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Defining School- District Insfructioha]fInformation Sysfems
L -, .

by - ;
Adrianne Bank and Richard C:'wi11iams>

.

Introduction
The Evaluation Systems Project of the Center for the Study of o

Evaluation, in its 1983-84 work, focuses on cohceptua]izing and identifying
_ _ ; ‘

‘both ‘the costs and the impacts of different models of district operated
instructional information systems.

In prior yea?s, our research unit has.conducte&lfie1d studies.in_eight
districts where district managers had‘deve1opéd Tfhkages between instruc-
tional deEision making on ‘the one hand, and daté from tests or from surJé&sf:
on the other. Each of the eight dfstricts-had evolved a éet"of;coﬁﬁonents
to link data with instructional de;1sion mak%ng. The spécifics of these |
componédts were unique to the districts’ an.environment, history a;d,E
personnel. | |

However, there were some elements which we saw as cdmmon in the
deve1opmeﬁt aﬁd evolution of inétructioha]'informatidn systems.‘ These
included: a stable external environmenta1'sétting; within-district pre-
sence of "idea champiohs“.and a critical mass of long-term supporters; the
, availability of sufficient resources, both fiscal and technical, over é‘
re]ative]y}1ong period of time -- six to eight years in many cases.

. . I

(Williams and Bank, 1981). ‘ .
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Another B cent which ‘appearad to characterize our- eight

districts Wask-t Y ature of the deve]opment of the system. In none

‘een a blue- pr1nt gr a t1me11ne for ‘developing

of the’districtéﬁha-

=

an information ﬁanagenenf System. }ndeed the term “1nformat1on management

system" or " 1nstruct1é&a1 1nformat1on System was not in. commbn use in
: w\, Ve e ‘

these districts. Ra gg%?, what we observed.was7a'1odse evo1vih§ arrangement

.;"gu : ¥

among individuals, Soﬂetimes forma]ized_in job deécript1ons but more often

.iﬁfofma1 that comb1ned the co11ect1on and ana1ys1s of data with a.delivery

system to users at the classroom, schdol, centra] offtce and board 1eve1s

Concerned with instruction. ‘ .

. v N,
- : .. '

" Thus, it is important to .note, that the term "instructional informa-=

>

-

tion. system" is a construct which the Eva]uation Systems Project has devel-

oped.. This construct suggests that what goes on in schoo1‘d1§tr1cts which

-

Tink eva]uat1on test1ng and 1nst{uct1on may bear a part1a1 resemblance . to

-

management information systems that have deve]oped in other organizations.
The following discussion is our initial attempt in {dentifying the
'components of existing district instructional information systems. We will

~illustrate this discussion with-exampfes from dur field studies. We will

14

“then move on to describe hdw we worked with two eistFicts in defining their .

- . .

unique 1nstruct1ona1-1nformat1on systems so as to be able to assign costs
" to and assess impacts of the particular s&stems. ‘ \

What is a School District InstructiOna1 Information System?-

In its simplest and most obvious form an 1nstruct1ona1 1nfonmat1on

A\
- system is some method by which 1nformat1on of some kind 1s transm1tted to
]

and used by someone or some group in a school district; in relation

. o)
-3

”
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1
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particu1ar1y_to the cofitent or de]ivery of instruction. But we want to.put
more apecific 1?mitslon such a defipition. : | ' s

o The topic of information and its use has been a research subject in
Tits uwn right. There are over.20,000 titles under thé tenn "information™
in the.ERLC.system (Mansfield, 1983):. Human beings are eapab1e of organiz-
ing vastfahounts of ihformation into.ﬁatterns which inf]uenéefthetr deci- .
.sions, ahd their actions. ‘This "body pf knew1edge that administrators anu
po11cy maxers use spontaneous1y and\bput1ne1y in- the context. of their work

. } . - the entire 9rray of beliefs, a;sumpt1ons, 1nterests and experiences

- " has come to Ué called work1ng knowledge («ennedy, 1982) Such wofk1ng

know]edge may o.ten 1ﬁf§ract w1th - that Vs, 1nf1uence and be 1nf1uenced

\ o,
bj - formal social sc1ence~data. It sy, however, this Tatter type of data
P -- 1ntent1ona11( co]]ected aﬁE’ana]yzed in a prescr1bed and standardized

!
* format -- which we are ca111ng."1nformat1onk\

The term systems“ Tike the term."information" ds in widespread use,
particularly in the literature on organizations. When used ‘here, it does

. not\uescr1be tha school ﬂ1str1ct as a whole, but rather refers to a sep-

-

‘arate subsystem which has 1ts own-purposes, organ1zat1ona1 structure, and .
o
11nkages to tpat larger env1ronment.‘ v ‘

. Instruction is a third broad term wh;th has d1fferent mean1ngs depend—

ihg on context. -We use it here to refer spec1f1ca11y ta. intended inter-

¢
, actions within the classroom or schoo1 environment that affect student

“learning.. The cecisions that affeCt*those interactioas -- such as texts,

-

number of aides in the classroom, "amount of time to be spent in a subject
.t . . .
" area, ‘teaching :ethods -- may be made by boards, committees, principals,

-, -"' : P \
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teams orndndividual teachers Whoever the, decisiOn'makers, and whatever

‘d&c1s1on 1mp1~menters, and whateyer the top1c under cons1derat1on if it
7
perta1ns to the scnog]s shaping of ‘students' 1earn1ng, we count it as-

1nstruct?ona1 ?_ o ' s ‘
" As indicated ear1ier the term instrudtionaf informat{on system was - T
_ cnosen to suggest a rough ana]ogy to management 1nformat]on syitems. A ;ﬁ
p -

,,‘management 1nfornat1on system haéxheen def1ned by wa1éer J. Kennovan (1970)

.as. " an organ1zed method of prOV1d1ng past ppesent and proaect1oh Jinforma-

]

]
, t1oh re]at1ng to internal operatﬁons and externa] nnte111gence. It sup-

ports the p1ann1ng, control;and operat1ona1 funct1ons of an organ1zat1on by

>

furn1sh1ng un1fonn 1nformat10n in a proper time frame to ass1st the dec1-

-

sion-making’ process. Instruct1onaﬂr1nformat1on systems ﬁn schdb] d1s-.
tricts might be éharacter1zed as loosely organ1zed methods of proV1d1ngFto

those concerned d1th 1nstrdct1on past and present 1nformat1on re1at1ng to

5.
student atta1nment and program eva]uat1on. Instructional 1nfonnat1on~sys-
. 4 7 ‘ .

Y, . . S . L . : - .’.> ’
tems support users' decision making relating to instruction by furnishing

them with particular and 1imited‘types of infonnation in a time frame and S

) . - N
»  format appropraate to their dec1s1on-max1ng processes.

.ComponentsLof D;str1ct Instructional Information Systems . 3 o -
| . As noted earlier, district instructiona1?infdrmation systems are |
N rareiy'conceptualized,astsuch.bf'peop]e within schoo]'and district set- o
1: ‘tings. The five components, whdch we categorize on.the next page as “core“.
components, are terms we derived from the 11terature on'management informa-
t:on<sytems. He were ab]e to 1dent1fy some of these components as present o
and plainly v1s1b1e in some,d1str1cts\even though they were not SO “named bxi-
~ district respondents. The presence of others we could.infer from
L - o ‘ .
s . ,
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1nterV1ews wwth d]StP]Ct persenne1 In’ some’ dlstr1cts ane or tyo con-

ponénts were m1ss1ng or. not 1n equence to our f1e1dsresearchers }In addt- -

- tion, tWe elements 1nc1udeg,wrth1n'each_component Var1ed from district to

. . . . . . v . —‘ . . o . . -'. P
d1str1ct¥ ot L A _ ' )
. . . - P . .

| K - N . - . .
The. three additional conponents which we, haVe labeled ag congributory.

-

are. not part of- the descr1pt1on of most managemént 1nfonmat1on systems.

They were, ho~ev5r present to some extent in all e1ght Wf our d1str1cts. R )
Th ey were there to provide users ef the data with gu1dance aﬁd a§s1stance y
.for mak1ng_1nstruct1onaﬂ1y—re1ated dec1s1qns_andif9ndcarry1ng but;those ) '
decisionsﬂithhe:centraY oﬁficé,,jn‘sﬁhbois'and‘in ctassrooms. 1T was
\ﬁ ilasserted Qytthe cehtré] office péréénne] whe h;d estéblished the systems
that these extra -system components we re necessary te‘sfstem meintenance.‘ ‘.
Without them they sa1d it wodld be 11ke1y that pr1ncf~h1s and\teachers
. i&iﬁd revert.to-excjus1ve reliance on work1ng knowledge.

. Core components,of a di§trfct~jnstrupti0na1‘infqrmation'system:

1. . specified-users ‘ . L
2. . specified uses® ( . " N
3. specified types of informdation 1nputs/outputs Toe L
4. spetified information delivery procedures ) . e
5. spec1f1ed mon1tor1ng of system functton1ng and of system use

w—

Q N
Contr1bu¢ory components of d1str1ct 1nstruct1ona1 1nformat1on systems.,

L —

6. training for users in dataebased dec1s1on making and 3
' implementation . . ]
‘. . 7.+ availability of resources to su pq{t action p]ann1ng TR
8. availability of resources to support 1mp1ementat1on _ ;. s
T ‘ "\ Rt

The fo110w1ng is a comprehensive 11st1ng of the e1ements 1nc1uded quf |
all eight districts w1th1nseach component. S1hce d1str1cts «aried from one =
N N . \ » .
another on-the purposes of their instructional information systems, only a
» » L .

~ v

small subset of “the elements of each component was relevant to a given
/ . i

' - \ .
. . .
« P N

S 8 S
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) district.v Follzwing this caté%ogue we ydﬂ] descrtSe three models aﬁ

, _ . i b
.instructional ipformation systems on a-casenstudy basis. ' ‘ /-
1. SPECIFIED USERS: B . | B . -
teachers’; ' . T (/l
pr1nc1pa1s, L g
- - ~others in schools, such as medta,@nd learning spec1a11sts,

" substitutes, aides;

_advisory~ com¥ ttee mefibers;

parénts, media, prospect1ve residents, real estate developers;

central office personnel concerned, for example, with curriculum, ; =
supervision, staff deve]opment personne1

schoo] board: members.

-

o These users can be thought of as either d1rect or 9econdary users of the ¥
[ 4

system; either.regular or episodic users; e1ther active or passive users.

. , [} .
In some districts, the ratio of spegified - that is, intended ysers to .
unspecified users is ldrge; in other districts there are very few '

. . ‘ . N‘
unspecified users. ’ . . s

Y

2. SPECIFIED USES:

planning-instruction, 1dent1f1cat1on of subjects areas in need of & v
. ! additional time or attqpt1on ‘ o , -
placing, grouping, regrouping of studenﬂs, )
remediating or supplementing students’ Lnstruct1on,

monitoring student progress;

identifying parent teacher, student, opinioms and att1tudes,
deternining the allocation of school level resources,

jdentifying school-wide needs; ‘.,

selecting texts;

, ﬂ‘ estab11sh1ng school. and district 1mage, ' ' .o ' B 4
Y ’ \\\ ‘communicating with interested others - e. g., federa1, state and
K . local of@an1zat1ons _ —
2 . . . » i . R I
'4/ 3. SPECIFIED TYPES ©F INFORMATION INPUTS/QUTPUTS: — :

. commercial :norm-referenced test scores;

. district-developed criterijon-referenced test scores; - -
- demographic_and census data; -
o ©_ longitudinal individual student data; K

- attitudes of students, teachers, parents;
‘ records of attendance, transiency, vandalism, etc.

. .
- . .
» - o ' t . a N ~
.‘ / ?. .
.‘ ‘ ' e N ’ . )
o 1




4. SRECIFIEC‘I??ORWATION DELIVERY PROCEDURES:
L . 5

‘n‘

formats - pr1ntout9 wr1tten reports oral reports, graphic
pressatations, individual and small group briefings;
cyc]es - per1od1c, coord;oated With other act1v1t1es as. needéd;

5. SPECIFIED PFUITORING OF SYSTEM FUNCTIONING AND OF SYSTEM USE
" - l . ' 3 » ; \', ." w
informal feedback i
"~ &d hee or stand1ng commi ttees rev1eW1ng 1nformat1on 1nputs, ~

X . outhts, ¢
. * + " records of system use;
’, superv1>10n o* subord1nates by superi rs, peer rev1ew
P % -

6. TRAINING FOR USERS IN DATA-BASED DECISION MAKING ANDsIMPLEMENTATION
in interpreting test scores; )
. in alternative methods of ra1s1ng student achievengnt;
N in aIternatlye methods of using student test 5cores
in interpréting survey data;

B in 1nferr1ng action a]ternat1ves\from data; S /;
“in decjding among. competing’ a]ternat1ves, . ) v
. L ¢ g 1np%cnent1ng chéhge, . R

-

7. ' AVAILABI'ITv OF RESOURCES TO SUPPORT ACTION PLANNING

. trained-ind™iduals such as media or 1earn1ng spEc1a11sts, .
J /bUH§3f for release time, substitutes, conference attendance;

8. . AVAILA&ILITY OF RE\U/RCES TO SUPPORT IMPLENENTATION:
¢ * o *
trained individuals such as media or learning specialists;
budget for reIease t1me, substitutes, conference attendance;

« - A

The eight d1str1cts 1n wh1ch we did field stud1es had un1que
rd
fhstruct1ona1 information system conf1gurat1ons Eor three of.these

d1§;r1cts we will prov1de brief word p1ctures to illusfrate alternative

instructionalcinformation systems.

- . +
. District A: Studdnt Achievement Model

The purpose of this instructional information system is te individua-
‘s'- . . . e "',

']ﬁze instfuction._.The‘direct users of'the'system are teachers and princi-
pals. Teachers use the test score information which is the output®of the

\\
system,$o plan iastruction, to place students in classes, to group and

. . . - . C
. . , .
-~ R . 1_ | ’ .
. . P < . O . 0 a r.
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ragroup student;, to ass1gn remed1d1 .or supp]ementary materials to-eonmun1-
cate with pa“er-b. Pr1n1cpa1s &;e the data tb moni tor 1nd1V1dua1 and group
progress of stuéenus to monitor teacher actiyities, to communicate wﬂﬁb
pirents, and to share with one another schoo1 progress\so that d1str1ct
po11cy mak1ng czn be 1nformed‘by principal input. | The type of 1nformat1on
Which the systeaﬁ1nputs are students' cr1ter1on4referehced test responses.
The cr1ter1on-referenced tests are keyed to a*grade-by-grade distfict scope
and sequence ¥ math, reading, 1ahguage arts. These tests ere'adminiSﬁEred
by teachers on a quarterTx basis. The scores come back organ{zed by-ob;
jectiveﬁ by stedent, by readfng group, by c1ass,,py grade 1eve]'and.by
sehoo].' Turn-a:ound‘time'From test adﬁinistration to teacher receipt of
o

brintout receivad is'approxjmete1y a week.The: format of-The instructional

information 'system's output is a computer printout and the routine proce-

Eve -

* dure used to delivaer it to teachers is direct mail from the district

L] . -
. . S
office. - ~ , . . .
. . o . ,\."\}

In this district, there are many ways to monitor the system function-
ing and system use. 'Lea;ning specia]iéts in each,school®make sure' that the
tests are distributed, gﬂmihisfered, and correctly processed. The learning
spec1a11sts a]sa ass1ft teachers 1n analyzing and 1nterpret1ng the sco:es
and in mak1ng 1ﬂstruct1ona1 plans based on these 1nterpretat1ons. The .

-+ ’

principals reviaw all test scores, hold confeﬁgnfeé with teachers during

the year to discuss individual children, use the previous yeaf's scores in

A — . |
making plans for the subsequent school year. Both teacherg and principals

A

.use ‘the .critarion-referenced tests and the objectives to'Which'they are

- \ . - K ]

_ . | e
indexed in. confarences with parents and between-conference reporting of

studeht progress.




In terms of cdhtrxbut1ng conponents\of the 1nstruct1ona1 1nformat1on

W ) \ ’
'sytem. The 1earn1ng spec1a11st in each schob] trains teachers in thé ’ s

' T

~ .

1nterpretat1on of the test scores and in spec1f1c act1on planning and € o

. imoleggntation act1V1t1es The ent1re cr1ter1on referenced test1ng/d1s-'
) v Y . : ‘ RN
- 4trict scope and sequence system is supported by an e1aborate mu1t1-1eve1

.. ‘ \
. profess1onal\kwe1opment program. In th1s program teachers are requ1red
. to attend 1eve1—one courses where -a d1agnost1c/pre5cr1ptivé‘ qnstruct1ona1 .f}T.

‘,methodo1ogy compat1b1e W1th the. cr1ter1on-referenced test1ng or1entat1on 1sf
_-"prese ted. Between level-one sess1ons " the- PDP coord1nator observes in
c1assrooms to make sure that teachers app11cat1ons of the teach1ng metho-

kdo]ogy is appropriate. Second and th1rd 1evé] PDP programs are offered

based on an annua] survey wnere teachers 1nd1cate tne1r preferences for o
coursework{ The PDP program, 1nc1ud1ng the re1ease t1me for, teacher ,fthe'u
‘-training of subst1tutes and a1des, and add1t1ona] conference a ‘endance,’fs
part of“thebregu1ar district budget. | “ |

- - District B:  School Improvement Model

Al

' . B 3
The purpose of this’ 1nstruct1ona1 information system is. to fac111¥ate i

schoo] s1te p]ann1ng dec1s1ons about the a]]ocat:on of resources to meet

.needs perceﬁved by parents, teacners, and students Thb pr1mary users of ';
tne systeT-are school site counc11s, parents and teachers, who d1v1de them-
se1ves into . subJect matter comm1t§ges ‘to maKe p]ans for - subsequent school
years and to mon1tor the 1mp1ementat1on of prevfbus]y-made p]ans. JPr1nc1-‘f
pa]s are- seCondary as: are teachers not on the schoo1 s1te counc11

The ‘uses to wh1ch the: data are put 1nc1ude the 1dent1f1cat1on of sub—z'

- N ‘ -
N Ject areas in need of attent1on determat1od of the a1Jocat1on of d1scre-

e

N t1onary schoo] resources for identified schoo17w1de needs, anaFfSJS)of the

A Y
14
v
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. L. «
- . . —

op1n1on and att1 ~ude data fronm parents teachers and students in conjunc-

N t1on wlth student utcom% data from standard1zed norm-referenced tests.

——

Th1s d1str\ t,-on a once a-year basis, administers a standardized test

- f*l‘\

of bas1c sk1TTs. The pr1ntout s recelyed back from the test pub11shers by

scndo] by subscores. Further anaTys1s is done by the district, pff1ce.
. “:,‘ J
: Th1s 1nformatxon is made ava11ab1e o the schooT site pTann1ng team. In

-

A; add1t1on the dxstr1ct has developed a parent and a teacher attitude sdr--

A

. ‘vey, sent out once a year, coTTated by the d1str1ct organ1zed in graph1c

-t

T format and d1str1buted back to each schooT s1te counc11. Each schooT

' funthermore deveTops and d1str1butes a "Sm@%ey Survey" to assess student
. '

att1tudes toward part1cu1ar subJect a eas. |

i The centraT off1ce of the d1str1 :an!ides Written reports to the -
'SchooT S1te Counc1T; present1ng 1t w1th data not onTy from the current year
_bmghfrom prev1ous years. When the system was-.in 1ts 1nfancy small group
_br1ef1ngs were rer d1str1ct off1c1aTs say that they -have subsequentTy
becbme unneceSSany as new schooT site members are soc1a11zed 1nto the pro- i

}‘;cess by moreJexper1enced coTTeagues. The d1str1butron of the reports fol-

f Tows an an;ual cycTe.' The tests are adm1n1stereqf1n February, the surveys
;}go out in. Warch the 1nformat1on 1s coTTated and fgg back to the school
: "d51te-cOUnc1Ts 1n Apr11 deC1s1onS-aré made 1n May, pTans are f%pTemented
;';start1ng in September scho:?'s1te counc11 updates the t1me11nes for the |
l“pTans as the scfooT year proceeds mon1tor1ng by the schooT site counc11 of
;:pthe 1mp1ementat1on of aspects of the pTan occuﬁgtat meet1ngs throughout -the '
‘;w1nter., Tne cycTe then repeats 1tse1f. |
' _ As for contr1but1ng components Tra1ning for teachers and parents

.f_ occured when the ¥§559m WBS f1rSt 1nsta11ed. Such traindng"UC1"dEd'grouP\a

Y R RS C - et : ,’; R
e e . ., . P . -
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~ process skills, communication'ski11s,%decision making skills, skills in

-

interpreting test acore termino]pgy. Such training is no longer provided
by the district routinely although it iélavai1ab1e on an asrrequested .
basis. The district provides‘re]ease t{me for teachers‘to engage in schoo1‘ }
site planning. The reseurces for 1mp1ement1ng the act1on plans made by the

. site council come from the California School Improvement Budget and have

been‘regu1ar1y available over the past five years. .~

District C: Staff Development Model -

*

The purpose of this instructional information system _is to enable cen-
tral office staff to train teachers and princiba]s in those subject matter
H , .

areas in which students demonstrate deficiencies. The primary users of

this system are the staff development, curricu]um, and ‘supervisory p°rson-

-
-

nel in the centra1—office. Indlrect users are principals and teachers.

-

- The uses to which tne 1nformat1on 1s put are pr1mar11y p]ann1ng and con-
ducting ongo1ng and summer staff deve]opment actﬁv1t1es which either train ?ﬁ
teachers in nhw to instruct students.in a particular area or encourage
teachers to develop new text or supJﬂementary materials. The 1nformat1on
'1nputted into this system comes pr1mar11y from a state~wide assessment test
’which‘compares school-level student achievement acroSs'the state. Tne /
press and the school district receive from the state the printouts of the
scores organized in high~Jow order of school attainment. Subsequently,

" district off1c1als receive more prec1se score breakouts.i This data is
supp]emented by newly deve1oped district-wide ut111zat1on schoo] profi-
ciency’ tests In this district, there is no %xp11c1t mon1tor1ng of -system

-

funct1on1ng-and system use.
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‘As to contrmaq 1ng components Since the primary users are cehtra]

office persondéf, trare is 1tmited need for training for -them in décision

" making and 1mp1eﬁencat1on. Substant1a1 amounts of district resources both

-

in “terms -of tlme' nd money are made ava11ab1e to support act1on'p1ann1ng

and the 1mp1emencat1on of staff deve10pment act1v1t1es. : o , {
Defining a D1str1ct_s Instructlona1 Information System So as -to Assfén E

i : -* 3

. It is one th1ng to bound, conceptua]]y, a certain set of d1str1ct

¥

activities by jtne term‘ "instructional informat{ system." It is qu1te

another to’examine ongoing district operations and try to assign costs tp
3.4

- that portlon of tnewr operatlons whlch represent comppnents of . such anll

L4

1nstruct1ona1 1n.ornat1on system.' In order to a551gn costs to any phenome-'

&
non, one f1rst has f -define that phenomenOn in terms: that are common to

Airq,

part1c1pan¥s and to ol‘ervers. . Th1s is part1cu1ar1y difficult in the

“

case where the phenomenon is a construct whose elements are embedded in the

ongoing act1v1t1es of <an organ1zat1on and where the construct is not, in’

o,

She view of the organ]zation‘actors, a dlscrete ent1ty with v1s1b1e'andh'

: def1nab1e 11m1ts.' . R - “f;

-

we embarked -upon the cost study of ‘instructional 1nformat1on systems

'for several reasons. First, we ant1c1pated that districts desiring to
establish and“maintain'such systems would find information about the costs
" helpful in making decisions about the worthwhileness of their efforts to

A]ink testinQ, evaTuatTon and instruction. Sec0nd1y, we believed that pro-

4

viding est1mates of the resources needed by 1nstruct1ona1 1nforma§1on

systems m1ght be aporopr1ate to w1th1n -district decisions that were made

J\’

: about. the operations of theisystem or.Tts components. We anticipated that

LY
SRS

pC IR



generating more specific "cost awareness" of the system and its components

. :
might suggést areas in which future efficiencies might be pursued.

-

- -

There are three steps in doing any cost analysis. The first is idan-

»

tifying the systam to yhich costs are to be ‘assigned. Tpe second is to -
. identify.thé”costs assocfatedapipgithat system. And thetihfrd.ig‘ta\éva1—
uate the.cqats'associated with.%ﬁaﬁ'system. (Cattera11;v1983.)
e envisagéd two poééib]e approaches to the first step;‘ Using'onel
approach, we hou@d have presenteﬂ d1str1cts with def1n1t1ons of components
and their related elements, asked appropriate individuals to check of f

.
-~

those which were in existence in their district The other approach which

‘C o

we adopted, was-to ask for a general d1str1ct def1n1t1on of why the central

off1ce wanted to link eva]uat1on and test1ng data with instruction.

Instead pf~looking at the costs associated with pre-defined components of " *

' ¥

.the inst?uctiona] informatfon system, we began with district activities as
understood by djstrict perfonnel.

In order to identify costs associated with the system - the second .

ﬁ!
\

step of the cost analysis process - we instructed .district personnel to TN
list all activities which could be considered Qprmane to the system which

they and we were interested in. We asked them to devise categories that
L3

L3 .
~ were mutually exclusive and sufficient to be comprehensive.

For each category we asked for the fo]]owing:'

]

a description of activities;

]

a list of all personnel devoting full or part time to the
activities (including adm1n1strators, teachers, counselors, etc. )

]

an 1nd1cat1on of pupil time, volunteer time, and parent -time
devoted 6 each act1v1ty,

16
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r\\, . . . ' . 4 B
: ° a list. of ddﬂ]ar expend1tures for consumable mater1a1 for major
cap1ta, eou1pment for consu]tant and contracted services;«
. \‘ A ~
descr.p ion of fundrng sources in terms¥ of federa], stdte local
or other.grants, .
. '® ’ ~ - . ‘
The third step of the "cost ana]ysis process, thatis, the eOa]pation

. of the cost§\a550c1ated w1th the system, is nntlyet comp]ete. con

Def1n1nggg D1str1ct*s Lpstruct1ona1 Informat1on°$ystem So As to Effect

S

. Impact

| As with the assighment of costs, the first step %d°assessing the

hd

’ .
° . -

impacts of.any system is to define the syStem ineterms that are understood
by both observers and participants. e S
Again, ée in the cost study, we found it mgre desirable to start with
a geneFal statement of distfict'purpose and move to theﬁr understanding of
district activities thaF coﬁld be reéarded as fe]ated to an instfhctional.
-;information sys%em,.than to start with a preﬁbrded definition. |
' " e developed an eight-step set of generic procedures by thep'to%

N

investigate and study the fmpact of instructional informatfdﬁ systems.

1. identify system purpdse ? - ,

2. define the systemgs components _" K
. . . /

ify intended "pédints of 1mpactf that is, where the system Ead
Cts with other-district, school and classroam operations

4. identity the primary and secondary users
5. ‘ask respondents from our_ user populations for examples bf their own
behaviors and their own attitudes at likely "points of impact“
’ -
‘6. ask respondents about, the inf{luence of each system. component on their
own behaviors .and attitudes '

.

7. ask Fispond s about perceptions of positive and negative
cohsequenc° -of the entire system on themse]ves and other users

8. 1dent1fy the intended and un1ntend?d impacts of the entire system on
: users.

- R R Y
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{ " We tried to apnly these eight steps in tqo o1fferent d1strqcts, -

-

D1str1ct A and Bistrict B, as described ear1ger in.this paper.
In District A, we started out with, several convérsations with the
. ' . [ ] N <+ '
direc or of Testina and Eva]uation. He dEscr1bed the maJor'purpose of the P

“'1nstruct1onak 1nforﬂat1on system of h1s dlstr1ct ,as that of 1nd1v1dua11z1ng \

1nstructlon. He descr1bed the d1rect users of the systemJas teachers and 'ah\

. pr1nc1pa1s, and the prlmary use to wh1ch they would put test,ﬁata wars that

(fof 1nd1v1dua1121ng 1nstruct1on to maximize student 1earn1ng. We decided
with him that oun, respondents would be a samp1e of teachers and principals .«
in all of the elementary schools of the djstr1ct., We‘deve1oped'a short,

one-half hour interview schedule for both principaTs and téachers asking
¥

them to describe how a part1cu1ar subJect area was taught in the1r class-

rooms. We. asked them tg e¢t1mate'how many teachers taught in the ‘same way ~

13

‘that thay d1d. We then 11sted for them _the various components of the \
1nstruct1ona1 information system. We probed for the_1nf1uence of each of
these components, asking for speciffc personal examp1es. e then moved on ;t
to ask what difference it wduld make to them if the various components of
the district instructiona1'information‘System-dio not exist. The final
section of the interview asked respondents to react to a checklist. about

the extent and nature of impact of the instructional 1nformat1on system on

. teachers, on principa1s, on parents, and on students.‘ ' _ ' -

-

In all our intarviews we focused\on respondents att1tudes @and* beha-

viors, on respondents percept1on$ of the relationship between the1r cur-

X

rent attitudes and behaviors and district policy and practice.

Thelana1ys{i‘of the impact of the.district instrugtidna] information -

systems, current]yuunder.way, will illustrate the extent tor;hich there is

ERIC - e 18
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A
N . < ) ; l,_‘.:. :
homogeneity in raspondents’ responses as to their own teaching practices -
» P !

. . . . .
\ - - - . ~

«
-~

and the influence on those practices." ItyWi]] then;move on to analyze
respon\éntsﬁ se]f—reports of impact in terms of their use of system mpo-

[

r '-nents, theLr ‘attitude toward system components, and their explanation of
- _1nf1uent1a1 antecedents to these usés and att1tudes. T -
;- ~ In D1str1ct B prOJect staff a]so met with-the person in charge of the
1nst:uct1ona1 1nformat1on system. He stated the puruosé'of h1s d1str1ct S
. system as the fac111tat1on of schoo] site pﬂann1ng dec1s1ons. qPr 1mpact

study therefore was . des1gned to focus on the degrée to which the system had

1mpact onjtﬁe\ijr1ous stages of the p1ann1ng and dec1s1on-mak1ng process in
- the'schoo1 s1te council. eeyasked the d1rector of the linstructional 1nfor-‘

mat1on system to 1deht1fy ‘the pr1mary and thé secondary users of the sys- '

tem. He determ1ned that the pr1mary users were those teacners and parents

invo]ved on the school site counc11 ‘We. jdent1f1ed a samp1e of five e]e—'i'

- ..‘

mentary scnoe{s and -one h1gh schoo1 in whlch the d1rector be11eved that the

- A

;’nanagement 1nfonnat1on system was operat1ng as 1ntended. we were not eva]-

_ WV
, uatlng the 1mp1ementat1on of the 1nstruct1ona1 1nfonmat1on system, rather,l
\ ‘

We were assessing the 1mgact of ‘that 1nformat1od‘system when~1t Was- func- f f-‘?d

‘e -

't1on1ng‘as desired. : ;;-i _~%ujn'7f .

dlur samp1e, therefore, waslmade up:ofEEChoo1 site counci1 mempers

for the 1981-82 acadenmic year. Ne obta1ned cop1es of. each schpol site . ;
| u-councf1's plan forithat year. We selected one majqr decision thgt was made
| and explored, in h;;f-hour'interv1ews, the way 1n'whfch- he components of .
the instructional information system impacted that decision. Subsequent “to

. that detailed. exp1oratidn} we asked'each ‘espondent if the _process he or

’ »

she had Jﬁst was typical or atypical ovbthe processes on othar issues. 'we

. m ;:.‘
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then asked addi: 1ona1 quest1ons about tne 1mpact of’ specific components of

¢

the systeg on respchdents behav1ors and att1tudes. JA further question

\
pr/ped respondents v1ews of the effects of hypothet1ca1 term1natfmn of the

A

1nstruct1ona¥”1wformat19n system.' - .
B . , . o 3
The ana]ysrs of the 1mpacts of this d1str1ct system focuses. on the .

-

extent to wh1ch the 1nstruct1ona1 1nformat1on system 4npactsavar1ous stages )
2 -
of .decision making. These stages have been co]]apsed into three. 1) prob-- .

Jlem identjfication and c]ar1f1ca21on 2) so]ut1on generat1on, and 3) solu-
e

-: tJon selection. - Accompany1ng’th1s ana]ys1s of impact w111 be the presenta-'
S

t1oh of 11ke1y exp1anat1ons or impact in terms of district %ﬁstory, person-
- -~ {

" <. nel, purposes. ‘ i
Summary
It is c]edr that some school districts have undertaken "heroic"

T

efforts to coord1nate operat1ons whnch//p many schoo1 dastr1cts funct1on

r o~

. autonomous1y and 1n@epepgent}y, These operat1ons may 1nc1ude those of

testing, eva1u;tion: instructional p1annfng, Stﬁgf deve]opment, text'
se1ectien, staf@ksuperVTsion. The coordination of these activities intp an
.‘Ainstructiqne1'information system which not only provides feedback bﬂt'a1se
‘feeds foward, into decision makings on the po]icyl management end
operationa1'1-ve1§ of districts.
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