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: . INTRODUCTION | ‘.

This information package deals first with the broader aspects of account-
ability and then becomes.quite specific ,intertns of state ‘legislation for assess-.’
ment- and ac'countability We believe jt represents an irnportant start in what
will become a cont1nu1ng effort to keep the leadersh1p network of the un1ted
teachmg profess1on abreast of recent developments in this most 1mpertant
trend in American education. ' .° '
Accountab1l1ty, like ecology and. relevance is a popular but often misused .
. slogan that has caught the public fancy with'its prom1se to 1mprove the schools
—all too often by simply. f1nd1ng‘scapegoats and/or~sav1ng monéy. Account-

: ability (*‘See responsibility,” says the dictionary) is a means to an end. Itis -
not an end in 1tse1f Nevertheless, more and more students and teachers are
being, v1ct1m1zed as a result of so-called agcountab1l1ty laws enacted w1th
1ncreasmg frequency by state leg1slatures. Unfortunately 'such laws are often

. * ill-conceived and unevenly enforced and theu"%ffects in the classrooms of
several 'states pomt already toa develop’mg crisis of national proport1ons—a
cr1S1s _that involves not only meinbers of" the teaching profession but the very '
foundat1ons of our public school system. N

lf the united teach1ng profession is-to deal effectively and posmvely with N\
th1s developmg crisis, it is essential that our actions be firmly based on facts
and an understandmg of the political, soc1al and economic implications of the
educational accountab1l1ty mq\vement Is it basically a good 1dea’that is bemg
badly applied for limvited political purposes? Canthe teaching profession seize . = !
the banner. of accountability’ and use it as the essential weapon in-the struggle

Yor rself-governance and a new degree of professmnal autonomy? Answers to
\ such questions af this pomt in time may be premature until more facts are in, )
On the other hand, the Association has a responsibility to act with speed and + . “

vigor in correct1ng actions that are clearly damaging to the teaching profession-
Al ] ) - ”

The problem is stated succ1nctly “in-the NEA’s Current Resolution 32,

“Accountab_1l1ty,” as adopted by the 1972 Representatwe A3sembly:
< ) . . . -
-8 ) v : ~ . ‘
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and to the public interest 1t is ded1cated to serve,
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The ,National Education Association recognizes that theterm * ‘account-

¢ ability as applied to public education is subject to.varied interpreta-

tigns. The AsSsociation maintains that educ >tional excellence for each

- child is the objective of the educational system. The Association be-

) lieves that educators can be accountable only to the degree that they

share responsibility 1n educational decision-making and to the degree

that other parties who share this responsibility—Ilegislators, other

goverhment officials, sc¢ho¢i boaras, parents students, and taxpayers
" —are also held accountable

' Behind the often 1ll-dei‘§1:d but pervasive idea of accountability are a few
simple concepts: (1) if something is to be done, the first s&p is to decide JUSI
e‘xactly what it is that must be done; (2) a decision must be vade as to the best

way to do it; and (3) ways must be devised to determine when the job has been

accompl1shed and how well it was done. Accountabihty is only one part the .

last part, of this S1mple three-step process$ or system. ‘But accountability is
nmther pOSS1ble nor moral W1thouta gooddeal of control over the whole process:
step one, what 'is to be done; and step two, how 1t is to be done, .

N One need not be a systems engineer or a spec1alist in management to ex-

pand on this. elementary, three step 1dea and apply it to a school. In most

* schools, the results of such an exero1se w111 clearly indicate that the teacher
“-has either too l1ttle control- or no contral at all over the factors that might
render accountability either feasible or fair, Under most ex1sung conditions

- today, it is pure myth that teachers-can justifiably be held accountable fOr

products over which they have so little control,. .
‘ This infermation package is made up ‘of four parts:’
I* “A Cr1S1s in Educ%tion Accountabiljty and Quality
II “Guidelmes for Quality qucaﬁon” )
III -*‘Accountability: From Fantasy to Reality”’ T

IV, “Legislation by the States: Accountability and
‘Asséssment in Education N

Part 1 prowdes an overV1ew of what in some states has- already become:.

an accountability crisis. Inthis paper, the often simplistic push to hold teachers

accountable for a process over which ‘they have 0 little control is related to

the broader but well-established 1ngred1ents of.a quality’ education program.
Eart II provides the reader with a checklist that can be used ro relate the

9 . _ . :
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.- Education,’’ has been made avai]able to the NEA by the publisher, Cooperative
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elements—one might say, the demands—of accountability advocates tothe more
rational and well-estabhshed needs of qual1ty educat1on When the advocates

of - accountability are- g1ven a chance to consider the logical constra1nts of a

quality educat1on program; it can be hoped that the results will be a temper1ng .

of their zeal and an 1ncrease in their understanding of the fut111ty of imposing
a smgle-track version of accountability on the enormously complex system of
publiz education. '

Part III calls at'tention to what teacher associations can do now. It also
provides some realistic answers to the questions posed on the preceding page.
The political realities. of accountability are related to the theoretical “‘fantasy’’
of what might have been done with the idea of accounrability before it became

. *

politicized in some localities. <

Part 1V, ‘‘Legislation by the States: Accountability and Assessment in

Accountability Project. This, report, together with the two-page ““addendum”’
of October 1972, reports on state legislation dealing with statewide assessment
programs, accountab1l1ty programs, and PPBS systems. Some of the statutes

included in this report were initiated and recommended by state education

agencies; others were mandated by state legislatures, Further information on

this project may be obtained from the State Educational Accountability Reposi-
tory,‘Wisconsin Department of Fublic Instruction, 126 Langdon Street, Madison,
Wisconsin 53702, ° o S

. g @ A

Additional 1nformat1on in accountab1l1ty and all of its related elements has

become an ongoing task here, and you will be rece1v1ng additionai packets of

information on this and related developments In the meantime, we are asking

each state association to name an appropr1ate staff ligisgn officer with whom

we can work as we move toward what is fast becoming a clear1nghouse on
‘accountability for the un1ted teach1ng professmn. We will appreciate your help

and your suggestions. . . . .

Washington, D.C. Ja}nes W. Becker, Director
Deceml';ger 1972 | . . lnstrucnon and Professional Developnient
Nat1onal Education Association .
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" Part | .

. ~ ‘A CRISIS IN EDUGATION: .
ACCOUNTABILITY AND.QUALITY -

N G

Co ulsion about accountab1l1t in educanon has reached cr1S1s ro ort1on
n}P y. p P

m at least thirty states ,and‘is spreading fast to all fifty. The compuls:on the .

obsessive desire to make educators and students conform is the crisis, not the'
need for or desirability of, efforts t> be fore accountable (responS1ble'). .\/Tore
prec1sely, there are under. way deliberate’ attempts to legislate or decree per-
formance, test1ng,‘ and achievement lev_els-—n;; other words/; to remove the pre-

rogatives of professionals and the local school district to devise and ¢arry out’

programs of edugation' that fit their particular clientele. Most of the proposed

. . ¢
. legislation and decrees are punitive, ili conceived, and pr\obably inoperative.

" And they have for the most part been developed withiout the collaborat1on and

consultat1on of the organ1zed teaching profess1on.

—

go beyond the welfare of students and teachers. The very guture of publ1o edu-

—¢ation is in ti.e halance. In many states, the sequence of events is at a stage .

where the trend of all future developments in accountability. is being determined.

The time for action is now, . ‘ _
We contend that there is a legitimate caseto be made for greater account-
ability in education. T’eople‘(educators included) want to be more suré that
human effort and material exp!end1ture achijeve demonstrably the purposes and
goals for which they have been allocated These advocates of greater account-
"ability, want f1rst not’ to short-change the publ1c;\ they want taxpayers to get
the best service and products for the dollars’they pay, they want’students.to
get an educat1on that is commensurate with the human and materlal resources
expended—for the benefit. of both the learner and the soc1ety of wh1gh he is a

o?

part,
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T'he motivations' for the desire for accountabilsty it education are many: .
zome are constructive and positive; others are punitive and selfish, We con-
tend that any effort to achieve ‘greater accountab111ty must be seen in a context
of a larger system‘at1c way of ach1ev1ng human objectives,’a context ‘that 1s.'
- --concerned first, w1th the ob]ect1ves g be met; second," with a plan and : system ' —~

to achiieve :stated objectives; and thlrd "with a contmulng measurement effort ,‘
to- determine both the degree to which objectives are met, the adequacy of the . '
method, ‘and the adaptab111ty of ‘the _system for ach1ev1ng objectives. Hence, i
accountab111ty is seen as a meahs to an end not an end in 1tself ' ’
NEA could wholeheartedly endorse the above concept of accountab111ty it % -
it were the currently accepted not1on The NEA pledges to work unstintingly - v
. in- foster1ng the cond1t1ons, c1rcumstances and attitudes essential for a‘work-.
able system of accountability in educatlon The I\*EA cannot ‘endorse or support
many current activities undertaken _in' the name of accountablhty, where the
’ sole purpose -is to réduce cost regardless of effect. | . . _
[ Many well- mean1ng citizens_and legislators haye endorsed the drive for
greater accountability. Too many, however,have succumbed to overly simplistic
schemes for achieving greater accountability and more responsibi‘lity in educau :
tion, the current result of which has been threa’tening and. counterproductive. . ’
(We prefer—and urge the- su,bstitution of—the word ‘‘responsibility’’ for
' "‘accountability” from this-point ccan because it is more comprehensive, more
positive, and more connotative of the efforts exerted in the area of r1ghts and
responS1b111t1es throughout the h1story of our American Répubhc “ReSponS1- oo
b111ty” is moredescriptive of characteristics and actions in the human services;
accountab111ty” is more appropriately applied to the production of goods and - L
products that are quantifiable or countable, as in business and 1ndustry ) ' /
Simple notlons of educational ac¢ountability( responsmlhty) suggest that the
effectlveness of schools can be assessedbyevaluating in isolation the perform-

ance of teachers ‘and/or the- achieve%ent of their students, The simple solu- *

tion, after such assessment, is to contlnue the employment and cert1f1catlon ’

of those teachers who perform adequately, who produce learnmg in youngsters

and to dismiss those who perform ihadequately, who do not produce learning in

. thelr students. . ] . ' .
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. Such simple notions. sound plausible because our. soc1ety is product-

/

oriented. The, busmeés\—mdustnal model of accountab111t.y (regponsibility)
prevails, Tragieally, 1t is transferred without questjgn to the development.of

~ - our human resources, our children. Theerror 1n such ﬁmkmg is that *, ., mep T
cannot produce people...man cannot learn ch1ldren but he can help children
'learn He can é)ot growachlld buthe ¢an hg}p a ydungste _grow--—mtellectually,

empt1onably, physmally, or oth'erwm,e M@n can build houses and- a1rplanes "and .

. thmgo, but they can only wor,k vmth the hfe pro’cess and alongside of growmg
v, orgamsms to help thetpersons'. .y grow' on the1r, own.”1 )

The- s1mpl1st1c solutior is no lon@er merelil a matter of academ1c debate .

r It is being I;roposed again and agam as a statewide.policy. State leg1slatures

and boards of education are acceptlng, perhaps for lack of a better model, the
busmess industrial model of accountab111ty (responsibility), Leglslatlon and

*srate "Board of education decrees are being proposed to implernent a s1mp1e

. dause-and—effect ‘system of accountability (respon51b111ty) ~The results are

ST potent1ally devastating to stucfents .and teachers—but most important, to

- society, It’ 5a case of accedlng to a closed system—to educat1ona1 fascism—

in other words, eompelhﬁg, constra1n1ng, and coercing educators and students

to comply w1th inhumane, arb1trar11y set.requirements for educatlon.
&

posed are adopted educational progress—-ln fact the public school ente C/rpnse——

ome of the m1ndIess, pun1t1ve requ1rements for schools now bemg pro-

will be dehumanized, subverted demorallzed and in the process, estroyed . )
The crisis is now. I-Iow the public cry for account. bility (responS1b111ty) .

« .1s handled will 'establish the tone, the ﬂavor,._the very essence of education

for the nexr decade, B N i -
We obviously cannot accept the "simplistic approach, Not becaus'e° we

reject the idea of achuntability (résponsibility) in education but because we

know that teacher pe.rformar‘lce ahd student achievément are.only two of many .

< factors that determine the quality of schooling, because the~approach sihgles.
) ’ ’ ‘ . ¢ “

a

’ .. ‘?
]Frymler, Jack. Foreword to Educational Accounfobuhfy Beyond Behavjoral Objectives |

by Arthiur W, Combs. Washington, D.C.: Association for. Supervision and Curru culum Develop*- k
ment, 1972,

» ' . ~ A
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out 'scapegoats, and because it cannot cause 1m?r’dvement\wuhout other, parailel

. actions to flx and monitor responS1b111ty; '

* . Hence, we .submit, if accountability (respon31b111ty) is to be more fully

assumed professionals and the public must conS1der the educational enterprlse

+

" as the comwlex undertaking it is. They must conS1der the responsibilities that

. exist in education,.where and by whom such respons1b111t1es should be assumed

and how they can be mon1to.red to ensure that they aresbeing carried out.

0 be more explicit about what is 1nvolved in settmg, fixing, and monitor-

ing responS1b111ty, we -have examined mOSt of ‘the proposed or enacted state

. board decrees and 1eg1s1at1ve actlons--and have added other compenents that

¢ ‘

should ‘be -considered in attempts to assure greater accountability (responsi-

bility), All of which leals us to the condlusion that the first task might well °

be to examine ex1st1ng educat1ona1 pohoy(les) or legislative act(s) gefore de=
signing new proposals. Suchareview may well reveal that the a‘uthor1ty already -
exists to achieve greater accountab1l1ty and that the, attentiort needs to be given

r 1
to how such authorlty is e;cerc1sed

We contend that 1) goals, 2), students + 3) program, 4).staff, 95) resources,
and  6). governance of. ®ducation and the teaching professmn are elements of
quahty educatlon for which responsibility’ should be tixed and mon1tored 1f
educators and the public are to assure accountable (responsible) educatlon
We contend further that .a re\;1ew -of these elemerits in terms of the ex1st1ng
operatlon of educatlon in states and school districts will help professmnals and--
‘laymen_(and .legislators an’ arate board members) to identify the measures
needed to achieve greater >untabiIity (responsibility)s in education. The
va1u1ng as to adequacy in 'each setting is the responS1b111ty of the people in-
volved

.

Pa'rt_ I on accountability (responsibility) that follows outlines ini brief form

' the elements of Accountability (re'sp'onsibility)‘in a context of quality education.,

¢ -
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S
GUIDELINES FOR QUALITY EDUCATION |
) | ‘
" Whenr" quality education is the purpose in deV1S1ng plaqs for greater ac-
countability (responsibility) in education, a number}of elements in the educa-
| t1onal enterprise. must be assessed and several agencies and gfoups must
assume complémenting reSponS1b111t1es. The various élements of the educa-
‘tional enterprise provide a comprehens1ve scheme or framework against which
la)’zmen and ,professmnals can collectgéa id data, and assess ex1st1.ng and-needed
provisions for responsible action (accountability) in education, These elements
(goals, students, program, taff resources, and governance) are we contend,
essentially gu1del1nes for quality education. All of them may not be pre01se1y
appropr1ate in every state, but they do form a frame that can be adapted to the
unique C1rcum=*tances of each state. v
As stated in z.he followmg pages, the elements of accountab1l1ty (reSponS1-

b1l1ty) for quality educat1on art 1n outhne form. . They are a skeleton wh1ch

must be fleshed out to be comp ehens1ve,. In subsequent materials being de-

velopeéd, adapted, and sel\ected from existing-sources, each of the following °

topics will be expanded. The outline presented here provides specifics for

assessment that should help in countering the ar guments of proponents of- plans .

for S1mply evaluating teaclters and testing students. ‘ SR

We haye not attempted to suggest with whom responsibility ~hould be fixed
or how the application of guidelines should be monitoted. Both of these con-
The nature of the

gu1del1nes, nowever makes clear .that most of the actual assessment for

'S1df=rat1ons will be addressed in forthcoming mater1ala.

accountability (trespon61b1l1ty) must be done where the action takes place In
many of the items local, even building or ne1ghborhood actions are called for,
thus suggesting that’ deF1S1ons about responS1b1l1ty ¢and accountability) are best
recogmzed and assumed where teach1ng and Iearning take place. _ :

The- followmg élements of accountab1l1ty (responS1b111ty) for quahty edu-
catior are divided into six parts, wh1ch may ‘be considered separately in

-

o '.8'°
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di‘scussio‘n'.and evalulation 'but which are inevitably part of an iptegrated whole,
- - -, .
Goal and Objec'ti\"re Setting " . ¢ '
e Pohc1es and procedures exis. ‘and are used fqr the general public to he
1nvolved in sett1ng the broad goals-and ob) jectives of public schools.

N Procedures ex1st and’ are used to 1nvolve representatlves of the public in
the contmu1ng proce; s of goal review and revision.
Procedures: exist and are used perlodIc‘ y to’ get input and/or approval
from all whq can and will vote in a’ local d1str1ct and state,
Pr‘ocedures exist and are used for teachers and other, educators ‘to inform
: and 1nf1uence the pubhc in sett1ng goals and objectives for schoohng '
Procedures exist and are used to get continuous input and recommenda-
tlons from students on the goals and objectives of education.

’ uoals and ob]ectlves, statew1de and local, have}been estabhshed and are

Student needs (as_viewed by parents teachers, and students) are assessed

regularly in a broadly comprehenswe manner at both the state and local level

including: . . . « s : .
) \
achievement,. mtelhgence aptitude, and demographlc dataQstandard
and other) A .

descr1pt1ve data onnterests, rate of learmng, special talents, modes
,of thinking, interpersonal relatlonshlp skills, etc. - -

Periodic absessments are made to chart general changes i. eo, cultural
roles, of children and adolescents.. ' - , . T

Regular assessments are made locally to chronicle the degree to and ways
in which students are invqlved in determlnmg their awn s{hool study W/

Students are 1nvolved in the governance of ine school they attend, parucl-
pating in both academic (curr1cular) dec1S1ons and the sccial-political governance

1

of the school. . . : ) >

< . -9',' “;

made pubhc ‘ ‘ | o o

State leglslatlon or statL board of eduoatlon decree ex1sts, with adequate.
fund1ng, to make the above )ossmle. . A ,

' : \ : T o : ‘
Students I o : . '

5

r
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‘

. Provisions exist ‘in law, cr siate anr‘ local boaic‘ of education PO
make the above possitle,

-

. School brogram i
Program reflects the goals andobjectives set at both state’and loc:
Students, parents, and teachers pro\ride the msajoxr inputs in det
local school program ©o ' - ‘
~ Local' program goals have been estabfistied and are made public,
Progrdm is sufficiently broad and varied to serve a oivers1tv of
Evaluation of school program is undertaken regulayly to aSse s
against goals and objectivgs, . - . o
Evaluation (as far as posmbie) is primarily longitucunal /formc
long-range--placmg emph asison studentléa rnm'r anddevelopment ovel
of years rather than semesrer by semester or course by course (sun

Program for each student is 1nd1Viduahzed 10 fit the uniquenes

learner. - - o

o

. Prov1S1ons in. law ot by state board nohcy prov1de the human and
resources to carry out the above, '
‘- ' ) . .°
Staff ]
Selection Z staff is selected according to carefully establis/hed CY
the school administrator of a unit, on the baS1s of recommendations ¢
priate staff, parents, and students. _ '
Requirements for the ‘selection of staff include demonstrated adt
liberal education, a field of specialization, and teathing performance-
‘a year of internship is expected prios t0 a f1rSt teaching job, .
. New staff serve an agreed-upon probationary p\eriod during whi
fully planned or1entat10n assistance, and e-valuation are provided. T
about regular or permanent employment sta“us are made on the basi:
eral evaluations conducted throughout the probationary period.r
Assignment — the aSsignment of specific responsibilities is mac
basis’ of training, experience, b;:ckground, personality, *and desire.

] - M 4 k.
-10-



_retention -purposes.

. '_~1mprbvmg 1ndw1dua1 teacher and faculty effe‘ctlveness

[y

)} . . . . . - ) .. . vY -

faculty is conS1dered a profess1onal team 1n wh1ch there is balance, d1vers1ty,

°an51 compat1bllity Assxgnment, therefore is also determlned by .the needs of
partlcula&‘ faculties. Teachers have a part in” determmmg their own assign-

ment. Procedures exist for- reassignment for any legitimate‘reason. A staff

"is oiganized for asSignments in ‘ways that bess earry dut school goals and
L] , \

objectives. They work ds a tean in achieving school goals, whether teaching

alone or witlrothers. = - . . 5

Staff evaluatlon-meva-luatlon 1s regular and c_orLtlnuous and based upon
srandards arrived at cooperapvely Standards reﬂect the goals and db]ectlves
of the s¢hool and are made pubhc

Modés of evaluation include self, student,

administrative, and ‘peer. Evaluation initially (pretenuré) is primarily for
‘After tenure is granted, evaluation is facused mainly on
—

Staff development- continuing or in-service education is dlrectly related

to evaluation.

!

it is a regular part of a teacher’s work load. It is des1gned by
and with teachers to help teachers increase their teaching effectivenes?aﬂ.

. development counselors assist individual teachers and teams of teachers in

assessing and meeting development needs. Counselors are nonadminjstrative,
Legislation and/for state board policies provide human and material §Epport.

to _operate the above prograrns.. Planned, state-approved staff development

programs are supported hy formula beyond the regular per pupil allotment of

dollayrs.

Rescurces . . ‘ ) -

There is a variety of pr1nted material available to teachers and students, ° “
Standards of the ALA, ASLA, ASCD, and subject matter organizations have been»-
corimdered in ascertaining the adequacy of holdings. o

Fllms videotapes, and other audxov1sua1 materials are available to teachers
and studepts--and there are adequate facilities for individual and group view=
ing, Standards for school media programs ofthe ALA and NEA have been con-
sidered in ascertaining the adequae’y:bf\ the local school holdings.




" are provided to carry out the school program,

LI , ,12‘.
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Commun1ty resources in people, places and th1ngs have been" 1dent1f1ed
and are utilized by teachers and student$ as an integral part of schooling.
. Work exper1enee in the community is used-by most students under the

supervision of the’ school as a regular part of the progranr of study

Building, fac111t1e\‘équ1pment and other necessary’ physlcal resources-

The school budget is adequate to prOV1de the resources, equ1pment and

fac111t1es called for in the above

o

: %
Governance ‘ _
. There is general agre'ement (statement or description) among teachers and
students (and to an extent, ‘parents) about'the kind of living place school should
be. Included in th1s statement are deﬁned rights and responsibilities of stu-
dents and faculty ‘and description of the mechan1sms (mcludmg checks and
balances) created to ensure established r1ghts and responsibilities.
A statement omr academic, personal, and professional freedor'n‘ m school—
for students and teachers—has beén developed by teachers and students. (The

American Civil Liberties Union pamphlet, Academic Freedom in the High School;

is illustrative) ! - ' ‘ ot
The faculty, admm1strat1on and student body are orgamzed and&tructured
to make possible eff1¢1ent, effectlve decision mak1ng on problems of mutual
concern,
The school board, school faculty, and adtninistration understand their
respect1ve spheres of infly /ence power, and decision making,

State - boards and co\’nm1ssmns made up of a majority of teacher pracin-

tioners, exist under law or by state board act1on to. régulate the preparation

and licensures of new teachers, temonitor practice in service (in con]unctmn

with local pract1ces panels), to approve in-service or staff development pro-

. grams, and to prov1de due process fo¥ cages of alleged malnracnce or uneth1ca1

professional behavior, ,/ .

b4

State board of educat1on funct1ons are clearly delmeated and complement

]

/
the work of professmnal boards and comm1ssmns

~N ] .
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) State legislation has been enacted that (1) sanctions mnegotiations and/or

other mechanisms for establishing policies and .agreements at the loca} level

.' on.goal settmg, students program, staff, resources, and governance (2) estab-

‘-

lishes job secur1ty through tenure or continuing contract; (3) protects teachers
and other educational personnel in matters of llat)lhty (save harmless law);
(4) est’ablishes an adequate retirement system; (3) includes teachers in-social
security (FICA); (6) includes teachers in a workmen’s compensat{on ,nlan; and

7) qual1f1es teachers for tax-sheltered annuity programs. \

" State leglslatlon has been enacted ‘enabling reciprocity with all states in .

the cerfification of teachers.

(R )




Part 111 - ' - ' .

1€ \ . R -

| ACCOUNTABILITY: FROM FANTASY TO REALITY

“Since it is impractical to »define accountability.as a vacuous, untested
,theoriy, it must be considered as a_’partof‘the real work of duc process, teacher
'advocacy, and political adtion. Were weable to define the issue of accountability,
to define it so that. the improvement ¢ of the quality of education were its chief
goal, the professional and academic communities would eagerly join the public
in enthusiastic support of acc_ountabllity legislation, The possibility of con- .
trolling such :definiti'o'n, if: it’ever existed, is deteriorating daily. The notion |
that accountability measures currently' under legislative deliberation are
capable of improving education is in almost» a11 cases pure fantasy. .

The reality of the 81tuat10n is that accountablhty has become a pohtlcal
shibboleth, a code word that. communicates coercion and control under the
‘mask of concerned and responsible leadership. Anyattempt'to think strategi-

cally about the mode of response to the issue of accoyntability must begin with

‘a recognition of it¥ essentially political nature, Whatever ends one might - B

,Wish to gairr whatever posture one might W1sh to assume, the political context’
- of the issue must be accepted as the point.of departure.
' The causes behind the current accountability'crisis a/re many and varied
Such factors as the taxpayer revolt, the public’s loss of conﬁdence in public
msutunons the law and order mentality, etc,, are extenswely debated in the
) pubhc press. More to the point of educational accountablllty are some new
‘developments Consider, for example Pre31 nt Nixon sappomtmEnt of Caspar
We1nberger as Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare. -Weinberger comes
to HEW from the Office of Mgnagement and Budget where he earned the title
“Cap the Knife" for his effectiveness ‘in slashing budgets. Mr. V\/elnberger
came to the federal government from Californiawhere hé was Governor Reagans
director of finance, California, incidentally, has one of the‘most c\éercive and.
. ‘confusing accountability acts now in -efféct. The {yments:tacked onto’

Title 1 and Title Il of thé ESEA are further evidence—t the mood 7f the federal

r
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. .government.’ The m11110ns of dollars distributed under this Act are now a
: powerful wedge for “incorporating pun1t1ve and narrow-minded accountab111ty
o ’  -measures 1nto state and local settlngs s . )

VO - When one considers d%at the federal Office of- Education and gvery state
' departrnent of education has for ’decades had all the authority necessary to put
. accountab111ty measures imo effect, the legislative popularity o} the issue- ”
-l becomes even more ominous. Such redundancies clearly are not motivated by -
desires_to improve education. ' )
.+ Still other-portents of the intent of accountability proposa'ls come, as might
be expeclted, from thé U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the larger business
community. The Chamber distﬁbuted materialsgthroughout‘the nation urging
'the adoption of accountability legislation in the states. It is difficult to imagine
that the‘(fhamber’S'interest in the subject is the improvement of the quaiity

*

oY of education. ‘o . .

None of the above is meant to imply. that motivations behind the call. for
' accou'ntability ‘are devoid of” attempts-at educationa] improvements. Such pur-
| poses do exist, but-it is exttemely doubtful that they can prevall when purely
i' . p011t1cal goals of hoéldlng dovn taxes, - controlling power, and panderlng to
T ¢ busmess interests preempt the discussion. e
P ‘ These pohtlcal and economic motlvatlons are often unintentionally rein- -
’ o forced by attempts to incorporate systems theory and related managerial con-
v cepts into educatmnal decision making. The past decade spawned numerous
attempts to'explore such approaches as behavioral dbjectiv‘es_ucriterion-based
1nstruct10n, competency-—based teaching, contmggcy management, beh<av1\ora1
;( ‘ mod1f1cat10n, etc. With one glarlng exception, the 1ntroduc410\n—of these “1nno-
f o vations’’ is al:compamed by considerably more publicity than is’ ‘the evaluation. .
/ ’ " The .one exception is the federal government’s notorious experiment with per-

| : formance contractlng-—it was thoroughly and Soundly evaluated and judged

. ~

a failure. ' - ' RPN
¢ . o . )
_ Little data and, experience are availabge to support ‘the incorporation of
\ . such innovations into legislation for educational'accountability. Therefore, it

e .is our position that, at this time, there is little evidenge t'o,'5 warrant legislative

- (3 4 / .
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adoptlon of dccountability acts if ijmproverfent of educatlon is the goal Wlerever

that goal is offered as the intent of such leglslatlon either naivete or cynicism

is at play. Sufficient ev1dence 1s just not avallable to allow for other interpre-

tation, - ’ . "

-
x

‘What, then, can the organized teaching profession do? There are several

strategic possibilities that suggest themselves: »

N

We view much of the accountability le'gislation to,be redundant in view

A. Role Differentiation

>

g 0~

of the autﬁority alre‘ady vested in various branches and extensions of state
governments, _,It\is irresponsible’ in the extreme to devise legislation in
any way punitive to teachers and local school districts Jnerely because
exxitmg accountab1l1ty methanisms are inoperative, Clearly, the answer

to hold those now responsible accountable for the1r fallures and not to
refocus “responsibility - and accountablhty on those who are already’the
V1ct1ms of inept management students, teachers, andmany local adminis-’
etrator\s ’ .t S .

Another -aspect of role d;lfferentlamon is the h1stor1ca1 value, of local
control in educanon
sacrifices a S1gn1f1cant degree of local control Even where local opmons
.are built 1n, those optlons are restricted to the ph1losoph1cal framework
of syStem “theory as - curr’ently practiced; and that framework has not as

yet been’ able to accommodate humahe and soclal values.

Y . * - c . <

B. Regulatlonsvs. Legislation- - “

]

If the adoption of accountability measurés appears 1nev1table’ it would
be preferable to’have them'in the form of state department regulations
rather than, in legislation. State regulatlons, though they generally enjoy

the force of law, -tend to be more manageable and adaptable they are also

. easier to change and modify as new circumstances develop. Addltlonally,

state department dehberatlons are more hkely to incorporate educat1c)nal
deliberations and less llkely to foster dramat1c rhetoric thz{n are legrslatlve

l 6
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Most of the accountablhty leg1s‘latlon we have seen

.
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deliberations To attempt such a strategy, of course, assumes sufficient
. foresight to gain necessary lead time: and sufficient control to offer the
option persuasively. '
A few states have now effected a kind of compromise between these
. - alternatives; ' legislation that, in effect, mandates regulation, This ap-
proach has the virtue of appeasing bothlegislative and regulatory bréi’nches

‘ - of goveriiment.’ |
C. Deflate and Disci(edit X ~, .
As ,mentidn\‘ d ‘above, most of thel?olitical debate over accountability
symbolizes uns lcen-comminnents to coercion, control, and budget slash-
mg It is the responsibility of the organized teaching profession to expose
such intents and 1lnot1vations for what they. are. '
*  D. Redefinition , ‘ s N
. Political debate over the issue of accountabiiity appears also\to have
o 2 polarized public thinking about education Many of the stronger advocates
of accountability atre unalterably opposed to attempts to make schools and
. educa&o‘n more humane, open, and j joyous experiences. In too many forl1ms,
o concéern for learning and concern for children are mutually exclusive,

Those who urge systemization and standardization of education are in one
) - camp. ’l:hose who urge humanization, openness, an¢ a few more smiles
are in the other. Debate. over, acéountability tends to make each'see the
other as the cause of education’s troubles.’ Once the polarity is conceded,
the danger of mutually exclus1ve choices.is pararhout, Legislative erth ..
should never, be used to set in concrete a single persuasion of educational
thought. Such an action is antithetlcal tp the goals of a pluralistic soc1ety
~  “We cannot legislate innovation.
? The organized teaching professmn c prowde an essential serV1ce in
- 81mply preventing this polarity frorn eveloping..fu.rther. ‘Concern for
openness, mvolvement, an{i .human growth must: become a much larger

part of, all, deliberations on 91e matter of accountability. .

-

- N ~ . . =
“ . e N

- .1 ‘. [ 2 -'17- AN




o

E. Imposition vs. lnvolvement

-

fincreage in the allvantages
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- ' An earlier part of these materlals argues for the deliberate considera-
tion of all-of the fundamental elements of the educational process: goals,

students, programs, resou'rces, staff, an¢d governance, Any accountability

mechanism that does not address €ach of these elements cannot “hope fo be -

more than incomplete and e sporadic, - At the very least, if the problem

.cannot-be comprehenswely approached 1t is better let alone \

’
-

.The clearest lesson learned from the pagst deca'de of”st,riving for edu-
cational innovations is that programs not giilt on the understanding and
commitment of those who must carry out decisions -atre doomed to failure.

~ The cont1nued flow of unilateral and drbitrary decisions from the top of the
hierarchy down will work ho better in the future than it has in the past.

» Unfortunately, too, often those in education with the most experience,
W1sdon1, and knowledge are those with the least to say about what goes on.

These closest to the learnter are farthiest from control.” The teacher musf
‘-be recognized and accepted as the proper lo((us for authority and decision
making in matters relating to curricylum arld mstruction Anything short
of th1s is playing games W1th superstructures
impact, nor suchsuperstructures the substance, to amountfo any significant
: ohools offer students, To believe they do is:

When teaghers possess tHe authority and the decision-making power to

performi their professional task, education’ will improve,, YWhen teacher&'

- are in that position, and only then, will we be able to address the question

of accountability seriously enough to assurne that itcan make a difference

Until then, the only relevant accountab111ty question is why teachers are

. ) . . - 1
not in that gosmon. THis is reality. .. & _ .

/’ ’ + . . ? .

Such gamegs have not the .
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