
Scientific Research
Open Access

OPEN       ACCESS
 

Search Keywords,Title,Author,ISBN,ISSN

Home Journals Books Conferences News About Us Jobs

Home > Journal > Social Sciences & Humanities > CE

Indexing View Papers Aims & Scope Editorial Board Guideline Article Processing Charges 

CE> Vol.3 No.6, October 2012 

Using Process Indicators to Facilitate Data-Driven Decision Making 
in the Era of Accountability

PDF (Size:127KB) PP. 685-691   DOI: 10.4236/ce.2012.36102 

Author(s)
Kyu Tae Kim 

ABSTRACT
This paper explores which accountability indicators are likely to reveal the distinct contexts and qualitative 

characteristics of school that stimulate and improve authentic pedagogy and accountability. In the era of 

accountability, data-driven decision making is a new research area for authentic pedagogy through 

monitoring student progress and improving school accountability. It is based on input-and-result oriented 

indicators such as school demographics, facilities, budget, standardized test scores, dropout rates. But the 

indicators are unlikely to capture a dynamically interactive qualitative characteristics of school organizations 

featuring a loosely-coupled system and difficult to be measured or assessed. Thus, process indicators need 

to be complementary to input-and-outcome data for a valid and graphic description, monitoring and 

explanation of ‘why’ and ‘how’ the school outcomes occur. The author concluded that the data-driven 

decision making (DDDM) based on process indicators strengthens reflective professionalism and provides for 

the educational welfare for the poor and left-behind students. 
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