respon-
deﬁts talked about how they wou]dv"set'a target figure for an increase in |
satisfaétion level® but no -mention was made about whether or not much
attentibn‘waéigivenftO'whether'or not~;he»taéget_wasvhit -- énd the subse-

quent consequences of this relative accuracy. In that same school, a re-

’spondent stated, "We compare this year's figures to last year's figures.
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If we Stayed the same because our scores were‘high we‘don't need to change
anything But if thére was a drop in scores we set a percentage goa], and
we ask what it is. that we have to do to get better scores, 1is what we are
going worthwnile?"
"Because of the large number of component committees in thevseverel
schools we 'visited, it is very difficult to give anything more than general
””Mimﬁfé§§i6n§‘éboﬁtwthé”extent”to“whichwthefdato”wereibeing”uéed”totmonitorwm*w~¥w
the effects ot'decisions previously made. C]ear]y, ‘these data were being
used in this way in some schoo]s and in some component committees. Many
respondents simply did not comment on this function and it' s, difficult to
- attach meaning to this. Qnelreason for this might'be,‘indeed, that the -
data simoly are not used for this purpose but aiehused’more.in’origina]iy o
deciding to spend money on a particular activity. It ig_iike]y;that some
decisions, euch as hiring teacher aides, do notqresuft in”meacnreable'
oifferences and thus, these data are not very valuable in assessing |
impact. In other instances,.it may be.difficult to extract thé“;se‘of such o
data from the regular flow of decicion-monitoringerevising-decigﬁons thatc i
characterizes the functioning of some school site component committees.kf
In summary, this monitoring question appeéfs to be.a_reguiar part of
the decision process in some ccnools'and component_committees. However it

o4

did not surface in revising and monitoring the lange decisions such as

7

comﬁﬁtébsz Math-PEfMulticultural "flip-flop" and the science curriculum

v

‘program.
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OTHER IMPACTS
In the pfeceding section we discussed how tﬁe district‘s instructional
information system, i.e., providing school site councils with the test and

.survey data, has impacted,on_the.decision-making process in the tbunci1s.

. Here, we.turn to impacts that may not be directly related to a data-based
decision-making process. The impacts we noted from the open-ended .
responses can be categor1zed into communication, pa;ent participation,
schoo1 cu1ture and c11mate. - -

1. Communication. Common sense would 1ead us to be11eve that an

information sys*tem has high potent1a1 for improving or enhancing the 1eve1
- of communicat1on in the schoo1 both within and among the various consti-

tuent groups (parents, teachers, adm1n1strators pup11s) There are -

several ways it might have a practical effect. .

A Provide a common 1anguage or common data base that can be.tapped ,
into by the various groups. A-common complaint about educators is
that they havé their own professional language and culture and this
makes it“difficujt for those'who are not a part of that cu1tare or
‘who do not fully understand the professional 1an§uage tb communi-
cate Very effécti?e1y, (e.q., parénts, pupi1s).’ The‘distrfct‘s
management informatioh system has a powerful potential’ for bridg}ng
this communications gap in that;a11 the partitipaﬁts have the -same
data -- and. those &ata;are arranged‘fnvsuch a way that they are
dujtétciear1y undefstandable to the various}conatituent groups.

B. A second, related effect is‘that it réduces thé’potentia1 control

t;goa-vma___of those who have sole access to initia1 informatﬁon. Thus, as is

{

ofteﬁ\t:a case with schoo1 site counc11s, the: principa1 s or

staff's\potential abi1ity to manipu1ate events is minimized because
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critical information is also available to other decision-making’or
planning participants. »

’6. It essent1a11y forces various const1tuent groups to come together,
to access a common data set and to reach consensus. "In this pro-
cess, perceptions are'shared, jdeas are exp1ored and:decisions are
reached. This results in bringing together peop1e who might not

MNWMMWmMotherwise work together 1n such an 1ntense way towards common

goa]s. The effect js that erroneous percept1ons each constituent

group might have for the others are reduced or corrected somewhat.
D. Finally, it resu]ts 1n a commun1cations network in that each member
~ of the school site counc11 and jts various component committees has
his-.or her own groups of fr1ends and acquaintances with whom to
share information about the school's activities and their percep-
tions of people and events in and around the schoo1. This network
can help to break down communicat1on barriers ‘and enhance the level
of schoo1—communjty re1ations: .
In visiting the schools, we say—evidence of these act1v1t1es"1n most

schools; the level of influence the instructional information system had on

each school varied depending on circumstances and motivations.

“ In- the high school it had considerab]e effect, particu]ar]y in bring-

1ng peop]e together -- peop1e who typica11y do not meet to discuss4schoo1

p1ans and act1v1t1es. Parents 1nterest in participating in school plan-
.ning typica11y fa11s off at the secondary 1eve1. But the school site coun-
. ¢il provided an avenue and means for 1nc1ud1ng some parents wishing to be
involved 1n decision making. Sim11ar1y, the” high school's typical divi'sion

1nto subject matter Spec1a1ists and departments tends to reduce 1nter-

L
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facuity jnvolvement in schoo]-nide activities; The school site council
tended to encourage such cross-departmental communications. ‘

In one re]ative]y non-graded elementary school the district's'instruc-
tional information system served to enhance and support an ongoing, high
level of faculty communication. The school's design and operations-aiready
encouraged considerable internal faculty communications -- this district
program empowered the a]ready extant system to be even more effective by
providing vast amounts of usefu] data. ‘

In other elementary schools it brought together parents and teachers
into prob]em-so]ving groups that used the data to identify and attack prob-
lems and to enrich the school-community relationship. . ' o

But the existence of this system did not guarantee that this hap—;'
pened. In one school the main purpose seemed to be a means "whereby the
#aculty could purchase additional items and peop]e to enhance their teach-
ing. This, of course, 1s not an indesirable effect, but the program as
practiced in this schoo] V1rtua11y ignored the parents and minimized the
teacher cooperative decision making. Instead, the faculty divided up the _
allocated money and bought what was viewed by each individual- teacher as
best for him or her. S

In summary, we saw the instructiona]“information_system having varying

effects in the schoo]s depending.on circumstances. '0vera115 jt seemed to

&

;shave a strong impact on communications but that impact was not guaranteedﬂ
- individua]s in the schoo] had to value the data and be]ieve in the
system s decision-making and p]anning model.

2. Parent participation. As -has been noted in the previous section

« on communications, the district's insfructionai information system brings

T
/
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various constituent groups together (teachers, administrators,
pupils). Thus, parents are included as a part of the schoo]'s de ision-
makino body -- at least as concerns the expenditure of'SIP‘or Chapter 1-
funds. ‘ ” |
The school site council membership is mandated by law and is quite\\

d

similar from district to district. But, as has been previously pointe

- out, being on a school site council should not be equated with participa-
tion. that is, often such councils arevdominated by the professional
Lstaff what is unique here is that the parents, through the systematic
provision of data .in a concise and understandable form, enhance the likeli-
;hood that parents can actually participate in the school site council's
planning and‘decision—making process. _
| The varying level of parent partic1pation has.been noted previously.
Perhaps it is suffic1ent to say that these data, presented as they are
a]ong with a decision-making mode] seem to have had the desired effect on
1ncreasing parent participation in those schoo]s where the staff has an
fnclination to inc]ude parents. In our samp]e of six schoo]s, we wou]d
conciude that parent participation was adequate in five of the schoo]s.

One note of interest: all the schoo]s reported difficu]ties in maintaining _
the appropriate 1eve1 of parent participants 1arge1y because women, who are i
the main participants, are increasingly working during'thebday and -
unavailable to participate:', |

3. School cu]ture/c1imate. The district's instructiona] information

system might reasonab1y be expected to impact on the decision-making
processes and it is not surprising that it influenced the communications

pattern and interactions and affected parent invo]vement. Here we discuss-
- - ) S, . . ‘
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that we really hadn't anticipated, namely the culture of the schoo].- It is
this to which we;now turn.

Typically, school teachers, administrators and parents-are not known
for uti]izing data to identify probiems, determine solutions and implement
plans or decisions. Indeed, the more‘common portrait of teachers is that
of working alone behind‘their‘ciosed classroom doors. Principals are often
portrayed as being more preoccupied with administrative matters than with
instruction and programs. Staff meetings more often deal with management
and budgetary matters than w1th instruction or program items. These

- program, curricular and.instructiona] changes or_deve]opments that are made

_ are seldom infiuenced by°test-data or any comprehensiye set of survey
data. Teachers spend their time alone in the classroom; principals busy
themse]vesgnith administrative and management concerns. Program-
matic-planning is minimal and generally uninformed by data co]]ection.
Parent involvement is often limited to fund raising, and sponsoring and
running various schoo]'activities_through'the PTA or at the classroom level

. through "class mothers." Clearly, the district instructional information

system has changed this standard culture in the schools we visited. Some

of these changes have been noted, e.g., communications patterns, parent

involvement, decision making. But another important change or impact was- - -

a]so observed, one that is not quite inc]uded in these activities. For
1ack of a better term, we will ca]] it a spirit of inquiry -- orientation
toward problem so]ving --a bias towards data. | |
We saw this ~impact time and again as we observed school site counci]s '
'_ at work and as we gathered the perceptions of those who pariic“pated in
these.activities. The component committees seemed to constantl» refer o

. 185
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data when reaching decisions. This is not to say that the data provided by
the instructional information system was always critical to the decision.
To be sure, other factors such as personal opinions professional Judgments
and strong advocates often prevailed. Sometimes, the data merely _
corroborated what the group wanted to do anyway. But co]iecting and
analyzing°data had clearly become something the participants valued and
indeed were comfortable with. | : |
Perhaps this approach can best be iT]ustrated by the events in two

schoo]s. In the samp]e high schoo] they vere wondering about whether‘or
not to support a staff deveiopment program in the schoo]. Faced with
uncertainty over whether there was support for such a program, the staff

devised its onn survey questionnaire which was distributedeto all faculty
.'members. (The district questionnaires did not adequately cover this
topic.) _The resulting data was ana]yted and the program decision was made

~

on the basis of those data..

In one of the elementary schools, the school site council was faced
with a choice between buying air conditioners (for.year-round classrooms)
“or purchasing a school computer. The resu]ts of the district question-
Tnaires did not give insights into such a specific question. The school

site council devised its own questionnaire and on the basis of the results
from staff and parents, decided to purchase the computer. 0ther examp]es;?/y
- abound. One e]ementary schoo] has devised its own. student survey which is
distributed regularly and the resuits are considered when making funding -
decisions. _Another school has used the data when writing proposa]s for

funding from private sources and state agencies,
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- Not a1l of ‘the data are used equally, hoWever.' We found very few
reSpondents‘who referred to the ITBS scores when making decisions. There
may be several reasons for this: the district's test scores tend to be
un1form1y quite high and, thus, the scores do not attract the attention
they would if they revealed glaring def1cienc1es. Also, the pattern of
test scores probabiy does'not shift dramatically from year to year. Given.
the eveneness, one would expect that there would be little 1ikelihood that

the scores would underscore major deficiencies. Fina11y, the test scores

“‘fit into a-pattern- -l -stream- of—dataﬂ—if -you-- wiiiu»’ and- probab]y«the-__~ﬁ~_

test scores_figured more prominent1y in decisions when the.program was
begun in each school. ”Because we didn't see them used now,\it does\not
follew that they were not used at an earlier point in the probram‘s
history. The scoring data was used far more extensiveiy, but even here
somerdata received more attention than others. The parent survey data ,
receiued the most attention largely, we suspect,-becauseAit'frequentiy\was'
the only systematicaiiy coiiected, comprehensive data set of parent
opinions regarding the school. There is'no other way\avaiiabie to c011ect
such data. These data,appeared to be examined quite carefully by the
schooilsite council. But the data were not without shortcomings. For
uexampie, the percentage of sampie returns was‘sometimes quite 1"w ~- below
50 percent. Also, some teachers felt there were va1idity problems and

~ sometimes the parents were responding about things of which they had 1itt1e
knowledge. For examp1e, in one school the parertis said that the home i
economics program needea”improvement. Subsequently, the‘home economics

program was comp1ete1y dropped from the . schooi. ‘In the next parent survey, -

the. parents noted ‘that the home economics “program had improved! Even
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though the data are not infa111b1e they do represent an 1mportant data
source, and they receive a good deal of attention.

.The teacher surveys of data do not seem to rece1ve as much attent1on.

. The main reason appears to be that the teachers have many opportunit1es to

-~

talk and discuss_matters and to influence each other. Thus, for the staff,
the teacher surveys do not provide many insights or surprises. Probably,
the teacher responses may provide some insights to the parent members of

the school site councils and component commi ttees but-pareﬁts.do not play

- as’ crit1ca1 a role in _the de]iberations as -does the professional staff.

In summary, we were impressed that these school$ had a proc11vity
towards data and they va]ued a dec1s1on-mak1ng procedure that was really
qu!tﬁ”atxpical of what would be-found in most schools. The principals and
staff were not able to (nor were they inclined to) dom1nate discussions and
decisions. Parents and, where appropriate; students, had a real sénse of
efficacy and participation. The wall that sometimes separates the public
from its schools had been broken down and a bridge of communication and
mutual trust\had been constructed in its place. |

e

South District: Assessing the Impatt of the District's

‘Instructional Information System

~ «

 This study js of a smad] district which has, over\the past etght
years, created a workable system by which teachers continally tai]or their
instructional practices to the learning outcomes of their students.‘ The
district has created a centra11y-mandated school-managed classroom-

\)

operated set of procedures that ensure a qua]ity education for chi]dren.

val ) |
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.' what is unique about South's system is not ‘the idea jtself. After
ali, personnel in most districts would say that quality teaching and learn-
ing is the primary business of the public schools. Also not unique are the
1nd1v1dua1 components of the system. Testing, standard setting, text
selection, staff development, distr1ct-w1de curricu]a, school resource
rooms, are 9bmmon elements in most district settings. And what is unique
about the system is not the many hard-working teachers, satisfied parents,
highﬁachieving students. These, too, can be found in many school |

districts.
| TheLuh¥aueﬁe§§wa“the“system—of—instruction_j§_that it is cderdinated,
pervasive, ahd sel f-renewing. A common orientation towards teachihg and
learning has become the customary way of 1ife for students, teachers,
principals, central officé.personnel, board members, parents and others in
the communft}.

It was not a]ways this way. In the late 60's, the school reform
Spirit in the country prompted South's centra] office to action. The years
: of trial and error in deve]oping a testing system, the early contehtidus-
ness of schoo] teachers and administrators about the curriculum, the in{-‘
tial expehditures of non-productive do]]ars have now . become part of the
distri;t‘s folklore. Stories of these early days and of the personal toll
. they exacted form a background against vhich to understand present-day )
proud comments from teachers such as, "We're all overachievers. "1 want
my own chi1dren to go here. “We can catch incoming children up to grade
level within twe years. "The qua1ity of our. schoo1s would go down without

he-district system. . We are consistent from school to schoo1.
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The following account looks at the impact of South's instructional

information system after a brief description.

DESCRIPTION OF SYSTEM o |

1. The criterioh-referenced testing system. These tests, 1nit1a11y

developed and continually revised by teams of teachers, are the major. de-

- vices regulating instruction. The CRT tésts, each taking no more than half.

an hour to administer, are given in each classroom three times a year, qr
more often at the individual teaéher‘s,diécretion. Normally, teachers

teach‘a unit of material in math, reading or language arts, then wait two
weeks and ine the ﬁest to their students. Test booklets may be scored by

the teacﬁers or may be machine-scored. In either case, the testing coor-

dinator returns to the teachers' computer printouts with their students'

scores organized by objectives and printed out by learning group. Print-
outs are also available by child, by"c1ass and: by school.

2. The district continuum. A11 CRT tests are beferencea to milestone

kN

objectives on a kindergarten- through -eighth grade 1nstruct10na1 continuum

_ for reading, 1anguage arts and math. The tests provide a gross diagnosis

.

of student progress through each subject -sequence. After teachers review
the test results, they. decide whether to move their instruction back or
forward along the continuum. Each teacher uses the tests fo?\a rough
qssessﬁent'of 1nd1viduaf performance, that is, for brojecting'and_méasuring
student growﬁh on the continuum over the course of a school year. All

teachers as a group work with the séhoo1\pf1nc1pa1 to fdentify grade level

:1nstructioha1 priorities according to student performancé on the tests

.since the results allow teachers and administrators to deférmine the

percentage of students performing beiow, at, and above grade level in a

given subject area- e

180



183

The district scope end.seduence fqr reading, ]ahguage aets, apd math
is a graded set of bbjectives aceompanied by suégested teaching methods.
The continua conta1n more ‘objectives than there are CRT tests. They are
sequenced and constitute a minimum set of expectanc1es for children by
grade level. The continua are filed -in looseleaf b00n>, we11—thumbed and
referred to continuously by all teachers.

3. The Professional Development Program. The Professional Develop-

mert Program (PDP) provides teachers with the skills necessary-to act upon
the resﬁ]ts of the {RT tests. The PDP is coordinated by a %u11-timm
specialist who either teaches all the courses or hires consu1tants to do
SO. In add1t1on, some PDP courses are taught by district teachers. The -
.program has evolved over. time. - A
The PDP program, as well.as teach1ng partlcu1ar 1nstruct1ona1 tech-

niques to a11_teachers,mhas developed for teachers and principals a common
vocebﬁ1ary in which.to discuss chi1dree‘s learning. Clinical supervision
lof teachers by principals 15 made easier by a common frame of reference and
a common undeesfanding about desirable teaching strategies. Teaehers and
learning specialists, both of whom have gone through the same PDP.pfogram,

have a set of methods for acting upon the results of the CRT tests.

4. Learning specialist. The learning Specia1isf might in other

schoot districts be called the vice principal. In South the 1earnin§_$pe-
cialist doe; not have either the administrative or the discip1iharyifunc—
tions generally associated with the vice princiea1 role. The learning
specialist is a master teacher.ﬁho functions as a resource to teachers and
makes it pessib1e1fof teachers to act upon the diagnoses.implied by fheir -

children's responses on CRT tests.- The 1earning'specia1ist brainstorms
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 with the teacher about instructional alternatives. More impor:..~t, he or
she provides extra 1nst7uctiona1 time, on a pull-out basis, for cnilqren
‘who need it.

The learning sﬁecia]ist coordinates and facilitates the CRT testing,
making sure that the tests are given,’thaf the results come back on time,
- and that teachers review and act upon them. Additionally, *he learning-
specialist provides, for new teachers and for new po]ic1es, in-service
sessions ‘about the functioning of the CRT system.

“5. School principal. Principals are expected by the district to .

spend a good deal of time in the classroom. Principals regd]arly walk
‘éround the halls and drop into classes in addition to doing their formal
classroom dbservations. The formal observation may either be invited, if
,thé teacher is nervous or new, or }eqhésts it, or uninvitéd if the princi-
pal feelé comfgrfgb1e abqut doing it. The principal visits have an eva]ua-.
“tive function: "1 ém'the clout that backs up théhlearning specialist" says
one princ1pa1. "1 eva]uate thz learning specialist helps."

Additional]y, the principa] during the end-of-year p]anning days,
~meets with the teachers and discusses the expected progress of groups of
students for the year. Du;ing the course of the school year, princ1p§1s
receive student scores and look them over for progress and s;rprises."
Teachers are held accountable for student performapce -- not for having all
chf]dren achieve all of the preset goals -~ but for explaining deQiations
from teachers' earlier expéctations. ,

Principals in South are themselves evaluated both inférma]]y and

formally in conjunction with the amount of time they spend on teacher

supervision’and’checking on students' progress.

Lo | «

i
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Principals meet regularly with the superintendent. Discussion of
student progress is a regu1af, periodic part og-thgir agenda. ' {
PURPOSE OF THE SYSTEM | )

A1l districts, when asked to describe the.important féaturés of their
instructional programs will 1ikely mention the goal of improvinb pupii
achievement and they will insist that a major d1str1ct practice is to
1nd1v1dua11ze instruction to the needs of students who have d1ffer1ng
skills and capacities. Most often, however, the attainment of this
individualized instruction goé] is left to the devices of individual
teachers- who work with minimal supervision behind théir closed classroom

. doors. Some teachers are quite siilled at individualizing 1nstruct1on -
some are not. While schoo] d1str1cts might offer some superv1s1on and
occasional in-service training in_how_best to individualize instruction,
thevdegree'to which such individha]iz&tion occurs is Targely'incidental to
any school district effort or intervention.

Not so in South-Districf. Hhi]e-sﬁuth might resemble many other-
districts in regard to the expressed goal of improviﬁg pupil achievement
throughAindivfdualiied jnstruction, it differs considerably in the extent
to which the district actively involves itself in\assuring that this goal
is realized thrgughqut fne district. Teachers in-each South District:
classroom are expected to individualize instruction as a result of a
coyprehens?ve instructional program that is ﬂirécted by the district
central administration, but that reflects the teachefs‘ concerns and

“intents. - | |

I1f asked to select one word to define the eggente‘of this prpgram,:we

would choose integration. The entire system is designed to integrate the
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e]ements listed ear11er, i.e., criterion-referenced test{ng'system,'dis-
trict continuum, professional development program, 1earn1ng specialists,
and principa]s, into a tightly-coupled system that assures that_teachers
are/SKiITed at individualizing instruction and are aware-of the progress -
their pupils are making towards nastering the components of.the school
d1str1ct s instructional corntinuum. 4

" The school d1str1ct in integrating these five elements into a\common
prodram, provides the teachers with tools and concepts they can use in
the1r classrooms. For example, they have a series of teachen—developed
district criterion-referenced tests the teachers can, q;e to djagnose pup11'
ach1evement and, when appropriate, 'to prescr1be remed1at1on or change the

jnstructional pace or method. Also the teachers are given intensive in-

service tra1n1ng to prov1ae them with the skills to meet individual pupils’

" varying instructional needs. Also the teachers and principals, and indeed

the parents, are provided with a set of terms and methods that translate
into a common language about the 1nstructiona1 program and the pupils’

progress through the program. This reduces cons1derab1y the m1scommun1ca-

-Htion and m1°understand1ngs that are often found in many schoo] d1stricts._,

.Keeping the above in mind, the impact of this system should be mea-
sured by the extent to which c]assroom teachers consider that the system is
useful 1o them in meeting the overaf] goa]’df’ennancing pupil achievement ’
through fndividua1izing.instruction.

IMPACT OF THE SYSTEM

When we began our impact inqu1r1es in South D1strict we entered a

system that had been developing and in operation for many years. From
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previons visits we knew that'the'reading'and mathematics parts- of the pro-
gram had been operating fnr many years. While we'could_ask'“impact'ques-
tions" about these two instructional fields we were unsure if our tencher'
respdndents would be able to nifferéntiate between the éistrict instruc-

| tional informqtibn system's imgact and the extent to which current prac-
tices contained Some unknown carryover from practites that predated thé
district's'{nstructiqnaT information system. |

In an effort to get as cléar:a picture as possibie of how the instruc-
tional information system worked andnits impact, we decided to select a
recent addition to the system and measure its impact. We chose the
district's new writing inﬁtruction‘program as the focus qf our inquiry.

In a nutshell, the district had become anare that some parents and
teachers were concgnnedkthat the.schools were not. adequately teaching the
students to write creatively,-c]early or accurate]y. After collecting
criterion-referenced teSt hata and visiting other districts and writing
projects (one principal visited some British schoafs), the district decided
to launch a comprehensive progrém to improve student writing throughout all
grades. Th1s dec1=1on was reached after cons1dérab1e d1scussion and
ana]ys1; wh1ch inc1uded pr1nc1pals teachers and parents.

A11 of the system components were brought to bear on this project.
Teachers helped develop a specfa] criterion-refercnced testing series;
teachers a]so he]oed develcp a district continuum of K-8 writing sk1115,
wh1ch was bui]t upon the Bay Area Nriting Proaect almost all the teachers_ .
have attended a voluntary 1nservice program that instructed them in the

fundamenta]s.of teaching writing, of diagnos1ng and treating student

writing problems and motivating students;to want to write creatively and

T
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well. Learn1ng spec1a115ts he]ped teachers w1th d1agnost1c prob]ems and
worked with small groups of students with common problems; pr1nc1pals .
visited classes often to assess the teaChers progress and tOfmake program-
matic adiustments. where warranted. .

One of the first questions we explored was the extent to which this
program had been implemented. In a typical ioose]y-coup]ed school dis-
. trict it is not uncommon for the central administration or board to mandate
a particular pregram andbfind, after—some period of time, that the program |
had nnt been implemented as designed, or that it had been differentially
imp]emented, that is,iimplemented in some schoo]sibr ¢lassrooms and not inv
others. |

So, a first question we explored betore| trying to measure impact was

the universa]ity of implementation. After completing our field viork, we

\
\

were conv1nced that the district's writing program had been imp]emented in
every elementary school in the district and in a]most all the classrooms.
There were some few teachers who d1d nct participate in the program but
their number'was small. One can say with considerable confidence that the
program has been 1mp1emented parents can be quite sure that their chi]dren-
enro]]ed in the South School District will experience a comprehensive and
sequenced instructiona] program 1n writing. k~

The”teacherg¥and_administrators wi‘h‘_hom“we taikedeidentified a 1arge
number of impacts.- For the purpose of brevity we have reduced~$heir com-
ments into three categories: academic Tearning time; schgoi_ciimate and
culture, and communications. \

Academic learning time. - Derived from the Beginning Teacher Evaluation

Studies this term means that pUpiis spend an adequate time on an
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insf?ugtiona1 task at-a 1eve1-tnat'a11ows the student to achieve mastery
and to.be challenged to move, whéh'aapropiate,‘to higher levels of achieve-
ment. Once we sorted through all the teachér'; comﬁents, this theme
emerged clearly. It was manifested in several ways, guéh as:

° The start-up time at the beginnirg of the year is greatly reduced
because the teacher has criterion-referenced test results on each
of the new pupils_on each of the district continuum elements.
After a brief check to see if the test results are accurate the
teacher can immedately begin to work with students, at cach
student's appropriate level.

The criterion-referenced tests, ‘which can be administered and
corrected in a short period of time, provide teachers with what
they generally view as a valid measure of pupil progress. They can
quickly see where the gaps are in pupil learning, and they can
place students into temporary instructional groups with peers who
have similar instructional needs. .
-The teachers can be quite specific when talking to- parents about
the students' instructional needs and the kinds of home activities
that will help students achieve mastery of the subject matter.

The negative effect of having substitute teachers is diminished in
~this program. Substitute teachers can be provided with a rather
specific individualized plan to. follow with classes.’ .

School climate and culture. Typically in elementary schools teachers

work quite jndependently behind their classroom doors. To be sure they

follow a general district pattern of studies, that is, a third grade

~ tedcher atiémﬁtS‘td'édﬁé?‘“3id“§fadE”matérTé11“““But‘the“feachers are

loosely supervised by the principal; the principal generally does not -

~“'i”ntev'fe're-\nrith a teacher's .activities unless it is plainly clear that the

teacher is quite incompetent. It is difficult for the principal or-other

teachers to determine the extent to which ‘individual téachers are meeting

the instructionéT needs of individual pupils. .One could, thus, character-

ize the culture of moS}/;gﬁ601s as minimizing organiiafiona] cooperation.

Y
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In South District schools, «ne senses a much different cu];uré and
vc]fméte. With regard to ;He teachihgméé*wri:ing, theoclimate ﬁan be best
described as teamwork -- as a group of teachers.and a prﬁncipa] and learn-

- ing specialist working toward a common goal in a common way. "A11 the
teachers teach writing in the same way and a teacher at one grade, say 4th
grade, can be sure that the students have had a similar writing experience
with their 3rd grade teacher. What is mo;e, the fourth grade teachgf één
use CRT's in fdentifying specific knbw]edges or skills that each student-
may not have mastéred in the previous year. -

2 s

"' The relationship between the Srincfﬁal and teachers is also quite dif-
ferent. Principals visit c]asgr;oms regularly and have a common under-
standing with the teachers about what should be o&curring inlthe class-
rooms. But the atmosphere or mood during these visits is not one of sUper-
visor "checking up" on subordinates, but is instead one of a colleague who
is interestéd in another's work. Prfncipals do rnot report.being concerned
about teacher competency; the teachers have been carefufly selected and
trained by the school system, and they receive. continuous feedback on their

-effectiveness. |
Whgt‘is more, the teachers have been, and cpﬁtinﬁe to be involved in

deve]dbing and refining the system in use. Thus, thére is none.df the kind

of "sabotaging" that somefimes occurs when new ihstructiona1vmateria]s are

implemented from the top without teachers' involvement,

Communications. Fina]]y,‘an important impact of this system is the

degree to which it eases communication among thefvarious groups that make

up a scheol, i.e., teachgrsj_p}inciE§]§!H§qﬁeryisbrs, and parents. As has

been previously noted, this system provides a common-set of expectations,
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methods and outcome measure. It also provides a common vocabu]ary. AThe
effect of this on communicatiqns among teachers, principa1s and learning
specialists is obvious: they can duick]y understand each other and prob-
lems are easi1y placed in a familiar cohtext. |
One of thergreatest imnacts this common set of expectations and voca-
bulary has seems to be on.the communications between teacners and parents.
Instead of the more common teacher?barent conference where the parent is
informed about the pupil's progress in terms of how he or she compares with
other students or the level of effort_the‘student.is putting forth, South
District teacher-parent conferences can focus on tnose skills and know-
ledges from the district continuum.that the pupil has mastered or not
mastered. At the beg1nn1ng of each schoo] year, the teacher and parent
review the ch11d s CRT results and a specific teach1ng and study strategy
is mapped out for the coming year. The roles of the teacher, parent and’
student in ach1ev1ng the desired. goa1s are agreed upon and c1ear1y under- .
stood. At subsequent conferences during the year the student S progress is
noted and adjustments are made, if needed.
OTHER IMPACTS |
) " Because 'this 'is a carefullj designed, comprehensive system that has
been fully implemented, there were.few unexpected impacts. Those that were
~ initially encountered, such as teacher resistance, have been'ameliorated. |
~-The -only -impacts-that-appeared to be,of_any consequence were: time commft-

ments, computer and measurement errors, and an inordinate number of intra-

district transfers into South District.

Tlme commitments. Numerous teachers commented on_the amount of time_ _

"the CRT testing program took in their classes. However, they also noted
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that the district no lonper gave NRT's and.thus the'total time devoted to
testing was perhaps not significantly greater than that which is spent on
testing in other districts. The teachers who commented on. the time commit-
ment, however, also felt that the time was well spent because it resulted
in data that helped taem to check pupil progress and individualize
“instruction. | |

Computer and ‘measurement errors. Many teachers observed that they

must read the computer data very carefully because occasionally the CONPU'
ter results are erroneous. A]so[ the CRT’s are not infallible. Students
occasiona]]y score considerably above or below their real leveil of compe-
tenCy.. Usually, when this occurs, the teachers catch the error and e1ther
retest or use their own Judgment in planning the student‘s instructional
program. In short, this system, with a]] its sophistications, cannot
totally‘replace teacher judgment in making instructional decisions.

Intra-district transfers. The state in which South District is

.located allows parents from one district to apply to have their chi]dren
transferred into another district. Because of South District's repuxation
~and its instructional program, the district believes that it has had an
inordinate number of parents from surrounding districts who wish to have
their children transferred into South District. This does not represent a
: problem —— it is merely an uYexpected impact.

.

Summar
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Having reviewed the impact of these two quite different instructiona]

information systems, we will conclude with some final observations about
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the simi]arities and differences between the two and what this tells us
about measuring impact.

_ Differences. ‘Clearly, these two systems are aimed at sérving quite
different audiences. North seeks to inform school site councils; South,
the c]assroom teacher. North's system is.far more indirect in its imme-
diate impact on the clessroom. Indeed, much of the impact may not have any
direct measurable effect onuindividua1 classrooms and teachers. The two
systems, quite expectedly, differ in the level and consistency of imple-
mentation. North Distiict portrays considerable variation in the way and
degree to which its system has been imp]emented. South District, on the
other hand, is quite uniform and comprehensive in imp]ementation from
school to school. tha]]y, the two districts face different prob]ems as
regards the further imp]ementation and development d% their programs.
North must addmess reasons for the differential implementation ffom school
to school and seek to understand the reasons for this variation and, if
necessary, consider stretegies for overcoming undesirable variationssin
prog'am implementation. |

South on the other hand, must assure that” the1r program ‘does not
become e,victim of its own success. - That is, success sometimes ‘breeds
complacency which then-results in the organizat%on losing its dfive and
capacity to approach new problems mith a fresh perspective, | |

Clearly, if a district is going to try to measure- ‘the 1mpact of its
1nstruct1ona1 information system it must make sure ‘that it has a clear
understand1ng of what the system is intended to- accomp11sh the degree to

- A TRt A e
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“which the system components have been developed and the conditions that

e e,

allow the d1sfr1ct to make reasonab]e progress.
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APPENDIX

Sample Interview Guides used in
North and South District fieid site visits
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Center for the Study of Evaluation
Evaluation Systems Project
Interv1ews/ _ /Princ1ua]s/Learn1ng Specialists .

We are interested in yaur v1ews about the Jistrict's test1ng, curr1cu—
lum amd instructional system, how it functions and the impact of its opera-
tion on teaching. By this system, we mean . « « - « « = .

Let's take as an example, the teaching of wr1t1ng (or math, read1hg)
during th1s past year.in the lower grades.

1. Can you describe how writing is supposed to be taught in th1s e
district? - . R

2. What percentage of teachers do it this way?. What accounts for those i
" who do and do not teach that way? _ . -,

3. In your view, what influence does each of the fo]]ow1ng components
"have on the teaching of wrltimg?

the district's scope and sequence i o .
CRT tésts and feedback - - .
Tearning specialist ' . : )
professional development program

media resources

teacher evaluation procedures

« <.

4. Do these answers app]y to instruction in math? in: readingﬁ\\
5. What difference would it meke if the: district no longer réquired the
© yse of the scope and sequence, CRT's and PDP? First, tell ‘me your
- own reaction. ‘Then tell me what effect this wou]d ‘have on the_
schools in general.

6. (Next page) R | ST

(CONT.) .
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Center for the Study of Evaluation
Evaluation Systems Project
Interviews/ * [Teachers

We are interested in your views about the District's testing, -curricu-
lum amd instructional system, how it functions and its. impact on .teaching.
By this system, we mean the tests and the d1str1ct s scope and sequence.

Let's talk about your approach to 1nstruct1on. Let's take wr1t1ng (or’
math or reading). . '

. 1. Could you tell me how wr1t1ng is supposed to be taught in this
"~ - district?

2. Do you teach it in th1s way? Do most teachers?  (Probe: what
*°  dccounts for those who do and do not teach that way’)

3. How are you 1nf1uenced in your teaching of writingby . . .

the district's scope and sequence?
CRT tests and feedback?
learning specialist?

professional development program’
media resources?

teacher evaluation procedures’

3

4.-Do these answers apply to the way you teach math and reading?
5. What difference would it make if thewdistrict no longer required the
use of the scope and sequence, CRT's and PDP? First, tell me your

own reaction. Then tell me what effect this would have on th°
schoo]s in general.

6. (Next page)

. | | B o (CONT:.)
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6. I'm go1ng to go through some impacts that the systpm might have on different groups
of people. In your school, has the CRT/curncu]um/PDP affected

- IMPACT

teacrers'
a. cormunication
with one another?
b. communication
with parents?
¢. understanding of
test scores?
d. use of test data in
in making decisiorns
~ about change.
e. problem solving skills.
X. other .

on principa]s
f. awareness of student
achievement
g. communication
with staff ’
h. communication ' ] .
with parents : : L

Xe otﬁer

on parents
_ i. attitude toward district
j. knowledge of school
programs —
k. attitude tov'l{srd schoo?

_ X. other

on students
1. learning progress
"m. attitude toward school
‘n. relationships with peers
_o. re‘laﬁonships with teachers
p. rel ationships with parents
q. feelings of accomplishment
x. other

- Name ©school RS ‘ Position
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Center for the Study oFEEvaluat1on
Evaluation Systems Prciect
Interviews/

We aré interested in yodr vi éws “about your school's School Site
Council, how it functions, and the impact of its decisions on the school
and community.

* I understand you were on the SSC last year. I would like to discuss
- both how the SSC functioned and to get your assessment of the impact the
ssc! s decisions have had on the school this year.
\Jx
1. I understand the SSC decided last year to - . . . . . . .
How did you come to be working in that area?

What evidence did you have that led you to consider this as
an area for SSC action?

What was the sequence of events that led to the SSC s final

- decisicn?
test data used? - survey data used? procegs used?
committee consideration? subcommi ttee work?

2. What happened as a result of that decision by the SSC?
How did peop}e become aware of the decision?
What did people do about the decision? Why?
How do you know? .
What have been pos1tive and negat1ve impacts of th1s decision?

3. Is this typical in its'process7 In its impact? Explain. -

4. Generally,. of what use to the SSC are a) the test data, b) the survey
data, c) the district decision-making process, d) district training?

5. Suppose that the district decided to discontinue collecting survey data
and giving you test data. What would your reaction be?

,,,,,

6. What d1fference do you think-it would make if the district’s system
- supporting the School Site Council were discontinued?

¢

7. (See next page) . L

o

" *with principaIs, SSC teacher and parent particiants
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7. 1'm going to read a Tist of impacts that a SSC might have on different groups of
people. In relation to your own school -situation, how would you characterize each?

IMPACT - . None  Positive Negative Don't
e - alittle © -alot | alittle  alot | KM -

1 2 3 1 2 3
On teachers

a. ~ommnication
with one another

b. communication
- with parents

, c. feelings of efficacy

d. understanding of
test scores

e. understanding of
community attitudes

f. use of data in
making deci_sions

g. protﬂem solving skills

X. other

On principals
i. management skills

| j. budgeting skills

k. sense of fiscal
accountability

1. awareness of student
achievement

m. commnication . o
with staff -

n. comunication

with parents

X. other

on parents ' o
0. awareness of schools' problems
& efforts to deal with them

p. knowledge of school
programs

_q. attitude toward school

x. other

?
" Name i ___ School
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Interviewer ' “Date - Time
‘Mame of Respondent School
Role " . Length of time in SSC

[interviewer's Record of Responses]
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