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A Exploratory Study on the Impact of Metropolitan and Provincial
Offices of Education on Dynamic Change of Academic Achievement
in General High School: Applying System Dynamics
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Abstract The purpose of this study is to identify the variables of metropolitan and provincial offices of
education that affect the academic achievement of unit schools, and to predict how academic
achievements dynamically change with the support of offices of education. The results of academic
achievement of 606 general high schools in 16 metropolitan and provincial offices of education(rates of
attaining more than normal education in Korean, English, and mathematics subjects) were analyzed using
a multi-level model and system dynamics. As a result of the analysis, it was confirmed that the provincial
and provincial offices of education's efforts to increase the efficiency of local education finance, the
efforts to reduce teacher administration, and the facilitation of faculty training were the variables of the
provincial and provincial offices of education. In addition, through policy experiments, efforts to
revitalize teacher training were the most influential factors in academic achievement of unit schools,
followed by efforts to streamline local education finances and to reduce the administrative work of
teachers. In order to improve the academic achievement of unit schools, the functions of the
metropolitan and provincial offices of education should be strengthened based on the education
accountability, and policies need to be established in the mid- to long-term perspective.
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Table 1. Number and rate of sampling schools by

region
General High Number of Percentage of
X School Total . sampling
Region sampling
Number of hools(B) schools
Schools(A) s¢ (B/A)
Seoul 183 74 0.40
Busan 80 32 0.40
Daegu 50 20 0.40
Incheon 78 31 0.40
Gwangu 46 18 0.39
Daejeon 37 14 0.38
Ulsan 35 14 0.40
Sejong 5 -
Gyeonggi 343 138 0.40
Gangwon 87 35 0.40
Chungbuk 47 19 0.40
Chungnam 72 29 0.40
Jeonbuk 90 36 0.40
Jeonnam 88 35 0.40
Kyongbuk 122 49 0.40
Kyongnam 136 54 0.40
Jeju 21 8 0.38
Total 1,520 606 0.40
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Fig. 1. Procedure for applying the academic
achievement prediction model
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Table 3. Classification of input variables of
Metropolitan and Provincial Office of

Education
Variable Maximum Average Minimum
Efforts to activate 132.36 101.64 61.49
teacher training hour hour hour
Efforts to reduce
teacher 20hour 30hour 40hour
administration work
Efforts to increase
the efficiency of local| 110.43% 68.94% 48.72%
education finance
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