DGCUNMENT RESUME

ED 051 313 T 000 705

TITLE Proceedings ot the Conterence on Fducational
Accountabiiity.

INSTITUTION Fducational Testing Service, Princeton, K.J.

PUB DATE Jun 71

NOTE 67p.

ECRS PRICE EDRS Price WP-$0.65 HI-33.29

DESCRIPTORS Acadenic Achievement, sehavioral Objectives,

tConference RepcTts, Criterion Reterenced Tests,
*Educatioral Accountability, Educational Finance,
Educational Improvement, Educational Cbjectives,
Educational Planning, #*Educational Quality,
Evaluiation, #*Instructional Programs, *Pertormancae
Contracts, Pertormance Criteria, Proqram
Development, Public Education, School Coamunity
Relationship, Teacher FResponsibility, Teaching
Quality

ABSTRACT

The philosophy, strategies, and pittalls of
educational accountabi:lity, and intormation on the development and
implementation of accountab lity programs are outlined in this
conference report. Education'l accountability is a term used ir
connection with activities such as assessment, evaluation, auditing,
and performance contacting, The speakers! papers include: "The Means
and Ends of Accountability™ (Srick L. Llindman}; "Issues 1in
Impleaentation I" (Mark R. Shedd); "Issues in Implementation II"
(Francis Keppel); "Public uxnectations™ {James E. Allen, Jr.); "The
Role of Evaluation" (Henry S. Dyer); and "The Future of
Accountability" (Edythe J. Gaines). ({AG)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ED051313

000 70O

TV

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

US. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELF ARE
OFFICE OF EDLCATION

THIS DOCUM/NT HAS QFEEN REPRJD
DUCED EXAC .Y AS RECEI/ED FROM
THE PERASON ¢ R DRGANIZATION URIG
INATING IT PUONTS CF VIEW 0P D2IN
JIONS STATEC DO MOT NECESSARILY
REPRESENT (FFICIAL OFFICE OF EOU
CATION POSITION QR POLICY

Proceedings of the
Conference
on

Educational Accouhtability

CHICAGO, ILLINQIS

JUNE, 1911

Free
LARL M )
A

YU REFFOOGLE THS L&
FATHB 3. MAS 3 EN LRANTED

caudenenad
RV IS A UTY .

TCOERs ANE CELANDIAT NS FLRAT N
USSR QPR MIN'S W "9 Tel S L E
CE gD AT A BCRTWER BETRODLCC L%
CUTE T Tep PR NGTEM RG0S Ppa
SRR LN TR LrE et N

Sponsored Ly
EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVYICE



Qo
ERIC

Coparight © 1971 by Edueeational Tecting Seevier. Al righta reccived.

hv | S———



ED051313

Conference

on

Educational Accountability
{

William W, Turnbull
(fll.\]l\f\is\N

SDUCATIONAL TESTING SER
Princetun, Nuw Jersen
Berkeley, ¢Califoraia
Fyaneton, Tlinoie

¢ JICH

g



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v ——

CONTRIBUTORS - J

James E. Allen, Jr.
Visiting Lecturer in Education and Public Affairs
Woodrow Wilson School, Princetor University
and
Special Advisor
Educacvicnal Testing Service

- r——

Heary S. Dyer ‘l
Vice President -
Educational Testing Service

Edythe J. Gaines
Community Superintendent !
New York City -

Francis Keppel
Chairman of {he Board
General Learning corporatiocn

¥rick L., Lindman
Professor of Education
University of California at Los Angeles j
and
Member, California Advisory Commission
on School Dis*trict Budgeting and Accounting

Mark R. Shedd
Superintendent of Schools
Piriladelphia

William W. Turnbuiil
Fresident
Educat.ional Testing Service

B e b b v ey e



o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CONTENTS

Preface - William V. Turnbull

The Means and Inds of Accountability

Erick L. Lindman . . . . . . . « .+ . .

Issues in Implementation
Mark R, S8hedd . . . . . . . . « . . .

Francis Keppel . « . . . . . . .+ . . .

Public Expectations

James . Allen, Jr. . . .+ « « + + « « .

The Role of Evaluaticn

Henry S. Dyer . . « « « « v « v o o . .

Ihe Future of Accountahility

" raythe J. Gaines . . v 4 v v e e oa e

Section

A

b



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FREFACE

William W. Turnbull

Both professional «nd public attention is focused these
diys on the concept of educational a:countability. The word
"accountability" has as many meaningz as penple care to give it
and is often used in connection with such activitiesr as assess-
meni, evaluation, auditing, and performance contracting.

So great is the interest -- ard so meager the clarifica-
tion of the many issues and problems involved -~- tuat the need for
x4 comprehensive look at the ccncept prompted Educational Testing
Jervice Lo sponsor a series of conferences on accountability.

We are indeed fortunate thal some of the most knowl-
edgeable and thowhbtful people concerned with the rhilosophy,
strategies, and pitf 1ls of accountability in education a:cepted
our invitation to participate in this conference. Each of them
has provided a substantive and challenging contritution to better
widerstanding of what is involved in developing and implementing
accountability progrims of iuntegrity and merit.

becuuse of thn urgent need for disscmination of informa-
tion about accountability the spcakers' pepers, in their pre-
conference form, have been assembled in this booklet for immediate

distribvution.
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THE MEANS AND ENDS or

ACCOLYTTARILITY

Benefits and Ceosts of Education

A few years agoe a nardy bvand cf prograr tulgeteers gathered
together the elewenis of their planning, progravering, and budgeting
sys.emn, packed them th a waterproof box, and departed from the
Fentagon wherz they had spent many fruitful years. Their departure
was without ceremony. There ceemed to be neither sadness nor Joy
at their leaving, bt evidence of relief was clearlv visivle beneath
the surface,

i“he cturdy band set sa’l for ~ducation land where they
hoped to spread the geospel of FFBES, When they reached education
land they were admivted without delay and were warrly welcomel, for
they pronised sometuing tor eQeryone. ¥or schiool boards they
promised more cducaticn for the school dollar. TFor administratcrs
they pronised a rmanagement information systen with modern buili-in
feedback controls; and for teachers they promised (hat the obudget
vould no leonger be the rysterious clstacle to their plans, but in-
stead would become a helpful genie,

Although these promises brought a warm welcome, the pro-
gram vudgeteers soon encountered difficulties. In order to carry
out their highly adverticed benefit-cost analyses, 1Y was necessary

to assess the bvenefits of varicous -ducational prograss in terms of
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dollars so that these benefits could be compared witli costs incurred
in achieving them. But no one in education land was willing a.Ad
able to place dcllar valaes upon the benefits to individuals and to
society of varicus educational accomplishments,

It was during this period of frantic search for a way to
assess the benefits of education that our brave budgeteers met
another crusading group, known as the behavioral cbjectivists. Un-
like the program budgetcers who were mostly economists, the behavioral
objectivists were experts in educational measurement. They believed
that it a child learns, his tehavior will change and it is possible
to measure the amount of ithe change by suitable tests. From this
simple vroposition they concluded that educatioral goals and objec-
tives thould be stated as expected changes in student “ehavior and
that teaching effectiveness should be measured by cheanges in student
vehavior,

Although the program budgeteers and btehavicoral objec-
tivists started their reformw movements separately, it was inevit-
able that they should discover each other and find that they had
much in common. The program budseteers thought they had at last
discovered scmeone who could evaluate the educational product and
put a dollar value upon it so they could make their benefit-cost
analyses. 4he behavior=l objlectivists, on the other lLiarnd, Were not
especially interested in the mysteries of the budgetary rrocess, but
they 1liked the idea of getting 3 little bit closer to the source of
noney. Besides, by forming a union, voth crusadirg groups were
tetter able to protect themselves from the hostile humanists whose
atiacks were growing in number ard intensity every day. So the ilwo
reform groups worked together, sharing the same platform and seeking
converts to their cormon cause.

After a shart period of cooperaticn, disagreements tegan
to crerge. The progvam budpeteers scemed obsessed with costs ang
the amount of resources needel for various programs and goels. They
were interesicd in the budgetary process culminating in the allocation
of resources o various educational p-ograms. The Lehavicoral objec-

tivists, however, were interested in instrusticnal planning and
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evaluation, and their activities culminated in the selectior o
teaching procedure.
Both the program budgeteers and behavioral oujectivicor s

found it impossible Lo place dollar values upon the behasior:l

objectives which had bteen formulated. ¥or example, they we:r urable

to determine the value to society of teachipg all childrern @ 1ot

aspects of Roman history. Moreover, they were unable to Dot e
the cost of achieving various behavioral ol jectives brenine i
cost depended upon the methods vsed and the ease with waileh tie
stvdents learn.

It became increasingly clear that there are irpor o
distinctions a3 well as interreclationships between (1) o o nue e,
system decgigned to allocate resources among various cducntl il
programs and {2) an instructicnal planning and evalust.on systen
designed to utilize educational rescurces most effectively.

Horeover, instructional planning and evalustion are part
of' the onpoing teaching process and thercfore should contin.e Lo
fupction after the rudgetary decisions have been mede for a fiseal
reriod. Clearly, thz two systens function on different tire

sehedules.  fihe budgstary process is necessarily pearct to the

fiscal year wiile the instructional planning end eveluation Lrocess

is, or shonld Le, continunus.
Another distinetion stems from the divergent concor s of
the two systems. The budsetary preeess is privarily eonoerned Wit

decisions thalt affect. costs such as class size, salary ccledules,

}
i

the maintenance of sumrer schouls, and so fortl, wherens tne intre

a

tional planning and evaluntion process is ceoneerned privarily witl

finding more effective feaching ~roecedures nnd trchniques wiich oft

have no effort upon annual costs.

These distincti-ns rare it dnereasingly olesr that the
f o1 budpeteers and che tohavioral objectivictis snould e ypernt oy,
they should rerain safficiontly independent co Uint eash onnoraoe

wnigue contribution te cducation.
ihe Factory énalopy

Cne of the inherent wrarnesses of *he articulate

i Mi¢ terdency to prerice rore than be can Adeliver, Pi{v-twe
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years a’o the authors of the seven cardinal principles of education
accepted &s o school's responsibilities such goals as: health,
worthv use of leisure time, ethical character, worlhy home member-
shiip, and civic responsibility es well as command of the fundamental
processes, In response to these glowing proiiises school attendance
and school budgets increased substantially, yet we seem te be no
clese. to these goals than ve were in 1918. We promised more than
we were able tc¢ deliver and since the public expected more, its
disappoirtment has been great.

The behavioral objectivists concur with this diagnosis,
rointing out that if we had used behavioral objez*ives in 1918 when
we wrote the seven cardinal objectives we wouldn't be in this
trouble toda;. This is perhaps .rue, but there is also a dangex
of pramising more ihan can be delivered in student performance.
\uen students are regarded as "products” of the school, it is
implied tnat the schocl is a factory and should be fully account-
able for the behavicr of its products. Yet, without the power to
select its raw mater’al and reject defective products, the scheool
cannot guaranvee its prcduct.

To regard an 13-year old youth in the gradiating class
as & product of his high schoo. implies more responsitility than

the school car accept. His tehavior is influenced by many factors

tevend the control of his school. T1he time-honored allies of the
hure and school 1 the child~rearing process -- the church, the
YiCh, the Boy Scouts, the Camp Fire Girls -- are still with us,

tut they are lozing their citcetiveress. So is Horatio Algc 's
vcgsate to youth that hard work ang dedication dbring success.

Alrng with the deterioraticn of these familar guideposts
is the triumrbal entry of television. The new Pied Piper is pre-
¢roting move and more of the waking hours of children and youth,
providing a jewerful distraction frem the schiool's three R's, which
Lrve low iielsen Fatings., Unfortunately, thic twentieth century
£irl Fiyer srends a disprororvticnats amount of tire selling soap
rrd nireals,

With all of these factors contrituting 2ither rositively

Q or negatively to the education of children end youth, to call *.en
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the products of the school is to promise morz than the school is
able to deliver. The factory analogy leads inevitably to a dewand
for a gquality control system in which all enrollees of the schceol
are expected to perform-at a preestablished level of skill as
measured by appropriate tests. The great diversity of human tulent
and varying contributions of the home and peer grovps makes this
degree of wiiformity impossible.

If Cthe factory analogy and the guaranteed product are
rejected, for what should che schools then be held accountable?

The answer, it seems to me, is quite clear. The school sihould te
held cccountable for the scope and quality of the educational
services it renders to i:s students. For example, @& school may
well guarantee the folloving educulional services for its students:
(1) No first-grade pupil shall be in a class with more than 25
pupils. {2) All pupils whose reading scores are more than one yenr
below their grade norm snall receive 15 minutes of individusal
tutoring each day. (3) Suwwier classes shall be availatle for
student who failed a high school course required for graduation.
Other statements describing the scope and quality of educational
services could be added.

These statements emphasize the educaticral services to
be available to the student. For these services the school can
and should be held accountable. Moreover, the effectiveness of
tnese services in contributing to student test rerformance znd to
subseguent successiul 1iving should be under constanl revicw. Fut
even with such checks upon the schooi's effectiveness, it is im-
possible to guarcrice the test score of an individual stwicnt In
the same way that a mantfacturer guarantees hi - proiuct. For these
reasons, then, the schocl must be accountable for the score and
quality of educational services it renders to students cven thougsh
it cannot guarantee an individusl student's test vovfevrmance as
implied by the factory caulery.

14 will te noted tiat althoush the scope and guality of
cducational services rendercd to students is an entpuwl o the school
system, not zn injuat, it does jrovide cesential inforrmation veded

Jor eslirating progras costs.  For tnis reason, the identification

//
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of the scope and quality of services to be rendered is especiaily
relevant to the budgetary process., By way of contrast, the be-
havioral objectives lack cost relevence, It is not possible to
determine the cost of teaching a child the multiplication tables.
The cost is a function of the method used to achieve the behavicral
objective, not of the objective itself. Thus, while the evalua-
tion process appropriately emphasizes behavioral objectives, the
budgetary process must be concerned with the scope and quality of

the educational services to be rendered to students.

Benefit-Cost Relationships

The inherent difficulties encountered in placing a dollar
value upon behavioral objectives make benefit-cost analysis in the
true sense ot the word difficult, if not impossiblc, in the field
of educatlon. However, significant cost comparisons can be made if
either the goals or the amount of resources used are held constant.

For example, two different ways to achieve the same
educational objective might be tried. If the same goal is achieved
Ly both methods, a suvrong argument can be made for accepting the less
costly of these methods. In this analysis alternsiive ways to achieve
established educaiional goals are compared. hoctice that a dollar
value to society of the goals has not Leen establisthed.

Anothrre kind of analysis is possible in which the amount
of resources espended is held constant but thece resources are used
in different ways to achieve unequal educational outcomes. In this
analysis, the educational procedure which achieved tie greatest educa-
tional output would, of course, te preferable. Such rcst effeciiveness
studies can be mude because they do nct call for placing a dollar
value uron the educational tenefit itself.

In 2 = real zens: these two analyses indicate a funda-
mental chr .. is oceurring in American education at this time.
Wien 1 fir.t otarted teaching, back in the early thirties, the
surerintendent of schools made spesches to the chamber <f commerce
atout getting the rost for the school doller. He didn't talx atout
ITKS or about lenefit-cest relationshirp., bot he did ialk atout
getting the rost for the echeool deollar. Hic approach reflected the
Q
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prevailing notion that tie nceds of education are unlimitea but

the number of dollars whielh society can allocate to education are
limited. He wanted to get as much money as possible for the schools
and then to spend it wisely, maximizing the amount of educationsal
service rendered.

The basic assumption underlying his approach to budgeting
-- that the needs of education are unlimited -- is being questioned
today. Under the concepts of both the program budgeteers and the
tehavioral objectivists, limited educatiornal goals are established
first, then the least cost.y way to achieve them is socught. 1In
the past, it was assumed that .%e _oals of education were indeed
unlimited &iua the problem was (e get the most education for the
aviilable school dollars. We are now belng asked to specify
rather precise’y limited objectives for education and then search
for the wost economical way to achieve them. In one sense toth
procudurrys are the sare, since tacy both seek the most cost-offectiv
use of school dollars. Their differences are more subtle.

Under the unlimited educational goal concept, toards of
education and professional educators determine cducaticral pri-rities
after the legislature and the taxpayers have determincd the @ cunt of
funds to bte available. Under the limited educational goal concert,
the legislature and the taxpayers i1eview and approve ine educational
goals and then provide sufficient funds to attain them.

Along with these chrnpes in the locus of the poal-selting
function, hard-pressed taxpayers are challenging the unlimited p;eal
doctrine, Specifically, they are aszing: "How can we tell when
too much is being s, nt on public education?”

Lhis is a question that educators usually have avoidnd.
¥hen an answer was given, it often emphasicedl unmet educaticnal necds,
Such an answer 1is no longer acceptable since there are unret needs
in every phase of Arerican life. To answer the guestion, the teone-
fits of anotler rillion deilars for public schools nust e corpordd
with the tenofits of an additicual million deollars for welfare, for
defense, for jolluticn coat»ol, and so on.

91 ls leads dnevitably to valae juderenis which are always

involv:d wheon iryortant eduazaticnal iscues aro resolved, /Jnd thiz ia
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where the humanists are likely to ambtush the program budgeteers and
“ shavioral objectivists. The ensuing confliet will pit the superior
statistieal skiils of the program budgeteers and behavioral objeec-
tivists against superior rhetorical skills of the humanists. The
cutw.ome is in doubt.

Regretably, this encounter will be based upon the assump-
tion that PPBS and behavioral obieetives are, per se, good or bad
for education. <The truth is, they can be either. The right kind
of each in the right quantities could be just the tonie our ailing

school system needs; an overdose of elither could be fatal.
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ISSUES IN IMPLEMENTATION

Mark R. Shedd

T would like to begin by stating the obvions. Account-
ability in education, parti:cularly in public education. is long
overdue: NWo longer can anyone involved in the education of our
young reople, whether it be the superinterdent of schoo.s, the
district superintendent, the principal, the clsssroaca teacher or
the teacher's aide, be classified as a sacred cowWw--above reproach
and immune from having to prove to the public that he is doing his
Jjob and doing it well.

Accountability may be a tough word for nany educators to
swallow, but I'm convinced that the actuzl digestion of the
accountability process in education will be much less painful than
the first bitter taste. Of course, there is s*ill a question or
two t> be answered; such as, whot is "the accountability process?”

To answer that question, I'd like 10 tak~ a brief look
bacrward at the educational scene since the passage of the
Elementary and Secondary Fducation Act of 1965,

Since then, we have 22 & nation poured billiens of Jjol-
lars into conpensatery educaticn throughout the country. We have
locked Lo the reoults of those efforts and ve have found tetter
schicols, rore libraries, more pararrofessional personnel, higner

}aid teachers and administrators, and higher tax burdens.
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Yet, in the face of all of these improvements, there is
no aajor study that shows at this time any significent improvement
in pupil learning, reduced dropout rates or better teaching. Un-
like profescionals in medicine we are not able tu say that our
clients measurably are better for the effort.

One of the few things we can prove conclusively is that
education can consume large sums of money with few measurable
achievements to show for it.

This record, particularly 2s it is seen through the eyes
of those outside education, raises some pretty basic questions of
azcountability. For instance, Governor Russell Feterson, of
Delaware, speaking before the Education Commission of the States
last July in Denver, put it very bluntly when he said:

"Educators traditionally think in terms of 1inputs--new
programs, more dollars for materials, higher teacher salaries and
the like. We have files, and wastebaskets, full of statistics
about education--how many schocls, how many teachers, how many
strikes and campus revellions.

"In principle, the American educational commitrent has
been that every child should have an adequate education, but when
a child fails to learn, school personnel have all too cften
labveled him 'slow,' 'unmotivated' or 'retarded.' Our schools
rust assure the commitment that every child shall learn...."

Nolan Estes, the superintendent in Dallas, speaxing
before one of Educational Testing Service's previous accounta-
bility conferences, described his own situation by saying:

"Our target had been those schools in which students
were avereging only a half-year's achievement gain for every
full scholastic year. By the time we finiched, we had not ran-
ageC to improve on this sad record; in fact, some of our Title T
schools were worse off in 1970 than they had “een in 1965.

"Five years and five billion dellars after Title I was

rassed,” he added, "We still have not learned how to btreak the

O
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cycle of nnderachievement that sees children from poor homes do
poorly in schooly find poor jobs or ncne; marrv--and then scend
their own poor childrea to school.”

The stark fact remains that, after years of experi-
mentatioh, after spending millions upon millions of dollars, and
after applying some of the most sophisticated technological and
human skill in fhe world to the problem, we cortinue to grind out
thousands of functional illiterates from the ediacaticnal mill
each year.

It is certainly no wonder that the npublic does nct
believe it is getting its morey's worth fram public education and
has begun to beat the drums for accountability.

Yet, there is no magic "accountability' button that one
ran push, nor is there any one segment of the public educational
structure that can bear tue brunt of accountatility.

Traditionally, as Fred Hechinger, education editor of
the New York Times points out, it has been the student who has
been held accountable for his performance in sch>ol. "The class-
roor," Hechinger contends, "has been the tezcher's castle, and
schools have largely escapec the ourden of responsibility for any
lack of student achievement."

Than, with the advent of massive federal remedial educa-
tion programs in the mid-'60s, the fin-er began to point at the
heme as not holding up its share of cducnticral zccountability.

Now, as we embark on the deciwdie of the '70s, it has te-
come the "in" thing to do to make the teucher the whipping boy for
the breaxdown in the educational process. The public, angered by
escalating educational costs, primarily due to lerge increases in
pay eacn year for teachers, has grabbea at the coacept of account-
ability eand is attempting to use it as a whip against teachers.

This I object to very strongly. Aczowiiability should te
a process by which we can show ourselves how to ~nech better and
hew to turn out a better educated child, not as a weapon to teal a

dead horse.
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Accountability will get nowhere, as it most certainly
should not, if it is cast in the punitive sense of saying Lo a
teacher: ‘"Here, you SOB, raise all these kids'® achievement levels
a certain rate or you'll get fired."”

Accountability must involve everyone frcm the super-
intendent of schools to the classroom aide. It must also involve
the parent and business and industry as well. And i% rust involve
processes as well as people.

Terrel Bell, USOE deputy commissioner for school systems,
put the whole matter of accountability in proper perspective when
he told 2 recent ETS ronference:

"Accountability looks at school resource deployment,
materials selection, time allocations, and a host of other school
management practices. Needle~s to say, accountability has many
facets, forms, and faces. It reaches far beyond the simplistic
assertion tiiat it is concerned with teachers and teaching. Wuen
the students fail to learn, the entire system must be iantrospective.”

With this in mind, a look at the experiment in lew York
City involving ETS and the Beoard of Education is most heartening.
Briefly, the lew York Board has contracted with ETS to come up with
an accountability design to define perrormance objectives for toth
students and staff, wit., the ultimate goal of recommending an
administrative structure for an accountability system.

What is heartening is the assurance of everyone concernerd
that the systen will be a positive rather than negative one, aired
not at threatening Job security, but at making it possible for
everyone to do a Letter job.

ith that assurance, the New York teachers union, the
United Federetion of Teachers, has backed the plan. Union President
Albvert Shanker Joired in the announcement with the Board, proclairing
that the eccountability system would "provide the greatest protection
teachers have ever known.'

He explained this ULy saying that successful teaciers would

Le protected agaiust unfair criticisn ty providing proof of their
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effectiveness, while the system would indicate the additional train-
ing needed by ineffective teachers.

I would certainly consider this a workable agreemer*, one
which wculd help dispel the fear among professionals of the word,
"accountability."

Yet, it is ironic that militant teacher organizations who
had spoken so strongly against accountability formulas until the
New York experiment, may themselves have becen one of the reasons
for the accountability clamor.

Traditionally the public has viewed teachers and school
adminstrators as practicing professionals, and has placed a high
degree of trust in the professional judgnent of school personnel,
That, however, was before ccllective bargaining aud teacher strikes.

It was not long before the public, conditioned to the
fact that teachers had chosen to deal with their employers in the
same way employees negotiated witl. large industrial concerns,
tegan to ask: '"What do we get in return?”--in muct. the same way
that corporate management asks how many more or better cars or
television sets will te produced as a result of ithe contract
settlement.

Paradoxically, school rersornel are insisting that the
public continue to trust them as professionals in the same way
that physicians and attorneys are trusted. Just as an example,
few patients would think of trying to negotiate a guaranteed cure
with a doctcr. Rather, we expect the doctor to excrcise sril) and
rrofessional judgrent in treating our ills.

Educators have, however, negotiated a different managerial
ethic than that enjoyed ty other professicnals. It may te a btig
step in the rigrt direction, sinply because the outcome of the
negotiations has been accountability.

But I think I've talked cenough abtout the reasons for
accountability. I'a like now to get, briefly, to three of the
accountability situaticns that have develored in Fhiladelphia.

T™wo involve guarantncd perforrance contracts, ateut which T wen't
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suy very much because I'm sure other speakers at this corference
will delve deeply into this aspect of accountability. The third
involves our own home-grown brand of accountsbility applied to a
district-wide reading program.

For the record, we do have the netion's largest guaran-
teed performance contract under which the Behavioral Fesearch
Laboratories, in return for $600,000, has guaranteed to raise the
reading achievement levels of 15,000 pupils ty one grad: level in
one year's time on a money back basis for every pupil wio dcesn't
rake it. The tests have already been given, and we'll know in z
few short weecks Low we have done.

The other performance contract is with the Westinghouse
Learnim; Corporation, through the nationwide, 20-school district
UoUl vreoject, involving 600 students in reuding and math., Here,
too, we'll know shortly where we stand.

Eut what I1'd really like to talk with you about is our
cight-distriet reading program, invelving all 285,000 studznts in
grades K~12 throughout the city. In assessing our difficulties
with teaching Johnny to read, it became prninfully evident that we
wvere sadly lacking in an adequate delivery system--a system that
would assure a plan's suacess by following a tough, predetermined
zel. of goals and objectives based on a process of accountability.

We tegan to devise this system, in conjunction with the
rersonnel of our eight school districts, by -lanning eight dif-
ferent attacks on the reading problem, each cne geared to rcet the
spccific needs of the children in that district. It did not come
easily.

First, we had to gear up cur research capabilities to
reasure quality by ocutput, rather than input. Educational research
guing back to the '20s always measured such things as expenditure
rer pupil, the nuster ¢f litrary books, dellars spent on teachers'
salaries, and nurlers and s*atistics almest down to the nucter of

wathi bewls per student.,
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Relatively rfew, if any, educational dollars were spent on
charting the output, the actual achievement of the pupils. 7This we
did through the application of standardized tests, snd the results
in Philadelphia, as in all the other major cities across the nation,
were devastating.

To put it bluntly, L0 percent of our students were
functionally illiterate.

Cur first functi»n was to develop and have approved by
the Board of Educsation specific, no-nonsense, system-wide reaiing
goals that would make us eccountable to the pupils, their parents,
and the public for reachirg certain new plateaus of reading achieve-
ment In a given time pericd.

This we did, and the goals are bold ones. I'd like to
girote from the board resolution which set them up.

"By the end of the school year 1275-76, each student
receiving instruction in regular classes will acquire theose vead-
ing skills necessary to adequately fuwiction it school and cociety;
and students in Fhiladelphia will read as well or better "han
students ¢lsewhere,

"It is further resolved that the follrwing indicatcr:
will be accepted as evidence that the goal has been accomplished:

1) All students who leave the Philadelphia schocls at
ace 16 or older shall read on the 8th grede level or above; and

2) The scores of all students rn an appropriate test
¢hnll indicate that the percentage of students who resd at proie
lewvel or atove is greater than he naticnal norm; and

3) A1l children completing the sixth grade shall read
at the 5.5 level or atove."

fdmittedly, in light of past failures, these goals will
te extrerely difficult to reet, to sayv the least. Eut we honestly
feel we can do it.

€

ce the goals wore annfunced, we were faced irmeiiat<ly

B

PR,

with the tarsr of cranving up a nanggenent systesn capable of atlain-

ing ther. In ¢ffect, we sirply bnl to build a botler
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We did, in fact, build a new delivery system, and we hope
it's a betier one, It consists of a technical task groip of reading
experts whose job it will be te ride herd on the entire reading
improvement program; a detailed statement of system-management needs
to be followed; alternative implementation plans %o throw into the
breech uatil we find one that works; and projections of tire, costs,
and resource demands.

But, of course, building thics type of management deliver:
systzm left us with two more problems: We had to develor new skills
and management capabilities within existing schcol system perscnnel
through stafr and leadership developm=nt programs; and we had to
recruit top-level management persons from cutside the school system,
particulurly in previously neglected areas such as dala processing,
planning, budgeting, {inance and research. This, tco, we have
accomplished.

Finally, after undertaking all this extremely complex re-
tcoling, we had to tie it all together if we expceted it to work at
all. 'The thread we nused was accountability.

We were firmly convinced that accountability in a lacge
urban school system tryving to teach chiluren how to read was no
more Aifficult than accountability in a large industiry trying to
recch its own production goals. If businccs can hold its emplovees
accountable for production, and attain .. -cess through that account-
«b11ity process, then a school system sheuld be atle to do the
swne thing.

Cur aceount:bility is a two-wav strect.

The Board and the Surerirtendent not cnly are accountabtie
tn the pablie ror reaching their predetermined reading ¢.als, vut
they are also acconnt iwle Lo treir employees Lo deliver to tuenm the
cayplies, eguipment and adainistrative supyort and xncw how to
aceariplisn tle tasz,

Tn turn, cuch district suporinter dent is rceountatle Tor

support to hiz recding project rmansyger, his principals, and his

O
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teachers, as well as being accouatable to the Superintendent for
producing results in his district.

The principals zre accoantable to their teachers and to
the district superintendent; and the teachers, of course, are
acountable not only to the principals, but alsc Lo the ycungsters
tr.ey are teaching.

It must be understood clearly that the teachers rely on
district and central offine delivery of goods and services in order
1o carry out their tasks. Administrators in charge of delivering
ties compouents are, therefore, acrountable to the teachers.

We hope, obviously, that with all this accountability
o171t intc a new, considerably more sophisticated management de-
livery system, we can, at longz lasi, produce concrete results in
the forr of measurable gains in student aschievement and attitudes.

We have, in essence, -‘stablished a nard-to-reach geail,
handed each individual district the ball, supplied them with tue
very besi coaching pnssible, and told themn to run like hell.

And run they nave. Tne districts have elected to use
more tran W0 different approast. ‘s to reading instruction, consis-
tent with the needs of their individual youngsters.

Besides involving B3L in the guaranteed performasce con-
tract, the districts are working with McGraw-Hill, SRA, Resader
Digest, FDL, Macmillan, Lippin olt, Addison-Wesley, Fandom House,
and mary wore, on varicus ways to teacn reading to children witl.
various needs.

The firms are supplying raterials ana resources right
Srorn prcscrool through high schocl to meet the reeding needs of
the districts. Iletheds range from the traditional to the veldiy
experimental, from multi-lingual progra=s to camputers, from pipe-
linea into universities to sclf-contained units.

It olher werds, we have tried 2o put it all together,
tut «n a step by step, district ty district, school by school,

ciiild vy child tasis., We ar2 using project rmanagement techui jues,

O
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delivery systems, data processing, and just about everything we
could get our hands on--all tied in with accountability.

We agree, as you do, that youngsters should, indeed,
have the right to read. And we agree further that, although
1roper teacher preparation for, and performance in, the inner
city school will continue to be critical measures in determining
whether we reach our goal, we feel strongly that school manage-
ment will have to face up to its share of the burden, get up off
its posterior, and crank up some programs that aren't doomed by
their very makeup before they even get to the classroom.

For this, we must be held accountable.

Yet, through all the birth pains of accountability, and

its attendant pressures, 1 huve su ter, o Glrong fear, that marks
will take precedence over thr kil Lienaelves. James Cass,
educatinon editor of Salurday bovicw, wwe it oup extremely well

when he writes:

"As we focus increasingly on pupil performance as a
measure of teachers effectiveness, il would Le easy to forget the
comprexity of the learning process--tnat individual children are
very diilerenc, that they learn different things at different
ral=s, and that cven the same child learns at a ditferent rate
at different times.

"1f, therefore, the laidatle effort to improve class-

room practice by assessinug teacher and school effectiveness merely

results in placing more intense and sophisticated pressure con the

children to perform, the very principle will ve denied in practice,

for if the conenpt rears anyihing, 1t is that the ultimate
accountability rust te to the children.”
To that 1 would add, "Aren.” And to you 1 would say,

throk you. It's toen a pleasure to address you.

O
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Francis Keppel

In speaking ¢o this topic at olher KIS conflerences, the
late Rolert W. Locke of McGraw-Fill used as a subtitle, "fecountability
Yes, Performance Contracting, Maybe." As his replacement on this
occasion, 1 can both honor his wemory and try to carry out his worz
vy quoting Irom his remarks about performance contracting:
Contrnry to what ycu have read in the papers, I beliecve
that rost education corpanies look upon performance
contracting as an undesirable way of doing business.
Yor companies witl carefully researched programs and
the comyetence Lo train teachers, it is not varticularly
rigky tecuause they kRuow what kinds of results they can
achivve. However, it puts therm in a straigny jacket that
rakes perforrance contrecting less disirable than the
gnrer worn done under a Sicpler contract.  The reascn why
certain comrvanies, §urh oas Ly oown, have resvondol to the
roeecnt surye of hit's iv sirply that tley haoe the (ro-

they can provide the zorvicez, and they are «illing

RERB AN

to take the risk 3o oreer to pet the business. A custorer
is a ooustarer.
It is worth noting thot many large mnd well-run oompanles

scushit Lo win performance contracts, either tocause

they congider the rict too hicsh or sitgply tecuuse they have

recervaticns atout their alility Lo vorformn the roguisite
corviees,
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The companies that are willing to make performance con-

tracts -- and perhaps all education companies -- would

surely agree on these things:

1.

That results in edusation cennot be guaranteed. In
the fall and winter in Texarkana there were scre
misguided claims about programs that could "produce
grede-level inderendent readers and writers by the
end of the first grade"” or some such, dbut virtually
all companies understard that intellectual processcs
cannot be guaranteed in the way that soupmakers

guarantee cleanlinesc,

They understand also the critical importance of
having reliable data around which to construct
contracts. JMore on this point later, but the
lack of sufficient date 1o probably the main
reason why sor> responsible conpanies have been

reluctant to ruike performance centracts.

They also recornize that performance contraets
make more sense for innovative programs than for
contrentional cnes. 1t is bhardly worthwhile for
cither school districts ~r the =ampanies Lo
write such involved apreerento rersly for the
purchase of texttgeoks, It mares rmuch rmore s<nse
for the Installation of canplex new systens of
instracticn for whiech tihe lewnrnis - ervircmnent
will Lave Yo te reorpanized rond tne teaching stafy
retrainei. nis roy le the chidef valve or por-
forrace cratracting, teennse innovstive instruc-
tional procrans are very airficult to instell and
yet hold nueh yrorise for the irprovernent of

cdusation.

cduieation companics hnve

ruch Lhe game penernl views ¢f yrrforrance contractling as

tie

school mysterms that wicgh to Lire ther.
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I believe that Bob Locke accurately reported on the con-
cerns, the hopes, and the uncertainties of those considering
performance contracting. Let me ask you to look at two issues
that seem to me to lie benind conr atiitudes on this aspect »f
"accountability."” The first is related to ptblic policy end the
adoption of programs by jpublic bvodies. The second has to do with
the state of the art of establishing educational objectives and
measuring resulte, To what extent can public authorities and the
private sector rely on our prasent knowledge and techniques?

There are, of course, a geod many other issues that
co.1ld be discussed in this context. Consider, for example, the
probvable irpsct in the decaie 1968-1978 of the fact that enroll-
ment in the elementary schools will decrease by five perceat at
th2 same time that the Cffice of Education estimates a steady

se in costs. Educators and educational compeanies will find

increas

therselves in the sane boat: legislatures and school boards will

want sorme new cxplications for rising costs if the old argoment

of rising numbers cer ao longer te used. Tne best argonent ray

te that rising costs bring tetter processes and better cuality of
learning in the schools. Tne mere fact that school autiborities

are trying out new ways of deing things may be a factor which ray
te helpful in persuading legislatures alrmost regardless of rusults.
Fut it ray also nean that performance centracts will Le in troutle
if the lerislators and the rublic feel that they involve "high'
1rofits, cven thoush the profit mivhe o culte coraonsurate with
tiial accepted for other businessos of corparatl

Cr congider qnoitler rnet: thol tedsy

a very snall part of thelr sneual tudgets Lo purchasing naterinls
and gorvices directly reletod to instructicnal propras fron cutslde
the syster. (ne can argue atout what should te included in this

category, tut I doubl if the jereentage figure ds dikely to rxeeed

P .- A - . 1 e ey -
.0 peresnt 1or snnat, or sorething line IO jeov rupil ey yeoar on

Phe averseso, which is Yo Ye caipascd to averngc per-tupil exponaditures
for all jurposcsd in 1908 of Sonf . In censidering the wisdon of widao-

senle porrormance contracting, trerofors, resyonsitile antherities in
i < ’ ’

Ciacaticn will Peawe Lo te¥e into acccunt the capatility of the

2.
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so-called educational industry tc uvndertake, on any large scale,
nationwide contracting which would invelve a large increase in that
rercentage. Fcor the truth is that the educational companies are

not btig business today. They do not have a large staff of experts
in the management of educational programs, or of specialiste in the
various aspects of schooling. Few if any of them ~ould be able, or
perhaps willing, to mount large-scale, geographically dispersec, and
high quality programs in & hurry, particularly in view of the pns-
sibility of relatively low profit margins. This is especially true,
I think, when one considers the twe factor: of public poliey and

the state o7 the art to which I now ask you to direct your attentiocn.

Guestions of Public Folicy and Legal Authority

We have a deeply rooted tradition that the state has the
cbligation and the duly to providz an educational program at publi
expense. Though the state is the sovereign power in regard to
schuols, much policy-making power has been delegated to the school
boards elected locally. When policy-making functions are delegated
to public officials or bodies, they may not be redelegated to a
private entity. 1In all phasas of performance coniracling from ii»
contents of the Hequest for -roposals to the contract itself, the
btoard must reserve the policy-making decision to itself and delegate
only "ministerizl" tunctions. The dividing line between thene
catzpories is clviously difficult to draw, 2nd so far as 1 rZnow
there are few Judiecial determinaticns to help us with this specific
sut ject, “here are many details to be considered, varying from
state to state lvpending upon the state conztitutions, statutes,
rules, and regulations. o5 leny as tue conlracis are experirentzl
in uature or are to rrecure consntiting services for a distriet,
there ayjjeers to te no legal ctatacle thal annot te overcome.

Perforrance contracts let to date -- ranging from the
Gary contract for taxing over an entire school to contrazts rierely
to irprove the trills of gelected students 1o se ccted subflects --

have nob, so far as I Frew, wet been ehallengeed 1o the corts. It

1erforrsnee contracts tocerme a standard gvazlice, Lowey

surely will threaten the interasts of some creoup wheo well right
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resort to litigation. Your legal adviz rs and counsel for potential

contractnrs can thread their ways through the legal preoblems and

glve appropriate advice so that performance contracts -- of one sort

or another -- cen be legally entered ‘nto; but whethe~ such cenlracis
will neet the objectives of the districis entering inio then remains

to be scen,

Cne likely possibility is that the public contractirg
authority, in order to carry out its policy-making furctions, will
hhave to specify in the contract the procedures, personnel standards,
curriculums, and relations for the social envirenment of the school
so precisely that the yerformaace contractor will in lis "ministerial”
functions have littie reom to move around. State laws and Juaiciel
interpretations may limit the range within which innovative progrars
can b cenducted.  The irony of the situation is at once apparent:
Perforrmarce contracts entered into with Lhe intent of creating
change sid taking advantage of flexible operations may end vp In-
flexitle. Ynis ray nol be what the school syster had in mind as an
cvjective. And from the point of view of the performar.ce contractor
it obwv.usly reduces the attractiveness of the arrangerent from
Loth the protessional and the profitable point of view. Considered
as a long-rauge tusiness possibility, tightly controlled contracts
{(in the sersz of liritution on personrel end rermissible procedures),
wiich may te subjiect Lo anmanl nepctiation or carcellalion, are rol
neecsasarily apyealing, csrecially to a srmall-scrole industry winilceh
would have to spread iteelf across thousands of schocel districts in

whe Unitoed Ctates,

Saestions Related Lot

“

Hov well jerrorrance cazn oactiually e peasurcd is a teocluivnd

lesnue, wol a conpler wd sericas one at that. Gtandardiced tests,

like ars otloor mescuring deviecs, are subject to error of reassuroront,

Dicderd, it dv @ far oprestsor redntive orror of measurene U oton that

uonn iy fonnd fa o the sncincerine field Srepowhich perfocmance con-

Cracting haz teon verr we i, Lne conscquence of this lasye erver of
reastreoment is bt Snobividuals woo bewve Uoen chosen Loocouzo tin

scorywd lew onoa tretelt hiroer roovery pocl ehaice of scoring dnpressively
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higher on a correlated posttest even if little real lcarning has
Luken place. In the gusence of true experinental control groups or
longitudinal measurement, regression toward the mean may work to the
advantage of the performance contractor, if not the student.

There is strong pressure currently to use criterion-rercrenced
tests in place of standardized norm-referenced tests as measures of
performance and achievement. These have the attractivencss of com-
paring = student's perrormance witl, a seemingly objective standard,
instead of with the performance of other students. 'hey alsc are
likely to be more specifically tailored to the objectives and content
of particular units of instruction than are most standardiz.:d tests.
But there is nc guarantee that a criterion-referenced test is any
less subject to skill sampling errors than standardized “ests, and
eventually the standard of satisfactory performance on a criterion-
referencad test depends on somcoue's judgrent of what is acceptaple
or desirable. 'Who shall make the judgment? Certainly not the
terformance contractor.

I do not for a meoment intend that this brief excursion
into a few of the lechnical intricacies and uncertainties of lesting
obscurce z very recal need. Qur equcational s stcn has been ineyni-
table in its distribution of resources to develop human potential.
It has acted selectively on racial and eccnomic bases. Hopefully
cne thrust of acecountability is the intention to redresc thet

selectiveness, T would Loje that in the process we Jdo everytrings

tozsible to cssure that our oljectives, rrocedures, anid
are what they purrort to te: genuine credentials to educaticnai,

sorial, and economic mebdility, wod not terjorary passrorte To o4

later, more trapic letdown,

.

v coneclusicon on the techniceal issus at this roint is

that the standardized tests rust te used at some zoint —- they're

+

‘he best we have at the rormont -- tut thats the criteria or satis-
fuctory p(orforcacies in a jerformence contract need the reat caroful

djentieon, and 1retatly shodd inclvie follew-p rmeasurses Loyond

life of a yrojoct or prooras.

The dreue of transfernlility gets Lo the Leosrt of e

Surctions of porformance contractin,s.  Lhe Unrnoeyr Dunce
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on2 that we hear much about, and the one that in many respects makes
the most intuitive sense. It includes elements of installation,
demonstration, and training. The contractor thus is apt to be (or
should be) particularly interested in the cantract planning process.
Who is involved? How did they becuic involved? What is the long-
range plan? What action is being tnken that gives some assurance
that the school intends to commit itself to adopting the new progran
1 it Is =uccess™l?

Az far as I know, the turnkey function of perfor :ance
contracting has yet to be shown to occur. And, in ny opinicn, if
it does occur it will be to a large extent unpredictable, given
the present state ol cur knowledge and techniqgues. AL the very
least it will be rontingent ugon success of the centract, and
results of even the current wave ar2 not in yet.

I am not trying to lead to the propositicn that I ree
no prospects for transferability. The point I want to make Is thut
it is extremely important for both tie school and the contractor
Jointly to think through the role pe: formance contracts are really
suproscd to play in the plans wnd profrwus of the school, and to
develop means of providing a continuity of good resvits. fThe
roint indeed leads to another issue, that of feasibility.

There are questions of feusibility from the viewpoint
of ti.e contructor, the sciiool, and toth together.

Feasitility feor the contractor is, I think, larpelyr o
ratter of his porsennel eapratilitiecs, end of how ruch le knows
sbout his jraduct (tooks, wachines, syll-li, tuchniques, and so cn)
-- what they cwn do, with whem, wal wnder what conditions.  And
this will of coirze iepend in larre part on how well they have teen
tried ol and evaluatsd.  Trite os it sounds, if the centracter docs
nol have cxtoncive aad relialis performance data in his files, bLe
i5 ecourtinge nasty surprises.  Feth school and centractoer necd to

revicw svidence of expected jporrommance carefully ond fnopood failh

b fore entoring into o mprooment.

feasitbility Drom the peint ol view of Lhe gcheol

Inrcely In Duthare Lterms. Ctvieasly the school




fiscall, althcugh it may suffer a time luss with & performance con-
tract if the project doesn't work. 1he questions are: Dnoes the
schenl have the ability to follow through with successful projects?
Does i1 have iz plenning know-how?  Doco it understand what it may
tare to adopt and supprort the program?

Fart of this future aspect of feasibility concerns the
time peoiod of the contractor's respensibility. For major reredial
rrograms, vhich I take the current larger contracts to be, a few
yuurs are probably enough to show that immediate performance results
can be cbtained. But it is nol enough to show that they can b2
raintained. And it may well not be enough to explicate why they
care aboul, despite the contractor's brechures and the school's
regort to the public. I think both school and contractor tave a
responsibility to seo. thal there is sufficient evaluation to marke
it reasonably clear what the important reascns for success rost
likely are, and one necessary condition for tnat is time. Tet
school boards may not legally te able to contract for the neccisary
long tire reriod because of their iravility to Lind their succes-

sors in office.

Come Tentative Conclusicns

1. The dividing line Yetween policy raking and nminia-

terial functions is now furzy. I and as it bocones

roore sharply defined, there s u3q

iLility thnat
rerformance contracts ray lose the advantoge of the

ig arpued to te

Lhedr preatoo b ootlron i,
o, The education industry todar {s neitieor Tarce wnows

ner crynble of zafficiontly widospread poographbical
Hsjeraefan Lo meunt a0 arpe-soauc jrogran of pov-
formanies contracts,  Felatively Teow conpanicr hinve

G corlined eapatilities and cxporionee to Lracile

PYoorens i ivins teacheer Aralining, o

volopronty cvaluntion, ool Infermation syatere, Lo

.

v Ahey liredy o to deve lep sl enpatilitios onon

farye: coeale 10 Lae 1
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The state of the art of setting educational objectives
and of measuring results is insufliciently de&elo;ud
to assure responsible public authorities that they

can at once turn sith confidence 1o & massive us: of

performance contracting t» solve their problems.

Present practice and legal restrictions make lon,-
term contiacts difficult to achieve. Yel fthe state
of the art would seen to require such lergth of tire
Lefore public authorities can be conlidznt that ‘ney

are acting in the public interest.

From these considerations I can only concluds that por-

formance contracting is still in the research and development stase,

and chould Te so considered Ly both public authorities und the

education industry. Too ruch should not Le promised, nor should

the

rolitics.

oe

We have a leng tire ahead to sort out the aspecis of

discarded too hastily for reasons of current education:zl

public educavion that can safely and wisely be entrusted to the

irivete cector, and these that can not. The state of the art’

cow.sels ecantdion, and the state of public educaticn susgeste ro-

straint on

Yerforrance tontracting, Magyte,
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focountabllidy, Y5,
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Jares E. Allen, Jr,

ACCODNTARILITY -- WHO PUSHE

Ladies anc Gentlenzy -- wolcorme Lo

Accountability Bavdvwaron!

What 1 want to know is, are we hLoere

latest rmedicitne show or are vwe here as real vhysicians, secs

o

new cure:

Are we o fust paxing bic Lalk to s-11

N

that will sooti.: -nd comfort ot won't reasly

are we seriousiy Lr-winge a onew worder drusct

Certainly, tire 11lls and 1107 leme

sonecthing more lhan norere soothing syrur, and the real

2 owe just tryine to rane the schoels

b

The snseer to “his zoeesticn dies,

anotihoer question: Wi aecountobility ne

Lz g ratter of logle, aceountalility should a2l

Yoeon s rajor factor in oducaticn -- and of eoourse,

Irnered ~- tut too orten 14 has btern Lit o
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might as well go home and forget the whole thing, for such a basis
for accountability can all too easily distort its purpose and limit
its usefulness,

. Certainly our school] systems want to win back lost
confidence and gain more support, and accountability is the bLest and
surest way to accomplish this. But suc. a result will he atlzined
only if accountability has as its aim genuine improvement and the
elimination of deficiencies that can stand as justification of
confidence and increased suvpport.

Unfortuna’ elv, in the minds of too many, accountability
has much too much of a public rela*ions orientaticn, aud this could
te fatal -~ destroying the potential of one of the most nopeful
develoymenis in education, and making it just another of those
cyclical fads that seem to sweep through the educational world,
causing great cormmoticn tut leaving things little changed alfter
their rassing.

Accountability is more often than not considered in the
narrow sense of assessrent and measursment rather than in its breader
arnd mofe definitive meaning of being responsible and lisble. Thus
defited, the quusticn tccores: respensivle to whor?

If we accert the rremise that the gchoole tuoleng to the
poaple —— the rremise upen which our public school vrstem tas teen
pveloyed —= then the answer is obvicusly the jublic.  Fut what I8
Lhoe putlics

Is it society as o wholed It hnus penorallys Leon aecepled
“hab the cducation systorm serves all of sceiety Uy produciag valuntle

rirrz, ard this serviee vncompasses everything from tralving pocrle

I

1o .o pood citizens, to teactuing them useful skills, to raking it
poonible for eseh individusl to reach self-fulfilleent,

o

13 it the *axparerst Lere the responsibility seems very

clesr. Ghe t suppertz the schoolt and doserves the assurnnce
that nis lnvestrent is Worthwhile,  The cencirn Lere conerally o isoLnnd
e zchocls le run o efficient s ami “hat the Lax 112l te nol Loo frent.
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s it the porents? Ol

theldr ~hildren, and by this they usually menn Lot tpoey oxpcoon e 00
children 1o be zble Lo perticiypats effectively In roviobs s o e
prepared Lo make a living.

Is 1t the studentsy  Ulis 1s tue most dirpeol oot Lol o
difficult resperaivility, for the school pust deuw’ witho the win. Tavs
of consideriug and satisfying the needs and intereots of totn the

present student and the future adult.

Coviously, the concept of accountability as regponciil

is a very comylex onz, and the schools cannot bLe conslidered =g

accountable in any simple serse to any one groul. Bul ¥hateyoer o

of the whole may le in mind, the essenee of coneern is nob Wilh nelns

2 -

:nd reans of accountability tubl ratner with the matier of rosrorsive-

ness.  Certainly, then, crucial in the cbjectives of neccountaiil!

is an increased resyonriveness of the cducaticonal R IS NRRTE
whort it is suppesed Lo serve,

Wiio then influcnces the systent To whnat jre o e
schiools respond:

Students, parents, and taxpayers have the influwncs of
conswmer and provider.  A¢ consurers, there is 1lttle i it

beyvond individnal and orranidv2d jrotest snd po

rolicy. As providers, the rost effective action is the

of withtioldiny funds, witn too little crrortunity to dict
between reasoens of tax Lurder and fiscaticfretion witih zohool
rerforrance.

gaion as & wueole ivo of courde - Lermiousl Y

wne e luecaticn jrofe

influentinl., Jeachers ersanization ccoutrascts irovisicns nlo

ind workiny conditicns. ihe jrof

soverns the aceorvditing o
¢ ¢ :

-eneies.  Eduln

Jotuics onmert psrest influwnce on ciate and fodornl deeiclaticn,

Jehools of cducation proyare fhe teoachers anad VI vl

e schooley thororre alzo vy oof thooe dnootate an o Tt

cineaticnal age L Lreanisnstlong sl oan Lo AR T, LTS and danTa
: e : I wied P BERUPRG S EEEETERN

taye ned ioenvicte constotor noies el wield tyeroinaotit polataeal pote
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Local woards of cauecaticrn nave toe roecpenciviiity e
the irmediate cporation of the sehouls, fod toele polior oo [N

a0
ionhap o

O e
WOy

witiiin the . mits nf ot te ana Toders:

policies cad relationshiys to the profescicong In daree mens

determine the nature of local edurcaticnal o jortuniti.
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rerformance.

“he federal povernment vecausv of the nuature suoad Totpe ol
present conditicns and trends in cducation iIs msguwmii, o omacio von
dirvet and influential role,

Areng all theze interests bearing upon the scnnnlo,

sxing to influcnce thelr prriormance, Woere is Ll pucho thet el
aetiont  Wiere is the feece Chat ean make accoantabililiyon WO LT

i povernment and tie profoetcicn,

of exerting

L5 urederectimeto thr vy oriance of the public

e tublin has to Lecams oo foeressive ohnd anrelontings lno 1ns

orfortane. uooa reasure of auality.

.

cnn have only a Jimited rolo. Lo

A trenisine ote por the Tuture of Stroager and s
1unlic coreern foroeducttlon is the increasing lntercat or [

a

worh it for change Wwililn the coownd in painives creator 2o

[t was Lirhly encourngcin s toore to have aoctudent ob arensoion

sult ro larl weeok on thes Dresitidlty of creandcsing aonn :

voverent inogurport of odlout.en. What lettor proup s
irive for occcw.tati oo cnoourace fuch o neverentoand
nrpe a1l cone rned o otave part . ool cnly can e powy brines
the dncichte of drrediate «apeelenor 10 2oy can also seyve as a

conctte b reritiicd oIt Gu e prodact mndonol tir procnse Luos

O
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Fut ewven with the newevivoae exceredse of thoelr ;oo Lo
tublic can ondy deserve and demnnd action —-- povernront f.e
profucsion have Lo provide 1t uad toe real jush rast cono Sran

th.

@ sources,
1t cannot be Just pentle pushing or polite nucyine.  For
ton long a kind of protective ypussyfooting, both in poveripaont ol
the profession, has characterized efforts to tring atout reel change
in cducation,  In seeking Lo avoild stepping on sensitive Loon, we
have teo often succeeded in rrotecting the prof

of the children and youth -- o true silw:nt raio

was one, just now Lepinnine to raise its volco: Loosidr

In a troad sense, the cducational rosgponsivilities oF
govermient at the state and fedeal levels gnd those of the poiro-
sion divide, with ¢ int zracting and ~verlagping, 1nto that of
the responsibilivy of povernrent dor erealing thoze ~ontitl oo o
which joed tducasion cun flourish and hat of tne jrof zsicn fo:
rrodueing food educaticn within tloge corditions,

The ability of state and Tederal governrents to oot
cordivions favorable for pood education will te freatly shianetos

ty bhores actionz whicl, ciouad te drrediately potlon wnds S
rivet 13 w complete overtaul of the palterns of zebhool fineooo. dn-

volving at iie federal level o corlination of concolidated

¢1d aids and of Lromdls tased general ald,

tien tansis, and, at the state Tevel, afoum

or substantially all, of the Joonl costs of elerantc
cucat lon.

Phe seeocnd deals witho structure, At the fudoral devel
caucation shouldd te elevaet-d Lo beractment zeatay with oo Oulln -

Teomd Ueoorety and norotional odviscry coweil.

Depyratront ronyn would cnsure the sharyper feoiz of g

vigibility and higher statn , snd a4 advisery countil woeuld yrovia

e ocprorbundty for oo nivesscyr of eduostion s cencerar,y anhoariore i

Cootioan rolitiod 4 o5pec0iad

N N

Ly oarcbes bnfbweencs ol

nioresty

o

«
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Tr.e council should be v.partisan with its nembers

appointed by the Fresident for staggered terme of sufficient length

to prevent excessive dominance by any one President or political

pavty.  Tts basic role sheuld te advisory, not administrative. As

an established body, not tied to the four-vear election cycle, it
could provide a continuity that could help to mitigate the disruptions
of changes in Administration. It could enlighien the nation by
making an annual report to the President and the Congress on the

state of education. T*%t could act as a conscience for the people of

the country by both reflecting and arousing concern for the weli-beling

of edaucation.

At the state level, a strengthening of structuve is
cosential, As the states are now organized and maaged, they are.
in varying degrees, anprerarcsd Lo encompass the expanded dir nsions
of their educational task or to deal with the broadened concepts that

n-w define their 1o0le. 1huz, vach state must examine its own

capabilities and undertake, to whatever degree may te nec2ssary, an
overhaul of its arrangserents for the governance of educat/cn Ex-

randed federal support tor cducation should incorperate ircentives

for redernization of state eduncaticn structures,

The third action required to aid government in ius re-
sponsivility for creating the conditions ror good education is =
systermatic program of rescarch and development. his aim would Le
substantially furthered by Congressional enactrent of the legislation
establishing a Lational Institute of Educaticn, proposzed last year
v the Iresident.

Ghviously an adegunte discussion of these actlons woull te

ceehv in itself, tut I cite them bLecause they are essentizl to

full effectivener. of the govermmental role in accountsbility,
Despite the widespread intevest fu accountatility, I doubt
tiat iU wiil advance ¢ omny Yarce scale Lo the acticn frase without
.

the dcternined Jesdersidy and carstvartive, feoalined Lelpr o state

co0i Teleral povernoento in toln wvarE oandd roanl.

)
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vovernment must assist in developing and making available

t.

te technigque and instruments of account«bility. Government
financing of educrtion must recognize the n=ed for accountability
and use the power of the purse as levera.s to encourage -- indeei,
wliere necessary, to require -- accountability.

Within the profession there is growing support for
aceountability, but as is too often “he cese, it comes primarily
from those who are already produective, with support lackirs vherc
accountability is most needed.

ihe resistance to accountability is undzrstandable. In
the minds of many, it sets ap on image of excessive testing and
reasurenment, inimical to initiative end imagination. It implics
criticism, renerates defensiveness, and leads to a kind of
rass-the-vuck attitude.

/o accevtance of accountability requires a perspective
that recosnizes Lhe indivisibility of education and concentrates on
its purpese.

This kind of persyective har tecorme inereasingly difficult

5 the rurters to be dealt with, and the expanaire dimensions and

j)

cnaracter of oducation, have vrroduced an nduse concentration uron
tht parts rather tuan the wohole.

Lespite the vast machinery £ the systenm, Lowever,
education’s purpose is still simple -- the deveicpment of the
intellect wid the discovery and encour pement of abilitiers and
talents. In attenrpting to achieve thic purrose on such a larse
seale, cach of the varicus parts of the enterprise has itself te-
curie 86 irfonse as Lo ferand a degree of attention that excludes,
or rakes very dirficultl, a zonstant mindfulness of its place within

thor wnole.

Thic kind of ecmyarimontalivation end particularizaticn
of focus, this concentratlion on uarrew sel/ -interests, rast le

Aiscourmes i for thev act to destrey the ceneeried approach of all

=

corponents of the ayster that is required for rofors and
change -- for accejtunce and wiartaticon to e coneopt as tasic ana

far-reaching -~ and Loy ful -- as accountatlli

W.
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In relation to this point, I rcad with much interest tlhe
HNew Yorw Times report of a speech by Buckminster Fuller, deliverc
last week at a meeting of the American Association of Museums, in
which he said: "We have so many specialized atilities we can blow
ourselves to pieces, but we have no ability to coordinate ourselves.
I see our society as very powerfully corditioned by its reflexes,
with very, very tight ways of functioning. And that is dangerous
-- so dangerous that if man does not stop thinking locally and make
the grade as a world man we may not be able tu continue on this
planet." The news report continued -- "Citing the need for
'synergism,' thinking in terms of the whole rather than its pa»ts,
Mr. Fuller urged the develcpment of more Lgona:do—type men, wWho

could think in such terms."

More synergistic thinking within the profession can be &
strong aid Lo a widespread acceptunce of the necessity of accounta- ‘il
bility.

By this time, if there was ever any ¢oubt in your ninds, it
rmust be obtvious thut I believe the accountability bandwagon is on the
rove Lecause ‘.ccountability is the most promising cure fcr many of
vducation's rosi, serious ills.

The rublic to whom accountability is due is becoring more
znd more aware of this possible remedy and is also much more
sophisticated and able to detect any attempts to substitute more of
tie same old brew in new bottles.

The respensibility for prescribing this reredy and for
retting it into action rests primarily with government and the
rrofession -- and if we fail now to follow through, to make accounta-
tility a reality, the resulting loss of confidence and withholding of
suppert will make the present doubts atout the effectiveness of our

schools 1ook like a veritable avalenche of appreobetion.

O
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THE RO LE CF EVALUATION

IN ACCOURNTABILITY

flenry 8. Dyer

AND VICE VERSA

Three events in the history of American educaticn iliuminate
some of the more important roles that evalustion must play in any

system of educational accountability.

I

Tne 1irst event occurred in 1647 when the Great =nd General
Court of the Massachusetis Bay Colony enacted “hat the history books
vefer to as the 0ld Deluder latan Law.l This, you will rerembor, was
a law that sought to toil the designs of the dovil by insistins that
cvery child in the Colony bte taught to read ana write. It ncld ench
town accountable for providing this instruction ocut of it:s oww
funds. And it backed up its mandate with an annusl fin~ of five
pounds to be levied on any town thet failed to comply.

One reason, no doubt, that the Puritan Fathers were able
to get away with this high-hendcd irfringement on local autonomy
was ihat there was general agrcenent in those aays on the ends and
means of education. All children rust be taught to read so that
they ceuld have direct access to the Seriptures and thereby have on
¢t ide cuancs of avolding eternal darnaticon. Cne of the major
problerms in edieati o these days is that poople are not all that

clear and convinced atout the ends il reans of ediucation.

“2.,
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One reason for ihis state of affairs has been suggested
ty Lawrence Cremin:

"...too few educaticnal leaders in the United States are

genuinely preoccupied with educational issues Lecause

they have no clear ideas about education... They have
too often been managers, facilitators, politicians in

the narrov sense. They have been concerncd with build-

ing buildings, balancing budgets, and pacifying parents,

but they have rnot been prepared to spark a public de-
bate about the ends and means of education."d

Another reason for the fuzziness about ends and means is
that educational goals as commonly formulsted by educational
rhilosorhers have tended to be cast in such sweeping generalities
and remote ideals that they have left school veople at a loss to
use them meaningfully for assessing the actual cn-going operatious
of their institutions. This statement is not intended to denigrate
the efforts of educaticnal rhilcsophers. fthelr ideas are a neces-
sary, if neglected, ingredient of the process by which usable foa’s
can te defined and applied in concrete instances. but they ave conly
the teginning ol the process; the gulf tetween the expression of
rducational ideals and any rractical measure of their realization
is so wide and deep that few if any working educators have teen
atle to find their wayv across it.

The educalicnal oratory s;eca¥  of goals like "self-
tulfillient,” "responsivle citizenship,'" and "vocational effective-
ness;" the assessrment of scheol efficiency in specific cases
ususnlly depends on such measures as retention rate, college-golng
rate, average daily a“tendance, and perforrance on reading tests.
Wnether tuere are any raticnal connecticons between the nunters and
the siognng is a matler that is yarcly ceonsidered. The assurption
zeers to te implicit, rer instance, tha' the longer a youngster
stays in sctocl, tle greater vwill te his chances of self-fulfillnent,
cr that the hipber hic readiyy score, tie pore likely that ke will

tecore a regpongitlie citizon.  Put such mesurpticns sre Jeft Jarpely

ad o dn opartd
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the answer to the all-inportant question, "Accountable for wi
left hanging in mid-air.

Thercfore, one important decisive role that cvaluation
mist play these days in any educational accountability cyctem, whiokn
is not designed solely to find scapegoats to assumgse our collective

tional goals und cbjectives, so that we can bezin to et sore definite

ard agreed-vpcl ideas of where we want the schools to be taking ug

as well as our children, and what we think the priorities cusht to Lel”

Cver the years there have been some promising cfforts In

coping with this problen of goal-setting at a practical lewvel, bub =

Zot still remains Lo be done if the community sorved by tue cchools

is to vecome as deeply and significantly involved in the proo

o

it rmust be Ir the notion of accountability is to make any crore at

all in shaping ¢ lucation to fit the individual nreeds of Lne jurils

o

s well as Lae nceds of the troubled society thet they arc olng

*

o inherit.

11

Tne nert Historical event, I1Yustrat

the accountability doctrine in education, ocourred e arly 300
vears after the enactient of thce 014 Leluder Zaten Low -— in 19220 to

Looexact, Inig is a vit of rercennl bigtory, for 1t was in 1070 that

I had ry own first Lrawrmatiec exjericace of teln;: held pr
sccountable as a teacher., [ was in ry first job teacniiy sonloer
Be-lishe I ohind one varticularly wear student whose yarenta were
tound tnd determined that he should be choe-bored into n oertain
orestige rollege that I firmdy teliewved was well teyond Lic vnpabil-
1

ities. My rrinciyal jave re to unierst od in no uncertsain terms thaty,

o for scving

ror ry rart in this rrocess, I was %o te held =ccount

cara cxan In Pogclish

to It that the Yor pasfel the old strle Collepe

At o lovel that wonld rake Lomoadniscitle to the collepn his parents

hizd chozen for Li . ite dr, Hea'jon was tbat {7 the il d to
wwnl of raoeontract would te dnodoutt . Inogherr o

Coaehoer was o be evalunatod) ot least dnopact. o
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Eack in the '30's the Colleye Eoard exams ~- unlice those
of today -- had passing scores wnich werds dcofined in terms of per-
formance criteria laid down by the examiners. Today, I suppose
tnose old-fashioned exams of forty years ago, with all their pre-
sured faults, would nave probtably qualified as "criterion-referenced
tests." It is curicus how history -- even in testing -- seems to
te repeating it '=1f.

In any -~ase, what did I do to prove my accountability in
that situation? How did I go about getting students to meet the
criterion set up by that old-time criterion-referenced test in
Frnglish? T did what many other high school teachers were dolng in
those dayvs. 1 crammed rmy students on all the ¢ld College Board
exam gquestirns of the preceding ten years, filled the kids up with
canned lhieres so that they might appear to write profoundly, thousrh

rossibly a Lit dirrelevantly, on any topic that the examiners might

up, and ground the standard literary classics into their

heads wntil they were thoroughly sick of thanm.

Fy co doing T fulfilled my otligation and ry contrzct

rerowed. oW >zt student passed the English entrance =x:o

flying coleors. Ee was admitted in Septemter 1930 to the cnlle

)]
e
o
T
5
e
1

nis yarents ad cheosen.  He flunked all of »~is rmid-sere
Licns in Loverbor 1930, and was fired shortly thercafter. By noo-
ings ryn v iiation under the narrcew definition of teacher account-
woility then provailisg 1 had succeeded in proparing thne stulent to
tecure a failure in college.

What dues tiis episode supgest sbout the vrole or o lwe

tion 1 s oaccountauility sysvem? It suppests that i0 the cyoto
{s to work Lo the taonefit rather than the detrire ot of the reoun
ooprle who o Lo school, we rurt te coatirually otoorvin o
syvnluatine the side-eoffects w01 thie atior-crirectls uf wi ot yces on
in elmasrocrs,  Ter If, brothe preersons we emplow, W feach 1=
dren to pass tects at the expense of learning lo hinte tne st ject
in wnich we tegt thery or Lo hate the whole Lden o Do ing, it
zeers Lo re wo doefenl the whole yurpose of eduecation ~nd 1ail to
Cea s

Lemselves

VY

O
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The armarientarium of educalional and psychological measure-
ment contains a good many instryuments of various types for evaluating
students' attitudes toward learning, toward themselves, and toward
one another. Admittedly these instruments are still pretty crude.
The state of the art in ‘he measurement of attitudes, values, and
the like was summed up by David Krathwohl snd his collatorators in
these words in their book on educational objectives in the «ffective
domain:

"...we cite many techniques Tor appraising such cbjectives,
tut we are fully aware of the tact that ruch must be dene
before the development of testing technicues in the affec-
tive domain will reach the rather high state of clarity
and precision which is now possitle in the cognitive
domain."

Neonetheless, if, as w¢ have been saying 411 alcong, ihe
schools &sre to be concerncd about ithe development of the whole
child, we nad better make judicious tut regular use of the btest of
these technicues. Fe it ncted, however, that such tech:riques
shiould nct, in my view, te used as a basis for evaluating the
children therselves. They should te used, rather, as a tasis for
caming as clcese as rossible to evaluating the full irpact that
seilcoling may be having upon the Tives of the children. Insofar ag
schiools fail to do their best to se2k out this kind of evaluative
information about themselves regularly and routinely they are
failing to te accountatle in any educutionally acceptat. o svise of

the word.

II1

e third historic date in the developmeant of the prin-
ciple of accountatility in educaticn was spril 1905 -~ tie Adate
when the rlerentary and fecendary Fdueaticn A2t was sirned into
law. Yeou »ill rocall that clauses 5 ard 6 “n Coetien 205 {a) of
Lhe oripginal Aet provided thint preocedures te adopted for snruslly
evaluating progrars desirned to reet tL? nceds of educaticnally

derrived children and that the evaluative data aceruing from tlesc
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procedures were to be incorporated in annual reports from each local
education agency lo the state education sgency and thence to the
federal governmcut.5 .he purposé of course was to try to account
for the incremental e -ational benefits thnt the federal dollars
were buying, and it is this aspect of the evaluation/accountability
equation that is understandably uppermost today in the minds of many
taxpayers and their representatives on school boards and in legisla-
tive bodies.

In view of the agonizing fiscal crises ir so many school
districts, this is, of course, a legitimate and urgent concern. It
is a concern, hovever, tnat generally has overlocked the difficult
problem of providing the needed evaluative inforrmation. The authors
of one intensive study of the early functioning of ESHA have said
that "when ESEA was in its first weeks and months of inplementation
... the infrastructure of systematic program evaluation was either
monexistent or wvcefully primitive." Anyone who has kept up with
attempts to evaluate ESEA programs -- particulariy Title 1 programs
-~ in the last six years knecws that this statement is still largely
true, in spite of some noble erforts to lick the protlem. /L least
rart of the reason is that there are still nowhere near enough
reople cut there in the schocl districts who know how to put a de-
rendatle anid reaningful evaluation gprogsram together -- one that is
carable of genuinely and dependsbly relating educaticaal tenefits
1o ¢ducational costs, and this desvite numerous atlerpts to applyr
to the educational enterprise such apjcasing noticns as cost-
effectiveness, vlanning-prograrming-tudgeting, manngerent infeorra-
tion systers, and the like.

Ee all this as it may, it secems to me that th2 rost
irjortant asject of Section 205 of ESEA is not that it =p; :arci to
held local schicel systers accountable for making educatieonal exyenii-
tur2s jrodvee a reassurable pay-off in ruril lesroing.  In point o
fact it did rnething of the kind. If you real the originnal act care-
fully, »you come to realice that all it called for was rerely o
rendering of an accountiag -- an eveluaticon, If you vill -- of whet
was going on in Gitle I prograrms and how well they were worsrings., Tne

tig erjlasis was, arnd £4i11 is, on ctlective and accurate annursl

47’
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reports on how the educaticnal process is functioning on behalf of
students and how much money is being sp2nt in the effort. This is
a type of annual renort that had never been produced bLefore and, to
my knowledge, has not been produced yet. We may know how much we
spend on textbooks, on teachers' salaries, on busing, on food ser-
vice, and so on, but we still do not know how to cost out a progran
in elementary scnool reading, or high school science, or Lealth, or
whatever in such a way that we can actually isolate tne costs of
each program per se and relate those costs to the children's growth
in reading competence, or their love of books, or their physical
well-teing.

When you put the problem of rendering an accounting in
thile wayv, you may well tegin to wonder whether the problem, like
that of squaring the circle, can ever be solved. It sugsests that,
in approaching the question of how to render an accounting of what
is going on in an educa*ional system, there is a real question of
how far the accountability concepts that may be useful in the con-
trol of industrial systems can be applied to schoel systems. For
the przduction of learning ani hiuenan “avelopment is hardly anala-
fous to the producticn of soap or cat food or spnce vehicles.

Moreover, the measurcment problem in cach case is just
abtout as different as it can e, In trying to aciaieve wccurate
reasurenent of the Inputs and outputs of the industrial enteryrise,
one is concerncd with raking the wman facto.s in the reasurerment
1rocess as small as porsivle, and in rany orcas the instrumontaticn
for tiis vurrese tac tecore remarkably automat®? and efficlent.

In the rearurcerent of the cornivive and rsychosocial functioning of
siudents, however, the hurman facteors are the very esience of what we
sro trying to reasure and evaluate. Conscguently, when w2 spean of

reasuring such lawran gualities as probvlen solving in mathberatics, or

teopher =, or vocational aspivations, we ere syoaxing of
a jrecesgs thet s vastly aifferont from thol of reasaring Jlectric
1ower outiut, or the noize level in conruniecation lines, or tne
trajectory of A rnissile, Iniced the difforence is sc preat that an

atanic seie tist concerned with reasuring the spoed of electrone cnee
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suggested to me that we should probably drop the word measurement
altogether when dealing with educa%ional and ;sycnological phenchena.

He may well have been right, for I suspect that much of
the misinterpretation and over-interpretation of test-score data
that bedevils so much educatiocnal thinking stems from the failure to
realize that the metaphor of the yardstick, or the chronometer, or
the ammeter, or vwhatever is a wholly inappropriate metaphor when one
is trying to evaluate pupils' development and the educational pro-
grams and envivonmental conditions that affect it.

I do not intend the foregeoing to mean that, in some
appropriate sense, the measurement of pupil performance is a hope-
less or futile endeavor. Quite the contrary! Furthermore, such
measurement 1s indispeusable if we ever expect to render a raticnal
rather than a purely in%ultive accounting of how schtcols and school
systems are doing. But the rendering of such azcounts in education
is not likely to be viry sound or instructive if educational

decision-makers think that assessing the quality of human learning

and development is on all fours with measuring the quality of widgets.

Iv

To recapitulate .»iefly at this point, what sort of per-
spective on the evaluaticn/accountability equation do the three bits
of history provide? Firsct, the Puritan Fathers who wrote the Clé
Peluder Law were so sure of their educaticnal objecuives and the
reans Yy which they were to bte attained that they were able to get
away with helding every school discrict accountstle for providing a
yarticular tvye of instructional service. They did not, however,
concern themselves with the evaluaticn of thie effects of the instruc-
tional service provided, since they assumed that that ;ould ne taken
care of by more remote reang c¢u the Day of the Last Judement. They
were apparently sawnre of the jpossitilities of cvaluation as a
form of self-correcting feedback.

Fack in 17230, I was held nccountable ror rrcducing a cer-
tain single measiratle resulty and vy that result ry performance

was evaluuled. Irere was, bowever, no ctligation vyon re Lo accounu
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foi the means by which I obtaian the result. fThe feedback was sure
and swift, but it was what Norbert Wiener would have called defec-
tive feedback inasmuch as it included no information on any side-~
effects or after-effects my tcaching methods may have been having
on the student.T

ESEA liclds school districts accoitntable ror rendering an
accourting -- that is, f . providing &n evaluation -- oJ) the effects
of the programs being federally funded, Lut %t says nothing alout
any punitive action that might be taken if the hnped-for results of
the programs uare not forthconing., That is, it calls for effective
evaluative feedback -- which incidentally It has not yet be2an able
to get in any comprehensive way -- but it does not specify how
the feedvack would be used if it were obtainable,

In looking back over thrse three aspects of the relz of
evaluation in the evaluation/accountahility .quation, c.e gets
the Tecling that something is missing and that that something is
to Ve supplied by a reversal of roles. In addition tc thinking of
the role of evaluation in an accountability sy<tem, one nesds to
think also of the reole of accountability in ar evaluation system.
Winich is to say that if educational evaluation programs are to
serve any useful educalional jurposc, then those who support ana
manage school systems must te rade accountable in three ways: (1)
for sceing to it that the >valuative infe-mation the programs rro-
vide is as good as it ecan te, {2) roi seceing to it that the inima-
Lion is interpreted -rithin the limits imposed by the nziure of the
data, and (3) for seeing to it that the infornation is used in sore
.systematic fashion to find ways of continually tettering the quality
of instrucivion for all tre children in all the schools.

A "inal conrent or two on cach of these three points is
Low .o oorder.

1. How to rake sure that the infoymation an evelnation

yrograrm urovides is ar ceod as it can te. Tiis means first of all

selecting tests a+nt other instruments that are well-crafted anid

well-vali €d for the purpcscs to which thsy are to te jul., lhere

is o cencideratle teody of literature on how to rare such sclections
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and an even larger body of measures from which to select.8 This
raterial should be conscientiocusly examined before picking any test
for use in the schools. &econu, it means that the tests shall be
administered in a manner that gusrantees, insofar as rossible, that
the students know what they are expected to do and that they will
do the best they can. This may seem painfully obvious but the

fact of the malter is that test data are too often invalidated right
at the source becsuse of maladministration. Finally, and equally
obviously, t. : tests must be scored with scrupulous accuracy. I
mention these humdrum rules only because I am inpressed by the

fact that the failure to observe the: is usually overlooked as a
possible explanation of why the pupils in scme schools appear to
perfrrm surprisingly higher or lower than their counterparts in
other schools,

2., low to make sure that the results are interpreted

within the limits imposed by the nature of the data., Here we are

in considirably deeper trouble tecause it is abundantly clear that
most consumers of test results seem to bte amazingly unaware of the
limitations of such data. Cne of the glaring problems in this
cornection is tiat of getting those who make educaticnal decisions
on the basis of test scores to realize that the best of achieve-
ment tests is never more than a sample of a student's performance
and is therefore ‘nevitably subject to sampling error. <his sinply
reans that f his score on, suy, an arithmetic test places him amcng
the tottom third of nis classrates teoday, his score on an alternate
fornm of the sare arithretic test taken the very next day has a good
chiance of placing him amoag the riddle third of his classmatos.9
raiiure to rec-gnize this inbcrent tounciness of test scores can
and 4dces lead to al? scris of mistaken conclusicons atout tue effec-
tivenczs of reredial pregiams for students who are select2d for such
prograts on the tesis of their low echieverent test scores,

fuother glaring prebler in the i-terpretation of acadenmic
achieverent tests has to do with the zinds of nurlers in which the

reasured are customarily exireszsed -- namely, so-called grade-

eauivalency scores., ixccpt for the notorious IR, these are protatly
3 2 F 2y 3
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the most convenient devices ever invented to lead pecple into mis-
irterpretations of stuaents' test results. Both the IQ and grade-
equivalency scores are psychological and statistical monstrosities,

"a dubious normative score...

I have elsewhere defined the IQ as
that is based upon an impossible assumption abou’ the eguivalence
of human experience and the opportunity to learn."lo A grade-
equivalency score has many of the same properties, and as such it
lures educational practitioners to succumb to what Alfred North
Whitehead called "‘he fallacy of misplaced Concreteness.”ll
There 1s not enough time here to go into all the irration-
alities that underlie the construction of grade-equivalency scales,
nor all the misconceptions they generate in the rutlic mind about
vhat achievement tests are sayving about how well students and
schouls are doing. Instead, I urge you to read a recent brilliant
praper by Roger Lennon, entitled "Accountability and Performance
Contracting."l2 Lennon's credentials are among the best, since he
is senior vice president of the companyl3 chat published two of
the nost widely used and well-coustructed achieverment test batteries
-- the Stanford and the Metrorolitan ~- both of which, interestingly
enough, Lave grade-equivalency scales attached to them. I have
said the paper is brilliant; cne might also call it courzgeous,
because In it Lennon, fram his own intimate knowledge of the sut-
ject, spells ocut in considerable detail much that is alsurd, wrong,
and misleading abtout grade-equivalency scales and why such nurmters
snould not te erplored for expregsing the results of otherwice use-
Ml achievenrsnt testz, or for assessing professionazl accountalality,
cr for determining how ruch educational contractors should be 1aid.
In his frank discussion of this and other sinmilar nrcvlers
in the interpretaticon of cducational reasurermcnts, Lennon nicely
exermplifies an irportant asicct of the role of accountatility in
educational evaluaticn.

3. Firally, bow to use evaluative data in oA :

fastion to fird woys of continunally tettering ine

4

ehiddren in )l the schoore. This, it scers

hat lies ahead, if eciucaticnal evaluation i«

O

RIC &L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



r-172

And it brings me to the questions in your conference program that
I am expected to answWwer. 1 shall now try to answer them:

1. Can the relevant inputs, outputs, and conditions of
operation [of educational systems)] be satisfacterily measured? Tthe
aﬁswer is, "Yes, for the most part they can be, if school systems
will make the kind of informed and serious effort required."

2. 1If so, what are the appropriate techniques? The
answer to this questiocn is necessarily somewhat complicated. But
it does have an anszw2r, and anyone who is seriousl]y interested in
finding it might begin by examining two of the articles that appeared
in the Phi Deita Kapvan of December 1970 -~ the one by Stephen Barro
and the one by me.lh

3. If not, what remains to be done? I have already said
that adequate evaluative techniques are available if one has the
will to us=2 them. Nevertheless, it must be said that we do need
better measures than we now have of the personal-social development
of students, betier measures than we now have of the many factors
inside and outside the school that influence students' over-all
development, and sore particularly better ways of observing and
describing whiat actually goes on day by day in the teaching-learning
process. by this I mean that we nced far tetier ways of systemati-
cally monitoring and descriding what is really goirg on behind the
facade of fancy la-els by which we characterize so many so-called
innovative programs like I.T.A., T1.P.I., G.5.A., the Open Classroon,
the Discovery lMetned and so on gd infinitum. I an convinced that
we can obtain these kinds of information if we have the vill to
do so.

L. ¥inally, ore different technigues needed for different
tspes of educatienal systers? And here ry anawer is, "Yes, tut..."
Yes, the cvaluative techniques one would use tor & srmall hormogeneous
cducational syvster, such as ~ne might find in a suturt s cormunity,
wotld b different lut also less seatisfacteory than these one would
usc for a Jarge helorogeoncous systen, such as one right find in a
large city. Fat the test way for srall horogrneous systers to
secure the rost uzeful cvaluative data altout the effectiveness of

their edacaticnal yregrarms is for them to join forces, loo cvaluative

o
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purposes, with other systems, possibly on a state or regional bhasis,
so as to enhance the possibility of uncovering, through well-worked-
out statistical analyses involving all the schools, those educational
innovations that have the best chance of paying off for their own
students.

My answers to all of these questions are meant to imply
that an evaluation system express'y designed to keep the quality or
instruction continually rising will be a highly complex system. Cne
might prefer something simpler. But I suggest that, in the highly
complex world in which we now have to live, sinplistic approaches
are not likely to help us much in finding our way to educaticn for

either the good life or the good society.

&%,
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First, in communities where citizens vote directly on educe-
tion taxes, Lue question has been raised in the coatext of school
tond issues. "Parenle and taxpayers” groups, with very strong emphasis
on "taxpayers,” have retcelled upainst the rising ccsts of education
without receiving ar equivalent rise in cliient satisfaction with what
the education dollar is buying.

Second, when legislators werce persuaded to vote allocations
of funds ecpecially for programs designed to improve educational
results Teor the "econcmically and educationally disadvantaged” student,
they lacisved upon proufs, to be provided by evaluation studies, that
the money spent breought about the results intended,

Third, there were parents and students and members of the
public who were the traditional supportcrs of education -- usually
supporting bond issues, higher education taxes, higher teacher
salaries, ard greater expenditures for education generally -- who
began to have serious doubts as to the ability of the public schools
to educate thelr children effectively. The patently-easy-to-sece,
clearly evident massive failure of the schools to educate the children
of the pcor and of minority groups brought cries for accountability
fiom these groups early on. Upon closer inspection, parents from
other wulks of life began to perceive that their children, too, were
not getting the kind of education to which the parents aspired.
Coalitions began to form -- shaky but there, nonctheless —- Letween and
among a broad spectrun of parents, all demanding Letlter jerfornnuance on
the part of the schools and couching their demands in terns of pro-
fessional accountability., While this croup traditionally has et
tegrudged education a full reasure of financisl support (gquite the
contrary), today it, too, itf asking searching questions about the uses
to whieh cducational resources are being put, in terws of the results
that are forthcaming.

IL is with refercnce to this last-mentioned group that ny
remarks will deal. It is this ,roup whese alitratién should Le of
jarticular concern to jublic schioel people, [or “t congtlitutes cur

traditional base of suprort. Less of this st;prruixase Inavi s us

¢
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with no foundation at all on which to rest. The continued existence

of public education hangs in the balance. Can anyone deny that?
Given the stukes, one must be appalled at the response

our profession has mede to calls for accountability on the part of

this group of people. When parents asked why their children were

not getting the kind of results from schooling they had hoped for

and expected, the responsec has teen one or more of the following.

One response: ‘There is something wrong with your child.
The message 1s never given in so straightforward a manner 1; this.
It is couched in such descriptive terms as culturally depcived, |
socially disoriented, linguistically hzndicapped, e¢ducationally
disadvantaged, neurologically damzsged, genetiecally weak, percep-
tually impaired, emotionally unstable. But these terms are almost
never accompanied by unassailable evidence about the accuracy of
the label as applied to that individual child. "These terms tend,
instead, to be greup labels, and parents rightly are not about fo
accept such unproven labels as bteing applicable to their child.
Moreover, parents krow that something must be wrong with the
diagnosis when too many children fall within the "problem” cate-
gories., Parents easily accept the thought that one or two percent
of the children may fit cne or more of these descriptions. When
the figure gets to be more than 10 percent, parents begin to be
concerned about the accuracy of the dats. Although they may not
complain, they become alert and watchful. But when the 'problem”
or failing children get to be GO percent to 80 percent of the total
pupil population, as is the case in several poorer neightorloods in
the city, then nothing is going to convince parents that the problem
lies with the children and not with the schools -~ and they arc right!

Ancther resyponse:  There is something wrong with the

surrounding enviromment. Again, other terms arc used -- such as social

disorganization, societal factors, the poverty cycle. Tne problem
with this is that ;areuts know all about the surrounding envircnment

3

{(after all it is they, not the professionals, who live there). Dut

.t

they fail to see, andl the yrofussionals have failed to vrove, a

O
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one-to-one relationship between a child's reading retardation sand
whom the child's parent is sleeping with, Indeed, if sleeping only
with one's bona ride, certified husband or wife were a precondition
for learning to read, then precious few children from the upper
middle to u.per upper social strata would learn to read. Parentis
are mindful of the fact that the public schools in the case of the
earlier mincrities, the Furopean immigrants, specifically accepted
the responsibility of bringing the children of the poor into the
mainstream of life in this country. They do not understand why the
schools have lost that earlier sense of mission and the accompanying
skills to carry it out.

Ancther response: The schools cannot te solely responsible

for all or today's ills, including pupil failure; the schools cannct

be held accountable for everything. But, dear colleagues, don't you

know that parents already know that; that parents are rully aware

that schools cannot te expected to do everything. However, the
distaace between not being held accountable for everything and not
being held accountable fo- anything is quite a distance indeed -- one
that parents and students simply cannot be expected to accept. We
can't have it Loth wavs, you know. We can't say to the public on

the one hand that the schools are institutions vital to the general
health and welfare of this naticn, thus deserving strong and expensive
support, while saying on the other hand that the schools cannot assure
the nation that they can bring about any of the outcomes expected of
institutions which are vital to the gencral health and welfare of

tne nation.

Another reosyponse: Standardized test scores cannol
5]¢

appropriately be used te judge the effectiveness of individual teachers

nor of school units., But think a bit. Why do parents place such

confidence in the value of standardized test scores as measures of
success and effectivencss? The answer 1s that we, the yprofessicnals,

have taught them to so regard ihese scores, Look at how we nave used

then, We have decmed ther to be so accurate a measure that we use tlem

to group children; to select those wio are poing to get "enriched”

O
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curricuvlums and these who are ghing to pet educational palblun; to
. determine who will go into the ‘'academic” track and whe will go into
"cormercial” or "general” track: in high school; to determine who
will go to college and who will not. Indeed, we have used them to
determine the 1life chances of our youlh.
Giver this example on the part of professionals, is it any
wonder that parents have logically concluded that standardized test

zsures of succiss

scores are gquite accurate and gqu.te lepitimate ni
and eftectiveness? Why not, the., apply these miraculous measuring
tools to a determination of the :uccess and effectiveness of individ-
nal educators and of school unite?

Lo, it is we educators, not the laity, who are dealing in
non sejulturs and logical inconsistencies when we say (thrcupr our
behavior if not our words) that t csc test scores can mave clour
determinations abut the performance of pupils but not avont
educators and schools,

Again, we cannot have it both ways. Parcnte undoubtodly

will pive up the idea or rating edicaters in terms of tost resilio

when educators give up rating chiliren by these measures. tnly Wion
poor scores do not autormatically denole a poor student {(and vi:e
versa) will parents concede that poor results do not wmwatomntically
denote poor educators.

Anoth

wsponse:  The ccacent of accountabdlity reads fo

the pessurement of the narrowest wsects of :ducation, tho

(hat can e guantified and measvred | Yeur, ‘b most ingol

i cdueation are human and hurvne, :nd these wijl

e

i dd Lo on

neconntability sehene,  heretore let us nob Lave one. Methinae L

Aot protest too rach.  Pavents and stalente brve oever oiveonied
pocount! woility measurcs lirlited to nmerically wwmtiricbile claraztor
isties. Guite the contrary.  lhey ase very mach eoneorned with
crpanizational elinste, with atiitud s snd nonvertal cogranicr Lion,
witho the quality of the bursue troocactions thet oeeour din wohocs,
Cleardy, too, they want raeh rore fron schools than whatever ¢hills

rre measurel Lvostandardized tests nnd otaer oweh teodv.s T orer ot

//’
.



: G-6

that such tools are m.coh more the darlirgs of the professionals than
they are of the laity. We created them; we pave them status; we use
them pervasively.

No, parents are not satisfied merely with accountability
with respect to the "3 Rs." Tarents simply say tha. schools ought
at the very least be able to tesch the "3 Rs" after centuries of
continuous experience. It is precisely for this reason tha' parents
are appalled to see that schools cannot even succeed in teaching some
of their pupils mastery of these ancient and basic tools for further
Jearaing.

Another response: Since certain children are doing poorly

on_slandardized tests. let's not administer these tests to them at all.

Constant failure on these tests is destructive of the children's

confidence and sense of self-worth. Let us not subjeci them to this

nnproductive pain,  Indeed, let us ehoose to teach other things at

se children can be more successful. I rmst confess that the

Wiy et b

firat tine I heard this arpument I couldn't believe my ears. TYet,
T've beqsd this arpument advanceé agaln end again and by people who
cotiides Laomselves to be "on the side of these children.” (Please
bt the exvression, "thuese ehildren.™)
Parents Lardly krow whal to say to this argument. It is
so chiocw tull of patrenizirg insult to their children. It is a
"cluare call for roal displacement.
“his is not to oy that standardized tests are good or
viilid or vell-coustructed or anyliing else. It is to say that parents
rejuet a double standard in education, ‘Ihey also suspect that behind
tiis "kind" arsurent lies a desire on the part of cducators to hide
Lo evidence of Lheir failure Yo offectively educate "these children.”

Another responge:  Accovntability is an extremely comylex

notion. 1t requires knowledgzs_and tools not presently availuble te

LS. We do 1ot Lave sideguate .seasuring tools. In fact we don't even
8. ke ao rot rave wideguate .eaSuring 100.S. ven

Feore w2 el n cirecular arsument.  When all

LRIC Vs



the limitations and restraints and complications are explained to

them, parents say that they were never asking for an accountability
system measured with the accuracy of calipers. They say that they'd

be content to have effectiveness bear some relationship to results as
seen in pupil performance., But When parenis say that, educators
immediately warn that student performance is a function of "countless
cther variables which are often uncontrollasbtle and too multi-dimensional
to analyze effectively.' The author of that statement (illan C. Ornstein
in a paper called '"Mathods for Conducting Teacher Behavior Research:

' vased on his un-

With Implications for Educating the Disadvantaged,
published doctoral dissertation, N.Y.U.} went on to argue that there
is no agreement as to what constitutes desirable studen. behavior;
therefor:, there is no way to tell whether or not a teacher is or is
nol gelting the desired resulis. In other words, you can't gel there
from here.

Parents rejeoin, "Fellows, stop making it so complicated.
We didn't ask you to calibrate every asp2ct of our child's function-
ing. We juct asked you to stop producing functicnal illiterates who
ot only hate school bLut also are frequently totally turned off to
learning by the time school is finished with ihem. We ask you to
stop changing bright-eyed, alert, ready-und-cager-to-learvn kinder-
parteners into glassy-eyed, surly, and turned-off secondary youth
who think of school mostly as a place to 'get in, get through, and
Fet oout, v

Pareats kncw that [t is alsurd to surpmest thal we can
negsure with absolute precisicn and exactitude the degree to which
on individual yrofessicnal's input results in a specific and identi-
fiavle outcome in temms of irdividual pupil performance, and they
Know that it is abeurd to sugrest that we can get such exaet measurco
with respect to the crffectivencss of school units. To use this as an
arpgw.ent, Lowever, to sugpest thal nothing can te learned avout the
inpact of cdnzaters and schools en the rerformpvice of individual
pupils snd growps of pupile is to carry che argusent. far too far. it

tlies in the fac - of corren sense and of cne's sense of truth.
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Every parent knows a teacher who seems always to tc suc-
cessful with wvhatever children are assigned to him. Every parent
has a fair notion of which schools are more effective than others.
You ask parents tc deny their sense of truth when you ask them to
deny theat such differences exist, can ve identified, and probvably
can be explained in terms of differerntiated human input.

Another response: (This is what I call the throw-
yourself-on-the-mercy-of-the-court-with-a-plea-for-clemency responsc. )

Yes, you're right. We educators really don't xnow much about why

certain pupils are failing nor about what to do about it. We are

failing with "these children," but_there is no malice there. We

are doing the best we can. We just don't know_any betier. So, let's

devise un accountabilily system that will not hold us responsible for

present performance, but which will show us the way to becoms better

performers in the future. There is scomelhing about this "we don't

know'" thing that bothers me as o professioral. I am reminded of a

scene in the motion picture Gone with the Wind in which Butterfly

MeQueen, playing the role of & house slave who rot ner "privileged
position” in the houschold of the pregrant Scarlet O'Hara by claiming
to be expert in delivering habies, cried out in panic, when the
crucial momeat came, 'But, Miss Scarlet, I don' know nuthun' 'bout
rno beuies!” S~ with too many of today's educators. They hardly
cross the threshold before they begin to tell youa that they cannot
de what they vrofess .ty title and position) to Le able teo do. Wo
have, for exanple, tiie spectacle of the Enplish major licensed to
teach inglish declaring unashamcdly that he knews nothing ubeut the
tenching of reading -- as if reading vere not part of English.
Parents say, "You called yourselves educators, 1 didn't.
I accepted you for whnat you said you are. You told ne that vours is
a profesziony 1 didn't tell you :hat. I mercly accepted whnt vou
said, You said thal ss a profeswicnal you are entitled to rrofes-

sional salaries, Lo 1roressicnal autcnory, to the other riphts wid

)

rivileges of profec sionalse T did not arpue with that. 1 rer 1y ek

that vou do what ro yrofess Lo o eble to des Uhds do ne Uire to 1011

s Rl

1 Anhat yow don't ke Lowld
O
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It is for this reason that I do not believe that the
accountability scheme being worked out in New York City will be at
all acceptable to the grouprs of parents and community people who
demanded it. In essence it 1s an educational accounting system,
not an accountability system. Parents will not object to such an
accounting system, but I doubt thal they will accept it as a sub-
stitute for the accountability system for which they asked. They
are likely to consider it to be a giant cop-out, a betrayal of their
trust. It is my fervent hope that Educational Testing Service, ihe
chief consultant for the project, will radically restructure its
design so that it does indeed at least attempt to meet the people’s
aspirations for professional accountability -- a concept that rests

upon the notion of responsibility that can be fixed for the

results of the educational enterprise.

The design for New York City speaks of collective re-
sponsibility of the staff ror knowing as much as it can about the
pupils, and of collective responsibility of the stafl to use this
knowledge, a5 best it can, to maximize the development of pupils
toward defined and agrecd-upon pupil performance objectives.

How in heaven's name can a staff be "ccelleetively responsi-
ble"” for anything? How do you operationalize that concept? Wnat if
they "collectively fail”? Then wkat? Do you ultimately szyparate
them from service "collectively"?

Really, the public is not a collection of feols. They know
that such terms have no real meaning., They know that we know that,
too. Therefore, they susyect us of acting in tad faith, Luat is
no basis upon which to reestablish public trust in the public schools
and in their educators.

A final response: FParents and public cannoi be trusted with

data on school performance. They would use such data as weapons,

engaging in vigilante activities. Therefore, try to avoid givin_  ther

such data. lio doubt fear of reprisal is the reason behind many of the
diversionary nmancuvers in the accountability pame. Fat what is the

evidence on this ratter. There heave bteen so few cases of this Xind
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of witch-hunting that every case has been headline news. Why should
an entire prcfession cower in unreasoning fear of unlikely con-
sequences?

In a ruly useful accountability system, practitioners
would learn whal they need to know in order to be successful in their
work., First they would learn what is expected of them since
parents and public would, at long last, have to comtine their lengthy,
over-inclusive, often conflicting sct of expectationg into agreed-
upon goals. HNext, practiticners would learn the extent to which they
are or are not meeting tnose geals. Finally, they could use that
infrrmation to help them to search out, in a clear and focused way,
those practices and programs which hold promise of helping them learn
to behave in such a way as to more nearly successfully meet those
goals,

In such a setting practitioners could reach a new level of
freedom from stress. Make no mistake about it: with or without an
It wnd is shattered vy that knowledge. liothing equals the private
myuish experienced by such a person. However, since he perceives
it Yo be to his advantage not to admit to his problem, ke tends to
taxe on adaptive modes of behavior that are nol merely destructive
to the cnds of ecducation for children, but are also destructive to
the practiticner himseclf -- both personally und professicnally.

Thesr, thon, are the most typlical responses of profes-
sionals to the concept of professicnal accountability. They ere
very rpuch out-of-phase with psrent and public perceptions, aspira-
tiens, and expectations,

Vhat, if anvthing, could get us professionals 1o change
our stance? I believe that a change will come o1y when we perceive
that there is somcthing vitsl to us in the concept. ¥e cannot ve
rotivated by fear. Ho one can be. We can le motivated by hope and

ty the promisc of saving soluticns lo cur own pressing rproblems,
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A pood accountsbility system would free us from the stresses
and strains inherent in trying to meet myriad, w.specified, ofter
conflicting expectations. It would recognize nol only thal puplls
are uniquely individual human beings but alse that educators are, too.
Thus, it would free us to find cur own personal palhs to glory, if
such can be found. It would nct subject us, thercfore, to the
anti-human individuality and uniqueness that irheres In ibe "eollee-
tive responsibility” notion. Such a notion leads to collective
anonymity and conjures up an Image of a long, gruy linc of faeeless,
nondescript beings, each indistinguishable from the other -- all
working, but none knowing the worth of his work, the relevence of
his work to the growth and development of other indlviduul humar
teings.

A pood nceountabilitly system would, indeed, lielp to in-
creasc our professionalism, raise our profession to higher status,
heal the wounds we've suffered in battles with those who should te
and traditionally have been our allies, and bring us 2l) enormous
rersonal satisfection and peace of mind. Then, and only then, would

we be out of the tanpled web we hiave woven.
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