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AESTRA

T .
Legislation enacted to attain educational
accountability ' is discussed. At present, 23 states have such
enactments. The major kinds of accountability enacted in each of
these states are one or more of the following: PPBS, MIS, Uniform
Accounting, Testing, Evaluation of Professional Employees, and
Performance Contracting. The three most’ frequently specified systems
are state testing or assessment, evaluation of professional-
employees, and PPBS. The legislation enacted so far most frequently
emphasizes educational purposes or goals and points to the general
direction of the public's expectations for accountability. Beyond
goals and objectives, legislation is likely to be either
prescriptively specific or general enough to permit wide latitude by
which goals may be fulfilled. Thirteen states require measuring the
level of pupil performance by some form of state testing or
assessment. Most of the assessment legislation states an intent to
evaluate the effectiveness of school programs and curriculum. The
most common reasons for adoption of state assessment programs are the
improvement of pupil rerformance, evaluation of educational programs,
and the identification of performance levels in relationship to
educational needs. States are more frequently turning to
goals—-and-objectives-based  state assessment models. This permits the
measurement of student performance with criterion-referenced
instruments. A model act for a comprehensive state educational
assessment and accountability program is provided. (DB)
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The concept of educational accountability has found its way into the
halls of the state legislatures and into the laws of twventy=-three of these
states. Methods to achieve greater educational at;auntabiiity have become
a high priority for educators, who have been caught between the canzeﬁis of
angry taxpayers and the critics of the public schools in recent years, On
the one hand, great pfessﬁres have been exerted on educators té reduce the
costs of maintaining the public school system; while, on the other hand,
advocates of educational reform suggest that the schools should provide
additionsl educational alternstives from which students may make choices.
Expandiﬁg the numbers of additional alternatives svailabie tavstudegtg will
cost more, not less money. Between these two extremes, the reduction of costs

and additinné; alternatives, there is probably a third group wk> is interested

in reducing the cost of education and making it more effective at the same

" time, The rhetoric on educational acgauntabiii;y reflects considerable

diversity, ranging from holding the schools accountable (Peterson, 1970) to

that of educational fascism ("NEA," Education Daily, January 10, 1973).

In recent years, apparently some citizens felt that their involvement
'n educational zffairs had been very limited and that they had been held at

arm's length by the educational professionals within the walls of the school,

*A paper delivered at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Asgoclation, New Orleans, Louisiana, February 27, 1973,
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Citiéens are now determined to have a more meaningful involvement in educa~
tional decision making. One means of gaining such an involvement is to ask
their elected political representatives to enact legizlation wnich will both
provide for the désitéd involvement and at the same time require a greater
accountability from educators in respect to their stewardship of the public
edﬁcatianal trust. As a result, there are legislative enactments and re-
 quirements to develop state assessment and evalustion systems as well as to
use scientific managément technologies such as systems analysis, PPBS, and
management by objectives. Each of these systems demands the adoption of
administrative ssyles which are said to provide messﬁred objectivity and
greater accountability in ﬁanaging state and local educational systems,

The rising interest in the aésesémént of pupil performance and scientific
manggéménz during the late 1960's developed the necessary ﬁresaurea upon
lagislators to enact -egislation to attain educational accountability.

These legislative enactments of the various states have been summarized by

the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction under a grant from the

under Section 505, Title V, Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Also

developed under tiia grant from the éagpergﬁive Accountability Project is a

model act for a comprehencive state educational assessment and accountability
As of thié time, twenty-three states have enacted and require some

type of state or local programs to achieve greater accountability, These

Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Nebraska,

New Jersey, New Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South

Dakﬁta, Virgiﬁia, Washington, andVWiscansing The iﬁfprmg;ipn in Table I

shows the major kinds of gcaéﬁﬂtébiiity,ena;ted7in7é§gh‘af“tﬁese'states.;




TABLE I

THE SHAPE OF EDUCATIONAL
ACCOUNTABILITY LEGISLATION

) ) B Evaluation of -
Uniform ’ : Professional Performance
State __PPBS Mis 7A;§qun;ing=_2g§§§ggﬁ, Employees __Contracting
Alagka X
Arizona X X(2)
California X(2) X(3) X X
Colorado X X
Connecticut X X .
Florida © X(2) X
Hawaii : X
Illinoia X
Indiana X
Maryland X
Massachusetts X
Michigan X
Nebraska X X X
New Jersey . X
New Mexico X
Ohio - X
Oregon X
Pennsylvania X
Rhode Island X X X(2)
South Dakota . X
Virginia 5 X X
Washington : X
Wisconsin . R ¢ o - -

The type of accountability system and the number of states which have
adopted each type are shown in Table II. The three most frequently specified
. 8systems are state teating or asgesnmgnECIB), evaluation of prafegsiaﬂal
emplayees(&), and planning, pragramming‘ budgeting systems(7). Seventeen
statFrs fix the respansibility for carrying out accountability sya:ems on
the State Bnard of Educagiﬂn or the Department of Education under the Ghief

State School Officer. Frequently, insufficient resources are provided to

carry aut the full intent of the 1egialatian effectively,




TABLE II

MAJOR TYPES OF ACCOUNTABILITY
SYSTEMS AND NUMBER OF STATE ADOPTIONS

ﬂiﬁﬁglféﬁﬁg;“giaf'lfTW’ iﬂ;ﬂ'i7}bf:1::7ﬁﬁ£§r§f;'7:
Accountability Systems _State Adoptions

Planning, Programming, Budgeting Systems | 7
Management Information Systems : ' 2
; U§i£§rm Accounting Sysﬁems : .é
State Testing and Assessment ‘ : 13
Evaluation of Professional Employees 8
Pgﬁfa;mgnch@xt racting o I

While {t would seem that much of the public and political interest in
educational agcguntability is serious, there is little agreement as to the
processes by whick it will or should be attained. The public's pre=-
occupation with educational assessment and'educati@ﬂal efficiency and

ffectiveness is exacerbated by hig osts and the rhetoric of its critics
‘gnd opponents., Educational accountability falls under a broad umbrella which
includes concepts such as perf@fmsﬁee contracting, educational vouchers,
educational program audits, information syatems, cltizen interaction and
involvement strategies, management by objectives, and other related

sclentifiec management teahnalgg;as.

The Intent and Purpase Qf A:cauntability

Législatian EﬂaEEEd thus far most frequently Emphasizes educational

purposes or gaals and pnints to thg genetal directian of the public 8




expectations for accountability. Examples of such rhetorical expectations
found in the legislation are:

® To evaluate the adequacy, efficiency, and effectiveness of the
public schools,

e To prepare and gubmit an annual report and recommendation to
the legislature, governor, state board, and local school districts,

e To establish a uniform system of evaluating and assessing the
performance of professional employees.

e To define and measure educational qﬁaliﬁy in the s:ate.

To expand the life options and opportunities for studentsa,

® To determine the relative value of school programs as comparad
to their cost.

o To provide information to help school diatricta inEfEE$E>thEif
efficiency using available financial resources.

To evaluate experimental, innovative, and special programs,

To gain greater public confidence in the schools.

To establish a financial planning, management, and control
system,

To provide information to allocate state funds and professional
services in a manner calculated to equalize educational oppor-
tunities,

¢ To improve campacénee in basic skills,
e To develop a system of educational self renewal.

e To determine the degree of achievement and accomplishment of
the pupils in the schools,

‘e To assess and evaluate for ?urpgses ﬂf’sghaal accreditation,
Beyond goals and objectives, legislation is likely to be either pre-

scriptively specific or general enough to permit wide latitude by whicr the

goals may be fulfilled,

IR e, el Rt g v i e :
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S;ate_ﬁgsésgment

Thirteen states require measuring the level of pupil performance
by some form of state testing or assessment. They are: Afigﬂnél California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Haryland Hsgsachugetts, Michigan, Nebraska,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Virginia, and Wisconsin. The most frequently
gpecifieﬁ component in state assessment is measurement of student achieve-
ment. Twelve states have such a requirement, Eig§ specify that the
basic academic skill areas must be assessed or evaluated periodically,
and six imply an gssessment of subject mat ter areas other than thcse of the
basic skills. Apprgximatelv one~half of the states specify e adoption
and use of state educational goals and perfarmance nbjectivaa. Almost all nfr
the assessment legislation astates an intent to evaluate tha gffee;ivenegs of
school prograns and curriculum., Five states specify the use of norm~ and/or
critefign-refefeneed testing instruments. Eight states reaufre the collec-
tion of non-achievement data and characteristics to be used in the analysis
of achievement data results and to report to the public, S5ix states
require the state educational agency tc.proéide technical assistance to local
school districts in regard to thei? participat.ion in state assessment pro-

grams and/or the development of compatible programs at the local leval,

These data are illustrated ip Table III.




TABLE III

MAJOR COMPONENTS OF STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS

Characteristics ___Number of States Requiring

State educational goals and/or objectives
Citizen involvement

Performance objectives

Achievement testing .
School program and curriculim evaluation
Required performance analysis

SEA assistance to LEA's

Norm-referenced tests specified
Criterion-referenced tests specified
Intelligence tests specified
‘Requires non-achievement variables
Requires comparative data

Specified basic skills

Implies other areas

Specified grade levels

Specified age levels

. b
B G0 OV N e B O B O RS g e O

Use of Results for:

Improvement of pupil performance _ "5
Program evaluation : 10
Iﬁen;ifyrstatug;gnd needs - - B o

The most common reasons fér‘adapzian of state assessment programs are the
improvement of pupll performance, evaluation of educational programs, and
the ideﬁtificaﬂian of peffaimsnce levels in felazianship to educational
needs., The data}genEfatéd by state assessment pragféms are intended to
pfaviée information to s:ﬁaal officials and the general public aé t@_héw
well the schools are daiﬁg. There can be little questigﬁ that such in-
'fﬁrmatian would be useful in ascertaining whether or not the allegations

of inetfectiveneésiand failure by education's critics can be substantiated.




Planning-Programming-Budgeting Systems

A second major means to aghiévé greater édutatigng; accountability
found in present legislction can be classified as the broad general area
of élanning, programming, budge;ing systems; expenditure accounting: and
management infgrmaﬁian systems. Seven states--Alaska, California, Colorado,
Hawail, 1llinois, Indiana and Ohio--have -adopted PEES legislation; and
four other states--Arizona, ﬁebraxka, New Mexico and Rhoée Island--have
uniform accounting mandates which could easily develop into such systems,
Sevaral states alludé to the benafits that will result from the development
‘of management information systems which will be able tc generate the kind of
objective information that administrators and managers nced to help them in
, making educational decisions. -PPBS systems inhérently include a total
array of interrelated systémsZEﬁmpgneéts from planning through evaluation
as a part of the 1éﬁg range budgeting processes, Thus, the evaluation
components of PPBS systems are likely to include some kind of assessment
of educational performance.

With only one exception, State Departments of Education are named as
the agency to éeveiop and implement the réquizgd uniform state systems.
use by schégl districts. Three states require péblic invalvement'in the
dE?elapment and operation of such s?stémé, emphasizing the earlie:rpginz
that citizens want greater involvement in the,praceéges of educational
ggzis;an ﬁéking; 'Ségen gstates spggificaliyrrequife gn;anéiygis af,pfggrams '
in relation to cost., Most gf'the_lggislatutes require the state agency to

make an annual accounting or report to it. Major legislative provisions

of PPBS and the number of states requiring these are shown in Table IV,
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TABLE IV

PPB5 - MIS = UNIFORM ACCOUNIING SYSTEMS

Major Legislative Provisions _ o umber of States _

Mandatory for LEAs
Cost performance analyses
PPBS format
Frogram analysis
Requires recommendations
Requires public involvement
Provides in-service training
SEA responsibility to implement
Reports to:

State Legislature

State Board

Citizens L _ ) .

H
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The third major kind of legislaﬁive accountability is found in require-
ments for the evaluation of professional personnel employed by 1@3#1 school
districts, Eight states--California, Connecticut, Fla%ida, New Jersey,
Dfegan,.5§uth Dakota, Virginia and Washington--now have or are proposing
such systems. It should be noted that the states that are mgving’tawarﬁ
‘campecency—baséd certification will alsec probably utilise some kind of an
evaluation component for determining eiigibility for licenses or certifi-
:azeg.té Eeaéh;

Vquistates have created state boards whizﬁ are appointed by the
Governor to carfy out such- p:uvisians, three rgquire systems to be develﬂped
and implemgnted by ‘the state educational agency, and six states require
state or local systems ta;adaét systems fc:_;he;ébjeétive évalua;ian‘af the
prafesaignai emplayeés af the district. |

Five states have enacted 1egiglative éfnvisiafs fequiring the adnptigﬂ

of. specific perfatmance standnrds iur dEtermining the qualificatinn or

—'.campetence ai tFachEEE, adminiatratars, and BupefviSDfS. Seven stateg




require that evaluations are to be discussed with employees and used as a
basis for counseling the improvement reléted to professional competence.
It appears that an implied intent of the legislation in several states would
be to establish some oblective basis to evaluate prafessi@nal emplovees |
which could be used in contract renewal or nan—renéwal and dismissal of
employees. This inférmatian is shown in Table V.

| TABLE V

CHARACTERISTICS OF LEGISLATION REQUIRING
THE EVALUATION OF PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

Major Characterfotfec  Number of States_

Board appointed by Governor
Systems to be developed by SEA
Required by LEA

Specifies performance standards for teacher competence
Specifies administrators, supervisors

Specifies teachers

Evaluations to be discussed with employees

Provide for counseling and improvement

;bnm~uw¢~me‘wwm

Siﬁceimany of the current legislative acts specify the development of
educational goals, this area is included in this brief overview of state
éducaticnal'accguntabiii;yi ‘Approximately thirty-five gtates report that

they have adopted educational goals. The Wisconsin Department of Public

Instruction has analyzed goals adopted by states (CAP, Education in Focus,
1972). | |
Educational goals can be classified under tﬁféé broad heédiﬂgsa
(1) learner outcome goals, (2) process goals, and (3) institutional goals.
Learner outcome goals most ffequentl§ relate tﬁvbasic‘aehievemgnt skills,
cultural appreeiatiaﬁi self realization, citizenship andipaiitical under=
standing, ﬁﬁmén feigﬁiang. ecéaﬁmié ;ndéfstaﬁding;wﬁhjsiﬁal e§§ir§nﬁent,
B ﬁentai and physical health, creative aﬁd ariéiéél‘;hiﬂging; career education

and occupational competence, and values and ethies,




Process goals can be grouped into areas dealing with the educational
‘environment, community involvement, student development, and student
involvemens. |

Institutional goals most frequently relate to pProviding equal educa-
tional opportunities, designing and implementing instructional programs,
organizational efficiency, communication, teacher quality, financial
resource allocation, accountability, and educatrional research, develapmént,
a§d evalﬁatian;‘ |

It should be noted that states are more frequently turning to goals-
andaebjeétives-baSed state agsessment models. This permits the measurement
of student performance with criterion-referenced instruments which>ever¢ame
alleged shoitcomings of the more traditional norm-referenced tests.

Conclugions e

State legislation to achieve greater educational accountability which
Yas been enacted thus far can be gynthesized inﬁa something approaching a
consensus as falléﬁs:

- e To evaluate tbe’adequacy? efficiéncy, and éffectiveﬁess of

educational programs, especially those involving the basic

cognitive subject content areas. -

® To provide information on student performance to governors,

‘ legislators, state school boards, and the public at large in
order that they may compare the performance of one district
with another or to ascertain the level of actual performance to
expected performance. :

® To provide information in respect to the allocation of regources
and for educational decision making.
® To determine the effectiveness of professional employees in
attaining educational goals and objectives. :
To establish a more uniform prég?am and budgeting system to
compare pPrograms, performance, and costs and to inform the =
" public. o e : S SRR

It ks R TR




. The continuing interest in educational accountability seems to indicate

- that states vhich have not yet enacted lggiélatian are very likely to
gan;ider dgiﬁg sé,iﬂ the near futuregr Demégdé f§t maEing cost rgduetians
,légd ﬁﬁntinuing:&ev&lnpment §f’Educatiaﬂél gfaéiﬁility gaps will pressure for
. ‘gteatéf aceauntsbility anlﬁge‘ﬁgfg gf educators. As EIpeEiEﬂEE is gained by
;the -atates which already have 1egislative mandates, futufg lave are likely
fta iﬂcarpgrate the benef ts of this‘experience into the eir legislatiﬁe mandates
in arder to develop - -systems which have proven to be administerabie snd whigh

iare able to obtain the kind Df infarmatian that buth :he Eduzntﬂfs and the

' Tpubiic want, Assumiﬁg tha: educatianal accaunzability ig ‘here to stav, at

least far some time, 1Egislatars, admiﬁist:fat:afs, eduﬂatars, and schaal
bﬂaﬁd members across the country need to acquife an avareness and an under-
, standing of the ﬂnncEpEg and 1mplications that such prngtams have for

imprﬁving educatinnal appnrtunities prnvi&ed for studenta.
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APPENDIX A

A MODEL ACT FOR A COMPREHENSIVE |
STATE EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY PROGRAM

(Title should conform to.state requirements.. The follow-.
ing is a suggestion: AN ACT to establish a system of
educational accountability and assessment of educational
performance to assist in the measurement of educational
quality and to provide information to school officials
and citizens.) , S

-

BE IT ENACTED (insert the required state enactment clause). -

SECTION 1. Legislative Declaraticn.

(1) The legislature hereby declares that the purpose of this act is to
initiate and maintain a state-program of educational accountability and _
assessment of performance by the (state educational agency or board) which
will obtain and provide meaningful information to the citizems about the public
elementary and secondary educatiomal schools in this state. The information
about ‘educational performance should relate to educational goals adopted by
the (state educational zgency or board), to student achievement in areas of
the school curriculum and to investigation of meaningful relationships within
this performance. : o ' ’ ; -

- (2) The legislature further declares that public school districts shall
participate in the state accountability and assessment program and adopt
compatible distriet plans with this state system required in (1) to achieve
improved: educational accountability and report meaningful information and
results to the public. ' : ’ ‘

SECTION 2. Duties of the (State Educational Agency or Board).,

(1) The (state educational agengyrérvbéard)'shéllldevelép a state

- accountability and 2ssessment program by (insert date) which will:

(a) Establish'a ﬁrggedufe far.the continuing examination and
updating of adopted state goals for.elementary and secondary
education. - : R

(b) Identify goal-related performance objectives that will lead
toward achieving stated goals. . ) -

(c) Establish procedures for evaluating the state's and school
district's performance in relation to stated goals and
objectives. . Appropriate instruments to measure and evaluate
progress shall be used to evaluate student performance.

(2) The state's program shall provide for an arnual review which shall '
include assessing the performance of students in at least ‘(insert elementary

. and secondary grades or age lévels or both) in such areas of knowledge, skills,

attitudes and understandings and other characteristics or variables that will ~
aid in identifying velationships and differentials in the level of educational

'rperf§rmgnge;whichimayfExiét'bétwggp*ééhﬁals?aﬂﬁ school districts in the state.




SECTION 4,

‘carry out the purposes of this act.
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(3) The (state édggatianal-agégcy or board) shall:
(a) Promulgate rules for the implementation of this section.

(b) Employ staff as agthsfised'byfthe legislature and enter
into such contracts as may be necessary to carry out
its duties and responsibilities under this section.

(¢) Establish recommendations for components of school district
accountability programs and provide technical assistance to
school districts in planning and implementing their plans.

(d) Provide inservice training farfpgrganﬁel_ﬂhéfgili be ,
involved in carrying out the state's program of educational
accountability and assessment of performance.

(e) Monitor periodically the aseessment and evaluation of - =
programs implemented by school districts and make recommen- .
dations for their improvement and increased effectiveness.

(£) Annually report and make recommendations to the governor
.and legislature, the state board of education, school
‘boards and the -general public on its findings with regarc
to the performance of the state elementary and secondary
education school system.' R S
(4) The (state educational agency or board) may establish a state
advisory coomittee on educational accountability to make recommendations and -
assist it in carrying out its responsibilities under this section.

SECTION 3. ;éca;fAcgﬁggtabili;y and Aggessmént ?gcg;a@g.
- 'The school board of gvery district in this state shall:

(1) Adopt a plan fpr éllncal,a;cﬂuntébiliéyrptégrém designed to measure
the adequacy and efficiency af;gdggatigﬁal;prsgfamsﬁaffered,by the school .

district, in accordance with recommendations and criteria promulgated by the

(state educational agency. or board) ‘and the policies of the .school board by

(insert date). The school board may - appoint a broadly constituted citizen -
advisory accountability committee to make recommendations to the board relative

~to the program' of *educational accountability, but it shall be the sole respon--

sibility gf-éﬁé district school board to implement plans required under this -
section. S L ' -

(2) Report pgriadiéally to ﬁhé_residéﬁﬁé éf”thé‘sehéal districc and the
(state educational agency or board), in such form and giving such information

‘as the (state educational agency or board) requires, on the extent to which the

~ school district has achieved the goals and nbjecti?es of its adopted plans.

2In;a&ditianvz§ any -other appropriation, there is hereby appropriated to
the (state educational agency or board) thie sum of § e . for the
figcal‘year'béginﬁing'ngy'l,,19”, ; and for each fiscal year thereafter, to

SECTION 5. Effective Date.

: }Thié~act*shall:ﬁakgfeffé§t om w19




