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PREFACE °

William W. Turnbuil

Both rrofessional and public attention is focused these
* <

days on the concept of educational accountability. The word

"accountability has as many weanimg$ as people care to give it and
is often used iﬁ connection with‘such ;ééfvities as assessment,
evaluation, auditing, and performance contracting.

\ So great is the interest -- and sg meager the clarifica-
tion of the many issues and problems involved -- that the heed for
a comprehensive look at the concept prompted Educational Testing
Service to sponsor these confere;kes.

We were indeed fortunate thaF soge of the most knowl-g
edgeable and thoughtful people concerned with the philosophy,
strategies, and pitfalls of accountability in education aéceptgd
our invitation to participate in the conferences. Each of them
has provided a substantive and challenging contribution to better
understandiné of what is involved in developing and implementing
accountability programs of integrity anc merit.

We are also indebted to John H. Fischer, the conference
chairman, whose contributions to education's "accountability" in
the broadest dense have few pdrallels. -

Because of the urgent need for dissemination of informa-~
tion about accountability the speakers' papers, in their pre-
conference form, have heen assembled in this booklet for immediate

distribution.
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"INTRODUCTTION

A
-

John H. Fischer

a0 " We had planned to include in this publication.a brief
7 introduction by Dr. Fischer in which he would present his views
on educational accountability. Unfortunately, he became ill, and
as a consequence wiil be unable either to prepare his remarks or

to participate in the conferences. ¢




, THE MEANS AND ENDS OF
'S - . .
A“COUNTABILITY

p; ' Terrel H. Bell

PP

=
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The Broad Concept of Accountability
The whole ihea of accountability is related to the propo-
sition that if the student.has not learned the school hag not taught.
The school, or the teacher; or someone must account for learning
failure. But the concept of accountuability goes beyond this, It is

dedicated to the central belief that we can develop a much more
4

effective education system by studying learding inputs and outcomes.

By studying the means and ends of learning, we hay be -able to,-at

long last, utilize the scientific method’jn teaching gnd learning. «

Lo

_The current emphasis on accountability reflects our frustration

about our schools. Much more is being demanded than we have been .

able to produce. “Until we solve the problem of accountability -
quantifying inputs and outéht -- little hope _.is seen for arriv%ﬂg

at solutions to many of the great issues facing the schools.
Accountability in education is more than testing of studenis and
evaluating teacher competence. In its fuil context, we must view
accounEabilit} as concerned,with all "factors related to learning in-

put and output. -

It is important to give emphasis to this because account-

ability has beéen tied closely to instructional personnel, We think™

I



of rewards and punxshment and of payxng more dollars to teachers

whose students perform well and less dollars to those teachers whose
students fail to meet a standard of expectation. Accountability

should te applied to the materials dand media of instruction. It must

celate to time und.scheduling. It <hould also address itself to

questions such as: -

. -~
- . 2 - -

" - ,
o that is the educational worth_of a specific 150 frame

.
- - * e

‘ sequence of programme. learning material in remedi-

ating a particular &1agnosed’learﬁing,deficienc§?

-
[y

v . (<] * ~
o What is the educational worth of a video tape or a ., -
1
- fllm’ : . \ :
* Accountability is also related to sckool administrafive decision i
4
making: . . ¢
o What cost-benefit value can'we attach to $50,000 re- ’

deployed from subjec¢t matter supervisors in the central

= office of a school system to employ tutors or teacher
aides? ' .
& “ , .
o Do students learn chemistry in a chemistry laboratory

and foreign languages in a language laboratory?

Seeking rLasonably objective evidence to answer these
questions is not eaqy, but accountability wmust take such questions
into its aacounting. Seeglggwggluticns to such problems will lead
administrators to“tunclude that installing accountability systems
might well do much to- shape up the wanagement of schools as well as
the teaching side of the operation. Accountability looks at school
‘resgurce deployment, materials éeleccion, time allocating, and a )
_host of other school managamv;t practices. - i
Needless to say, accountability nas.many facets, forms, and
fdcés. It reaches far be*?nd the simplistic absertien that it is
concerned with teachers and teachin;. Leodrners and learning reach into
some of these management and resourcy Ucnloyment decisions. When the
.student,fails to learn, the enti re system must be introspective.
Accountablligy is the word symbolic of this needed ends and méans intro-

spéctlon. $

. 10° | \ o
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-, Heaourable Educational Goals: ' g . -4

The Key to Making Accountability Operational 3 ~
Educational goal settihg is the prerequisite for measuring N
- the distance betWeen what is and what Qught to be and in monitor- : .a y
- - ing progress in getting to where we are going. Our goals must be - :
. . L

stated in quantifiable .terms. Broad, sweeping, and idealistyic

- ; generalities will not do if we seak to heasure ends and those means

,
that may influence ends.’ \\.é[ \ S -
: ) Although some goals in education will be difficﬁlf to . R

quantify and respected authoritiss will differ on some prioritles,
there exists, it scems to me, a general consensus about many desired )
outcomes. This is represented in many almost universally accepted

é curricula found in schools across the nation.

\ What is needed, tnen, is more precision im*describing
gesired outcomes as measurable objectives that comprise much-(but - .
// not_all) of the g~al structure ot our schools. ’
R Educational goals, stated in quantifiabie languaéen_wiil ; .

provide the end we seek to attain. Surely, this is one step toward

objectivity in education. Even if we lack agreement on some of the . .o
goals of education, there are far more about which there sefms to be, : S
little disbuteﬁ ) A

N Al - - “

Learning as an Outcome and Student Performance as a Product:

Implications for School Management

o

. After our gpals have been stared with precision and after K
we have the quantifiable language describing our goals we step ., ’
immediately into the input and output problem. We must, as I see it,
conquer the frustrating pr%iiems on this battlefield if accountability
is to mean more than a key word in a high sounding slog;n. *

- When doesva student's !performance prove that he has at;ained

a large educational goal? Wwhat factors or inputs helped —- and to -
- : what extent 1id they help the-student to attain the goal? How do we
measure student perfofmance as a product of our’ schools? )
. As a people, we have grown up in a climate of scienc;, where
R the scientiéic method is accorded the highest prestige. Since the

beginning of this heavy emphasis on science, its-practitioners have

1 . .
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boed@asserting with varying degrees of confidence the maxim, "any—
\

thing ~that exists, exists in some amount, and conseq ently can be

measured " In the educational world, the controversjal element of

/ the basic scientiéic assertion -- "and can be measured" -- continues

to be a source of debate. ) AT
A\

1 suppose we would all concede .,that some students fail to
learn even -in th? presence of excellent teachers and some students

learn in spite of the ineptness of some obviously incompetent

teachers. )

To be trite, learning is difficu't to'qnantify and measure.
It is an even more‘;erplexing task to identify what infj}uences learn— ‘
ing and what causes its fruition. Conversely, it is di?ﬁicult to

identify causes for learning failure.

PO
LN -

From the student point of viey, students claim }— with some’

-
»

bitterness at timMes —-- that we are not ¢ nsistent about iccbuntability
‘ in-education. They point out that teacber& give exams tp measure
student learning in a given course. Letter grades are provided at the
' completion of most secondary school and college courses as a form of
méasurement of learning.

‘,;~~’ ’ The grade point average determines such vital decisions as
admission to.graduate and professional schools, admissi.a to certain
prebtige institutions, and entry to betteft jobs with lai.ge corporations.

° : Students see this attempt to measure and hold students
accountable for learning as inconsistent with claims that teaching can-

not be measured and, therefore, teachers cannot be held accountable for

FERNY

o what students learn or ‘fail to learn Putting it in concrete terms,
some. students would ask: "If we place a 3.5 or a 1.2 grade point
average label on a student, should we not be willing to do the same for
the teacher?" o e .

The foregoing identifies issues that have been discussed for -

a number of years. But today, educational accountability covers more

substantive aspects of the business of teaching and learning. It is

concerned with' indivfhually prescribed curricyla and with making

decisions on how and where to deploy scarce personnel and dollar resources

to gain the maximum output What materials, methods, media and staff-~

ing patterns wékl result in what cducational ends? We have hard choices

~N
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to make and careful trade-offs to reckon‘with in educational adminis-
tration. Many State Legislatures and the U.S. Congress are asking us
for output measures, and we must a&éount for results from dollars
appropriated._

In the U.S. Office of Education, for example, the Secretary
has put HEW agencies on a management by objectives system. He holds
monthly management review sessions. He wants, for example, a detail-
ed time phased action plan to show how 1.5 billion dollars in Title I
of ESEA is going to buy some measurable progress in disadvantaged
student accomplishment. The systems approach to laying out objectives
and setting forth ia dollars, personnel, and action strategyv, the -
meahs for attaining goals is becoming a perplexing challengé\@a the
U.S. Office of Education. We are, in short, being asked to rggularly
account for our stewardship. We cannot meet this challenge withagc
more sophistication from the school systems of the nation in measut-
ing student performance. Our sophisticated, sFientific, producticn
oriented society is demanding a more seph’ ticated, scientific and
production oriented educational system. Accountability 1é the .. /
word in all of this for it implies goal directed and performénce

oriented educational leadership. It implies analysis of feedback and

_correctlon of aim to more acrurately focus on our targets

We must, as I see it, readily concede that some of our most
cherished educational outcomes will not bq;easily --+if ever -- stated
and measured in quantifiable terms. Can we, for example, quantify-such
lofty humaﬁ values as enthusiasm, love, loyalty, character, and empathv?

Schools surely want pupils to graduaFe from a passive state

of mass accep.ance to the more dynamic state of personal choice and

~ =

decision, .
Such achievement, wiiich could be most influential to a pupil's
future; is obviously difficult to quantify.

When we turn f.om student performance as a product to caus-
ariye factors that contributed to the outcome, we have even more complex
problem$ in measurement. After we measure the ends, identification of
conterutoryvmeanS may be possible by -varying the ihput and observing
the impact on the output. Consideration, however, of the complex act’

of teaching tells us that this is not easy. Teaching is » combination

. . 13
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of inter-personal mix of unique characteristics of the subject
matter, the teacher, the learner, and the emotional climate of the
day. This last element shpuld never be discounted. A 3:00 p.m.
Friday afternoon class id January has a different emotional toneé
to it than a 7:00 a.m. summer school class, A class of 75 in a
lecture hall has a differéﬁt setting, obviously,‘than an eight-
student seminar session in a small, enclosed basement room. On
the c¢bllege campus, an all-male student class in mathematics for
engineers taught by a 60-year old female mathematics professor has
a far different climate }han a mixed class in.sophohore English

literature taught by a handsome, unmarriéd assistant professor --

particularly for the female students.

f the foregoing is intended to offer anything new

to this audience. It does, however, point up the complexttyrof————

attributing mean§ to ends in learning. ?
We need to come to the task of finding out what works L |

and what doesn't work after we have better mastery of measuring )

student performance as a product. To the extent that we cadl _ L

quantify our ends, education will become more objective and effi-

cient because the manipulation of varying means will then be veri-

fiable from the viewpoints of both educational adequacy and cost- . -

benefit. -This, it seems to me, is the beginning of educational i -

equation making that will lead us-away from so much of the guess-

work and yitchcraftlng :ﬁat‘stfll plagues school prople. ~

) In the Otfice of Education, we are often asked to describe

in detail what works and does not work in educating disadvantaged

and culturally deprivgd children. We have scme reports of out-

standing Title I projects. Bué we still fall short in the crucial

task of meeting the needs ol these youth because we have not been

working the ends and means equations with the sophistication

#

necessatry to crank out some hard answers.

In a management by objectives system in education, the
products are’represented in student performdnce. Even if we _admit -
‘that only some of the performance outcomes can be measured and that
our vardstick will varv an inch or s0 because of other:variables,
we still must accept -- as I see it -- the proposition that such

'

14 \




T

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

quantification will give us the means to make some quite substantial
strides toward objectivity.

And it is the lack of objectivity that causes guesswork
in selecting materials and media and in deciding upon teaching
and learning strategies. It is this very lack of objectivity that
has caused educators to assume many things that are not so. This
runs all the way from teacher-pupil ratio decisions to how best to
teach reading in the primary grades. .

{ S

Value Implications of the Principle of Accountability

Education must be managed by decision making processes--thdt-

derive from objective information. In this quest for objectivity,

we must realize that education must be humane. It must be people

oriented. I must utilize democratic methods characteristic of the

I see it, have an open, non-doctrinaire approach that persuades much

free society we seek to enhance. : ——
The discipline and riger of accountability must not lead

us to a system that is authoritarian and threatening. : -
If accountapility is used to make teachers feel insecure,

the application of management by objectives may result in destructive

tensions in an already tension laden cducation system. We must

and coerces little. Teaching prospers most in an atmosphere of
participatory management.
We can surely have this and still operate under the banner .
of accountability. The strength of diversity and freedom that each
school system or coilege department needs car actually be enhanced
by less subjectivity.
As we look at the management side of education, I be11eve
that most of us recognize that accountability will bring about better
management of instruction. The management of instruction in most
school systems and on most campuses is very weak and will remain
feeble and ineffective until we can more accurately quantify inputs
and outputs. It is my belief that this can be done without losing
the essence of creative learning and creating bad side effects from
too much systems theorv, it we keep our democratic values in mind

as we build our systems of accountability.




Conclusion:

1 am reminded of my favorite definition of education as I
conside¥ how little I really know about this topic and how much I
have hafl to say about it: 'Education is the process of moving from

cocksuife ignorance to thoughtful uncertainty."

As we approach our
measufable objectives, we must be sufficiently thouglitful about the
uncertainty of what is measurable. Let us build a broad framework,
leaving proper latitude and respect for the creative intelligence
of both the teacher and student. There is a place for some broadly

derived, measurable outcomes, to be established and administered by

democratic processes. The big—ehallenge-is to bhuild dccountability

into the system without the all too easily attained bad side effects
of rigidity and structuring that stifiés creativity and initiative.
I¢ this end, we should set a sensible ctourse toward more objectivity
without suchlbecominé an end in and of itself. Accountability can
be the means toward more effective learning for youth and greater
academic freedom for teachers. : But this will not be so if account-
ability is established as the Orwellian big brother in education
d :ision making. - f .,

The value system of our society must guide our yiewpoint
_and total perspective of educational accountability. We must seek
to avoid closed systems of irput and output information. School
staff members should look upon an educational accountability system
43 a”complex feedback mechanism that is reinforcing. Accountability
sv/stems must be non-authoritarian and non-threatening. A .democratic
sociewy gemandé this level of maturity and openness.  Too much has
been said and written about accountability as an instrument to nail
dowh the incompetent and fix blame for failure. 1f these latter
emerge from the system, they will be py-products of lesser signifi-
cance than the prime purpose of bringing about vital information

about decision making in the teaching and learning process.

16
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I1SSUES IN IMPLEMENTATION

I

Nolan Estes and Donald R. Waldrip

. THEIR LIVES AND OUR CAREERS: a
ACCOUNTABILITY AS A FAIR TRADE IN EDUCATION

Future historians of education will probably be able to
identify very precisely the origins of the drive for accountability. -
Speaking ~uty for Dallas, I can say that it began with acute
frustratibn.>

For five years -- ever since the passage of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act gave us the extra financial boost we =
needed to develop compensatory programs -- we had been trying all the -
old tricks and most of the new to tmprove achievement among those
children whom we call the ''culturally disadvantaged.'" Along with
ather school districts all over the country, we bought shiny new - .
hardware and cleverjgew software; invested in workshops and seminars
for our teachers; sent our kids to concerts and museums and factories
and even -- courtesy of Braniff Airlines -- up over the city in
planes. In sum, we waved the banner of innovation as ene;getically
as anyone, ’
Naturally, even thodéh we got a considerable boost fFOm ‘-

Title I and other forms of federal aid, our ,costs went up. They

tripled in the last 10 years -- mainly -because of new construction,

salary increases, and improvements such as air-conditioning; but




partially because we asked the citizens of Dallas to stretch federal
dollars with their own. And when we totelled the results of this
financial exertion on the part of the taxpayers, and of the spiritual
exertion on the part of our teachers, we found we didn't have much

to be proud of.

Our target had been those schools in which students were
aver;;ing only a half-year's achievement gain for every full
scholastic year. By the time we finished, we had not managed to
impreve on this sad record; in fact, some.of our Title I schocls
wer® worse off in 1970 than they had been in 1965.

¢ Anv sane school superintendent is reluctant to hang out

city schonl system in the country has had the same experience as

never allowed us to try them.

his dirty Timen for pubtic viewing.—I cannet—suppress a certain

sense of embarrassment. even now, as I speak. All that gives me

\
3

courage to do so is the knowledge that virtuallyuevery}other‘}argé \

‘Dallas. Five Years and five billion doliars after Title I was
Passed., we still have not learned how to bfeak the.cycle of under-
achievement that sees children from poor homes do poorly in school;
find poor jobs or none; marry -- and then send their own poor
children to school.

But though this failure remains constant, some things have
changed in education —-- uotably the pubI}c attit&de toward those
who run it. Ten years ago, we educators confidently asserted that
we knew how to cure educational {llness. All we needed was enough
money to lower pupil-teacher ratios, put a library in every schdol,
an overhead projector in every classroom, and so on and so forth.
Qur prescriptions for educational excellence‘were_based on tradi-
tional notions that went unchallenged because a stingv pugiic had

'

During thé 1960's, we got a chance to try them; not as
much of a chance as we would have liked, perhapsli— too many school
systems spread Title I funds aroupd so thinly that the.extra money
could not have dny impact. Nevertheless, we were given a reasonable

chance -- and the re-ults did not justify the investment. And to-

‘ day, it is clear, the public does not believe it is getting its

monev's worth from public education.
»

\

\
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properly criticized the accounting methods of school systems as be-

Thus there is a public frustration as well as a profession-
al frustration behind the drive for accountability. Public school ‘
sysiems have devezloped exttemely precise methods of accounting; most
of them can tell you to the penny how much they spent for teachers'
salaries, textbooks, red and blue litmus paper, and the wax on the
gvmnasium floor. ’ o

But they cannot tell you what this investment produced.

Our focus in educational accounting has been on input, not oatput.
Professor Dwight Allen of the University of Massachusetts has quite

ing irrelevant for purposes of devising new educational stfategy.

Per—pugilvg§gquitures do not really tell us what it costs to

R

I

A

1

educate a student; all they tell us is what it costs to keep a

student secated for a year.

A ﬁuch mofe relevant measuref Dr. Allen argues, would be
a "learning-unit" cost =-- the total sum, including teacher's salary,
portion of total building exﬁgnse. cost of. textbooks and other
learning materials requifed to move a student from one skill-level
in readiqg, writing, or math to the next highest level. These costs,
moreover, would vary from one school to another; they would be higher
in a school with a majority of children from low-income, black or
Spanish-speaking families than they would be in a school with a
majority of wﬁite children from upper-incomé'homes}

Deyeloping such a new accounting system would enable
educators to show the publicwhow much learning was produced by a
certain amount of investment. It would, moreover, enable educators.
to shift rvsources back and forth within a budget -- tes;ing, for
exauple, the value of teacher-aides in one classroom against the
value of educational technology in another and of programmed texts
in a third. 1In each case, input would be related to output -~ and
EdULatorb who prescribed various teaching strategies would be held
accountable ior the results they produced. d

Accountability is, in essenc., a statement of policy. It
states that ‘educators wil' accept responsibility for their perform—
ance -- or lack of it. It xmplies that there is a contract between

school personnel and the public, and that that contract involves
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more than showing up for work on time. It accepts the fact that
culthrally different ygckgrounds make the task of educating more
difficult, but it asserts that, as professionals, educators can
overcome -- or will learn to overcome -- cultural difference.

Now statementé of policy are fine things, if for ne other
‘reason than that they look nice framed on a wall. But if & state-
ment of policy is to be a genuine program rather than just a fashion-
able enthusiasm, it must be translated into'a strategy -- a set of
practical steps for turning an idea into a realitv.
. . Performance contracting is one such technique. it is not
the only one. Voucher plans are another -- and so,‘indeed is any

systematic effort to relate educational effort to student achievement.

Our sense of frusttat1on in Dallas led us to try perform-

. ance contracting. Our interest in it led us to two distinct pro-

"~ ~._grams -- one financed by the Office of Economic Opportunity, and

the other by Title I. I wish today to describe the Title I program
because we édntiglied it from the start: chose the student popu-
lation; outlined tﬁé performance criteria, wrote the request;for-
proposals, defined the conditions under which any successful con-
tractor would have to work, and‘negoéiaféd*the‘f}palﬁconpfacts.

The entire process has been cérefully mh;ifbred—hy\qhg 7
most precise scientific mathods. According to our most recent o
'figures, for example, every administrator involved has lost an
average of 13.1 “pounds, given up 46.3 percent of his weekends, and
antagonized 75 percent of his wives to~thé point where 100 percent
of them threatened to go home to mothe; an average of 3.4 times.
Nevertheless, innovation marches on in Dallas.

“ First, a note on the OF0 program. It involves about 60C
students in grades one through three and seven through nine in two
schools; these students are matched with another 600 in a control
group. The subject areas are reading and mathematics, both of ‘
which were subcontracted by OEQ to Guality Education Development, ;
Inc., of Washington, D. C.. Contracts for two service components,
audit and management suppé}t -~ ['11 explain these terms a little
later on -- vere awarded by OFO tc Batelle Memorial Institute and

Education Turakey Systems| Inc.
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; The two programs resemble each other in principle, of
- - course; the.major distinction is that OEQO designed one program, '
Dallas the other -- hence I feel I'Ean discuss the Dallas program
- with more authority. . ] '
First, the target group. Last May, we ran an analysis of
underachieving high school students and selec}ed a group whom, on

the basis of our experience, we believed were highly susceptible to

dropping out. By August 31, the first day of'school, our predictions

were proven unfortunately accurate: fully 50 percent did not show
“up. We divided the survivors into an experimental group of 960 and
a control group of 700. The experimental group were all students

4n grades nine through twelve attending five Title I high schools.

. We decided the program should concentrate on three kinds
= o of instruction: first, basic skills -- communiéaxioq and mathemat-
‘ ics; secand, pccupaiional skills; and third, achievément motivation.
-- helping youngsters develop a determination to succeedy "

The characterisfics of both experimental and codg;ol N
groups are as follows: they were 4.8 standa}d scores below the
national 3Gth pe.centile in reading, 6.2 scores below on vocabulary,
and 4.9 scores below on mathematical skills., Their teachers and
counselors indicated that each seemed to lack any degire to
succeed in school, or any realistc goal ‘in\}ife

. When we set up this new shop, then, we \ﬁose to go after
the toughest customers. Long before we pickes them, ho;zcir;uwe;‘
beganrthinking about the kind of program-we would ask contractors
N to bid on. We star§f§ our planning in November 1969, with a Plan-

h

[}

~ ning Advisory Group nat comprised 30 people -~ and I think it
‘important to describe this group.

The membership included only five employees of the school
district: two central staff administrators, a principal, and two

N ’ -

t:achers. T

other 25 included the president of the Classroom

, Teachers of Dallas, which 1s the local NEA affiliate; seven students

and ex-students; one“schocl board member; and the rest, residents
6f_the target neighborhovds, représentatives,of local.colleges,

; local businessmen, and OEfidiéii\fn Dallas civic agencies.

E
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- The cynical way to view this 1s that we Tetrying to mini-

mize opposition -- and that, indeed, was one of the fringe benefits.
Performance cohtractiég seems by implication, at least, to impugn the
competence of teachers, and one ﬁight expect their representatives
to oppose it. But we are fortunate in Dallas to have NEA representa-
tives who are equally alert to the interests of their members and

‘ to sound ideas for improving education. They agreed that performance
contracting was a concept worth testing. Perhaps, they felt, it
might be a step toward training®teachers to aim for performance.

Yet minimizing oppositian was not our principal objective
in expanding the membership of~the>Plénning Advisory Group.. It is
difficult for any éducator to admit that laymen might know a thing

i" or two about educating, but we decided to investigate'the possibility.

Our humility pé_3_3ff_“Kﬁﬁﬁg“many—othef-bene£i£5+‘i£_lsé___H

ws to include a somewhat offbeat course -in the occupational training

portion of our request-for-proposals: drafting for girls. That

suggestion came from the businessmen on the advisory group -- and

-
e

& “every girl enrolled in the drafting program has already been spoken

‘y

for by a local industry."
By February 1970, the Planning Advisory Group, had helped
uws develop a 'wish-1lfst": what we hoped the contractors could do
! fo: us. "By April, we had refined that list into the RFP. ‘We held

a pre~-bid conference in May, and chose the successful contractors

s

in July. ) : .
- Now -- what-had we asked for in the RFP?
The total list of performance criteria and conditioﬁé is
T much too exhaustive to repeat here. The most important requigfments

-~ those which, I believe, you will be interested in -- are these:
First, in mathematics and communications, the students wpuld

- have to gain 1.4 grade-levels in one scholastic year -- in contrast

¥

to the 0.5 grade-levels this particular population had been gaining.
Payment to the contractor weuld be based on individual student gains,
unless every studeut achieved a l.4~year gain% the contractor would

not be able to recoup his costs.

Second, in achievement motivation, the contractor would

have to reduce dropout rates below ‘those-of U.S.0.E.'s f;ve most




successful Title VIII dropout prevention projects throughout the

United States. € enfion_rateglﬁhggeyer, would not be based on
- attendance in the achievement motivation ciasses -- since all a con-
tractor would have to do to maintain high attendance would be to

make these classes fun. Rather, measurement of the effectiveness

W

-

of the achievement motivation classes would be based on attendance
in the\ﬁath and communications classes.

Third, with regard to occupational training, we could not
define performance criteria as strictly as we could with the other >
two components. The essential test of occupaticnal training is
employability -- but this is affected by econgnic conditions as well é

a as by educational excellence. However, we did the best we could to

specify performance standards for this component by enlisting 25

local companies to work with the contractor; they participate not

only.in the actual training, but also in judging the quality of the
program. " .
The New Century Company, a subsiSiaryaoﬁ the Meredith

Corporation, won thé contracts for communications and math. Thiekol

* Corporation won the contracts for achievement motivation and occupa-

tional tfaining. We a}so requested propcsals fcr two other compon-

. - ents:  audit and management support. .

5 Audit, essentially, is intended to keep everybody honest
== to prevent a repetition of the unfortunate experience in Tex-

grkanaﬁ We wanted an outside fgéncy to approve the tests given to

experimental and control group students throughout the program; to

check our research deésizn sp that'we could éppreige the effedtive-

ness of various treatments, singl§,and in combination; to ascertain

the rel*ability of agtngand, finally, to certify the results so

B

that the ccntractors could be prapefly compensated. .
' . .In contrast to the-instrucﬁional components, which were -
contracted for on a penalty- incentive basis, the audit contract
- was for a fixed fec We chose- Educational’ Testing Service to pro-
T © vide the audit. " \f
' Management support, as the name implies, is to help out
npnagemtnt -~ in this case, the Dallas school system. Performance
. contrat{inb is new to our staff; all of them have full-time‘duties,

. LAY ! . v o .
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and we did not want to divert them to an unfamiliar job. Hence we

contracted with the Council of Great City Schools -- again for a
fixed fee -- to provide a supplemental staff that would act as
liaison between the school system, the contractors,‘and the auditor.

In addition, the Council of Great City Schools felt that
placiég a few of its representatives on our staff temporarily‘wouldl
increase their expertise in performance contracting.<* }n a sense,
even though their people have significant experlence in this area,
they would be serving an internship - learning along with us sc¢
thag\ghéy could later help other school systems. ‘

The last aspect of performance contracting that I feel you
should know about is the "turnkey" aspect. The three instructional
components of our program -- math, communications,Noccupational
training --' employ the contractors' methods and materials, ‘but they
employ Dallas personnel. We iﬁsisted on thid in our RFP. Moreover,
we insisted that the contractors'- programs be so designed that they
could be adopted throughout the school system if we elécted to do so.

That is what "turnkey" means. ,Thusfperf6r1ance contract- .
ing can be viewed not only as a tool for improving student achieve-
ment, but as a tool for improving the effectiveness of teachers.
Each contractor has agreed to ‘train our teachers in his methods if
those methods work. Each has also agreed to supply us with his real
expense figures,.so that we can appraise the cost-effectiveness of

his program. We expect that each of them will make a profit; we've

igned the contracts, and if they can deliver, we don't care how
i

,mch ‘each of them makes.- But we do want to be able to compare their

learning-unit costs against ours, so we can decide whether their meth-
ods can be extended to other students within our budget restrictions.

In connection with the 'turnkey" aspect of the program, 1

- venture the opinion that performance contracting poses nc threat to

any school district's teachers. But it doe%,pose a threat to teacher-
training institutions. If Thiokol or. New Century or Jim-Dandy
Educational Systems can teach teachers to teach "potential dropouts-s%

to reah, after all the tenured Ph.D.'s 'in our universities have so

Aresoundingly failed -- then, I predict, we ,will see a lot of Ph,D.'s

out of work during the next decade.

[
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It is too early in our experiment to judge the results.

s .
We do-now that our target population has 4 much higher attendance

___record than their controls; these youngsters whom we identified as

»

pri?able dropouts -- probable, not gyssible -- are showing up 87
perecent of the time.

.This figure éffers~hope, but we are not resting too much
on it. Like so many other promigsing ideas, performance contracting -
may fall flat on its face. Insthe meantime, however, we feei‘we'vg,
got hold of somethinglfhat deserves a thorough, careful trial; that
six months from now, or twelve or eighteen, we can go to the citizens

., of Dallas and sa&, "Here's where X amount of your dollars went, and

‘here's the amount of difference which that investment produced. Now, °

how about giying us' Y amount of additional dollars so we can produce
that difference for,Z nupber of additional kids?" ’ .
We feel we owe this to th;'citizens whp are investing .

Fheirﬂtaxes in the special knowlédge,which professional educators

élaim to,possess.\lMofe important, we owe this to the parents who
~.  are investing their children in that épecfal kqowledge. . .

. Most impoftant of al%, we owe it to the students, for theyb
are investing themselves. Whether they know it or not, those chil-
dren whom we term the "culturally disadvantaged" place most ,of their
hopes  for the future on the line when theyventer our schools.

Accountability asks educators to place their careers on

. e
the line. Since our students had no choice of schools, but we had

a choice of careers, this seems to me a fair trade.
A9
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ACCOUNTABILITY YES, . - . S
. " PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING, MAYRE e
k N o N - A ‘.‘ \ - )
To start with semantiﬁﬁf/ ) ) ‘-'\H
] 1) By accountability, I mean the broad concept of f: BT
. establishing educational goals and looking at results.
¢ . - . . . “~., avt . R -
, C . 2) By performance contracting, I wmean the relatively T :

. narrow application of accountgbilicy, in which educa~ .
' tion companies get paid according to th achievemeﬁts .
: t defived from their programs ‘and services. . ‘

% o 3) By project management, I refer to a IEss complex R :
g—' relationship in which companies provide the-same - .

X programs and services but for fixed fees. : . o

R . . }
My assignment is to discuss the problems of thesemyarious o

v

relationships between schools and compauiag but I shall also con- ' % - 'j:

sider the great potential of accountability ‘as an operating concept

for education.' . , ’ !

Performance Contracting \ e

’
.

~ Contrary to what you have read in the papers, 1 believe
that most education companies look upon performance contracting as
an undesirable way of doing business. For companies withﬁcaregglly

s . NS

ERIC . e
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researched programs and the competence to train teachers, it is not

-

“particularly risky because they know what kinds of results thay can
3‘: . abhigve. However, it puts them in a*straight jacket that makes .
-performance contracting less desirable than the same work done under
L a limpler contract. - The reason why certain companies,,such as my
own, have responded to the recent surge of RFP's 1is simply that they .
" have the programs, they can provide the services,, and they.are will-

ing to take the risk in ordep to get the business. & customer is a

customer. Y

It is worth noting that many large and well-run companies

e

have not souught to win performance contracts, either because they , ,
| . - dnsider the risk too high or simply because they have reservations
- T about their ability to perform. the requisite services. ~
. : ’ ) The companies that are willing to make performance contracts
- and perhaps 8ll education companies -- would surely agree on these‘

things: ‘ ' : .

v . 1) That results in education cannot be guaranteed. 1In
. the fall and winter of Texark&na there were some mis-
guided claims about programs that could 'produce

§3_~ ;. < grade—level independent readers and writers by the
o ° .t end of the first gtade” of some such, but virtually
e - all companies understand that intellectual processes
—7. o _— cannot be guaranteed in the way that soapmakers B

- . -~ -

. guarantee cleanliness.

R R . R . - 0 g

2 They understand alfo the criticaIfifportance of having : . . .
Al reliable data around which to comstruct contracts. -
More on this point later, but the lack of sufficient .
. data is probably the main reason why\some responsible -
companies have been reluctant ro make performance

contracts. N

- . . ..
»

.
.

3) They also recogaize that performance contracte maké

more sense for innovative programs than for conven-

tional ones. It is hardly worthwhile, fotr either

school “istricts or the companies, to write such

Al
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involved agreements merely for the purchase of text-
books. It makes much more sense for the installation
of complex new systems of i%struction for which the

learning environment will have to be reorganized and

the teaching staff retrained. This may be the chief

value of performance contracting, because innovative
instructional programs are very difficult to insta}l
and yet hold much promise for the improvement of

education.

I éuspect, in short, that the education combanies have

much the same general views of performance contracting as the school

systems that wish to hire them.

But what do they worry about when sitting nervously across

the bargaining table? I can't pretend to represent the positidn of

any company except my own, butil suspect that most companies have

much the same objectives.

1)

Let's start with money and get that unpleasant-st"ject

out of the way. The nature of the relationship dic-

- tates that the companies price their performance bids

higher than when selling their materials, equipment,
and systems off the shelf. Performzace contraéts
require extensive -- and expensive -- services that
arc normally performed by the school system itself.
Fpremost among them is teacher training. Thgse -t
services cost money, and they will cost more if pro-
vided by the companies than if provided by thetschools
themselves. (The compénies éénerally payngtter,:and
they will expect to get return on their costs.)
Remember that. this is basically a serVices gbntract
because the mdterials and equipment c¢an be purchased
at catalog prices without the contract. The profit -
or lack thereof -- on the performance relationship
depends on‘héw much the contractor spepdéfon services

and in turn gets paid for them.

28
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2) - Nevertheless, I wouldn't get too uptight about the h e
prospects of paying more money, because the theory of T

performance contracting is that educational results
will be better. Remember that the only way a perform-
ance contract can cost less is to fail. Conversely,
it will be relatively economical if it sdcceeds.

If the services provided, especially helping your
teachers to use a new program effectively, are per-
formed properly -- and if we jointly succeed in mov-
ing the achievement curve in thé right direction --

the investment will produce a good return. S

3) ‘Companies will differ, incidentally, in how they
construct their prices in performance contracts. The
simplest model is to double the price of the materials
and then accept no payment for any student who falls
below a given objective -- say_gpéde-level reading. -
The most sophisticated is to pri;e the materials and
services separately: the materiéls at their catalog
prices and the services according to a matrix of learn-
}ng objectives and achievement'leveis. The first ;
étrikes m- as basically irresponsible becausefit‘
smaé;é too mgch;of;ihe money-back guarantees offered
for simpler products like soap -- and I would hate tu
see the education business sink to that level. The
second is much more appropriaté because it relates
directly to the objectives of the program, the
services that, will be provided, and the performancc

of the students.
Besides money, what do the companies look for? .

" 1) One has to do with the objectives of the prograi.
"~ The more carefully they have been developed and the
more clearly they can be stated, the better. The

companies do not want to develop objectives for th

schools.” Nor should they. Instead they would like

29
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to do business with school systems that can determine

performance objectives and state them in.understand-

able terms.

'Likewise, they want to do business with school dis-

tricts that have a sophisticated understandihg of

_evaluation. I hope it is becoming clear to all that

thé\bfogrgssuof individual students towards specified
learning objéctives cannot be effectively measured

by tests that are normed éo group performance. While
recoghlzing the value of standardized agh}evement
tests we must recognize alsb the crucial iﬁportance'
of develoéing criterion-reférenced tests for the
evaldation of individual progress. The lack of such

tests poses a problem for performance contracts now

‘underway or being’negotiéted. Until criterion:

referenced tests are generally availahle we shall.
simply have to do the best we can with less appropri-

ate measures of performance.

¢

In quite a different area, we are interested in,what
part the school's regular teaching staff will have
in khe project. The more the better. Quite frankly,
I d’ubt if many companies are interested in proving
that they can do a better job of teaching your chil-
drs téxfead than your own teachers can. And ]
obw ousI§ it would accdmplish ver} little for eduka-
tio ;}n general 1f th;t were the only outcome of per—
formance contracting.

mflnstead, we would like to help your teachers do
a ﬁo e effective job of teaching reading, or whatever,
using our materials and learning ;ystems.

TFor Mr. Shanker's bénefit, we have no intention

of pdrticipating in an effort to by-pass union con-
tracds; nor do 1 see any way in which that can possibly

bencfgt the‘schools.

30
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4) We are also interested in the school's plans to work
with fﬁe community, and especially the parents of the
children in the program. This is especially important
in the black.community, as in both Washington and Los
Angeles; and in the brown community as in Los Angeles.
- It is ‘an activity in which the compaﬁies can help and
perhaps a good way of justifying their PR departments. -

- . - - -
5) Finally, we aré greatly concerned about the length of e
< the commitment. Fundamental changes in the process

of tegching and learning are not likely to.be made

quickly, and short-term performance contracts are not
the way to bring them about. This is a serious con-
cern because many of the projects hg!g_been'short- -
term and there has been created ‘the false expectation
that an education company can set up, opetaté, and
leave in good working order a new instructional system,
~all within the space of a yoar. Such a program can
) undoubtedly produce good results within that year,
but it stands to reason that a longer commitment is
needed and that the company should not be absolved -
of its responsibilities at the enq of a year.

These, it seems to me, are the main concerns that any
contractor will have, and I hope they respond intelligently to the L

needs of the schools.

Project Mana gement ¢

Let me point wit that schools can buy the same programs and
services from the education companies without the complications of
performance contracts. In fact, they can specify exactly the same
objectives and ask for the same services, but negotiate contracts for
a gsystem of fixed fees. .This means“giving_up the sliding scale feature
that may have some potitical sex appeél, but it is much simpler and

should produce equally good results at the same or less costh.
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Texarkana

Before turning to some broader concerns about accountability,

-and at the risk of stepping on some toes, I should. perhaps say ‘some-
.thing about Terarkana. »

.
’

1) It was naive to award that contract to a company that

did not have a complefe and well-tested program.

2) The blame for that error in judgment must be shared,
I suspect, by the two school districts, by the Office
of Education, and by the consulting f{gm'that helped

to corstruct the program.

3) The monitoring arrangements were obviously- inadequate.
It is ironic that it took a student to- discover that

test items had been written intorthe‘ptogram.,

4)  We should be clear ahout the difference between teach-
ing to the test and literally teaching the test. The
former is done, at leastfsubconscious}y, by most
teachets, and a case can be made that it is education-
ally sound. Wtiting test items into the program, on
the other hand, is probably not educationally sound.
It was certainly not ethical. And just incidentally
it was probably a case of cepytight violation.

5) But the greatest shame of Texatkana was that the fitst
and most visible experiment in performance conttact—

ing was so seriously flawed.

I might add that a division of McGraw-Hill, Educational
Developmental Laboratories; has been awatde& the second year of the
Texarkana ptogram and now has the challenge of doing the job proper-
ly. VWe expect to do so. . !

4

Accountability ,

It must be obvious by now that my view of performance con-
tracting is somewhat ambivalent. However, I have no ambivalence

about the concept of educational accountability. T believe that we
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simply must pursue' the concept for the potential good that underlies
it. - :

-

1) It strongly supports educational innovationm, and in

a sound, practical way.

2) It requires a focus on the goals of education, and on
the matching goals of instructional materials agd

systems.

3) Perhaps most importamnt, it puts the emphasis on the -
processes of teaching and learning, by considering
what individual children already know, what they heed
to iearn,'how best they éig learn, and how their prog-

) \©  ress can be measu:ed.. .
But there are some ldrge issues to resolVe;.and we are a

lorg way from having the apswers to all of the thoughtful questions‘

that are being raised about accountability in education.

Will Industry Help? ° ~ :
As those questions get raised, can the education business

be counted upon to help answer them in the public interest?
Representative Edith Green has expressed concern about the

. dangers of an education-industry complex, and I think her concern

is legitimate. There are potential .dangers in the complex' relation-
‘'ships that are developing betwéen schools, federal and state govern-
ments, and corporations of all sizes. Furthermore, since the, educa--
tion business 1s only the private sector of a public enterprise, it
would be irresponsible for the public dot to be concerned.

But let's make sure that the relationships develop in
such a fashion that the pubfic interest is served.

what we need most of &sll 1s a set of standards for”the

" work done by industry -- and also by the not-for-profit educational

organizntions like ETS. It should be neither a fatuous code of
ethics such g8 proposed some years ago by the project ARISTOTLE
people, nor @mn overly precise set of specifications like the school
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building codes that in many states have limited innovation in school
architecture. .

Rather, it should be a well-reasoned set of mipimum stan-
dards for the ways in which things should be done:

1) The extent to which imstructional materials should be
gield-tested, for instance.

2) What kinds of technical data shouid be provided when

4
new programs are put on the market.

3) . To what éxtent the supplier should monitor the

@

installation of his. program.

4) And how programs should be evalufted.

In other words, hoqﬁthe process should be carried out. o

.1 do not believe that .proper standards of this sort would
inhibit the work of the companies or the deveiopment of their
relations with the schools. 1Instead they wouid codify what both the
companies and the schools already know should be done, and what the
best of them are attempting to do. ) '

And it may in the énd help to make accountability 4
fundamentally important development in education, and not just the

2

latest in a series of panaceas. .
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POSSIBLE EFFECTS

. ON INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

ﬁ | . Albert Shanker
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I think the ficst thing that needs to be SIid about account-
ability from the point of view of the teacher is that the concept is
, very much feared. It is feared becau;e accountability in its recent
» thrust to prominence has had at least three separate meanings.
* ‘_ The first meaning is associated with the schools where the
parents say, ''You, the teachers, are ﬁaid to teach. Our children
have been going to school year after year and they are falling further
. and further behind. We demand that yéu be accountable to us. If the
. children don't. learn we demand the right to remove you;" So, in the
first sense, accountability views the teacher as a hired hand, or a
hired mind -- or both' -- of a group of parents. Thus, accountability
essentially means the right of that group to pick and choose, to re-
tain or get rid of those whom it wants to; whether on the basis of ~
Qdequate or ‘inadequate information, knowledge, or judgment:
“The second meaning derives from the greaé desire to control
) educational expenditures. How is the_schopl accounting for the
pj B dollars that we are spéﬁding for education? How do we know we are

getting our money's worth?

T - . : * !
.




_that he or she is a'brigpt, shiny individual doing all sorts of new

The third meaning of accountability deals with the develop-

. -

ment of professional standards. For example, there is a body of

Aagreément in other fields, such as medicine and law, as {e-whate_“____ |
- - \

constitutes competence and incompetence. ’

e
-

The fears of teachers, then, are dependent:upon wh;ch ef e
these three meanings is used in a given accountability effort, and
the manner in which the objective associated with that meaning is
achieved. '

Teachers are also deeply concerned about the concept of
innovation, which is so frequently aesociated with accountability.
They have learned through years of experience -- and rather bitter =
experience -- that educatjional inndvation in the American‘public NP
schools has nothing to do with the improvement of education.

~ It is, instead, a kind of public relations device whereby

the reigning political power -- whether it's a school board,. or the

principal or school superintendent trying to coﬁvince the community
v

and creative things -- brings oGt "all kinds of ideas which force
teachers and children and others to march 1n’different directions.

A year later, that lot are dropped as a new set of innovations are

o,

produced like rabbits from a hat. These innovations, ggthet than

N

being honest attempts at educational improvement, are really public

. relations efforts. - .

Further, thére is a great éigcrepancy betweeqj on the one
hand, the educational change and innovation expected by the educational oL
establishment and the New Left critics, and, on the other hand, what

is actually expected from teachers in the«q}assroomj Namely, that the

. teachers are-expected to maintain a rather ﬁigh degree of order in a

rather unusual situation. That is, you place 3Q younésters in their

3T\8:30 a.m., and the teacher's prime resp;hgibility is to keep -
them relafiively quiet, relatively immobile for a long period of time. )
esearch has shown that this expected degree\of order'is"
based on a)series of sanctions which the teacher has develpped And :

the stude ts, in turn have developed understandings with the teacher,

. They know/, for example, that if they are not too disruptive, i£ they

whispet quietly, the teacher will agree to ignore them, to withhold

N LY
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_*  _the sanction. Such a Telationship can orly be maintained if there is

v a relative amount of stability and continuity. in what goes on in the

N ——

N + must remember that when .an observer -- be he parent, principal or “.\
school board member -- walks through the school, he rarely notices the
wonderful innovations. But he s sure to.notice“how many kids are jell-
ing and running.around! It will not then be a satisfactory answer to

; say, ."I was trying to 1nnovate‘}oday, but it didn"t work out... The kids

A didn't quite undérstand. " ‘_ ' =

’ So, the teacher risks something with innovation. He risks

) ,those very understandings and reIationships whi¢h tend to maintain the

orderliness and quietness that parents seem to want. ‘ N ‘
Teachers are also disturbed by the frequent association of

~ accountability with something called "teacher motivation,' a doctrine

which holdg that many teachers fail to reach the children because

. they don't really want to. These teachers are accused of just being
job holders -- not really trying and not realf} wanting to do anything

A productive. Hence the calls for an individual system of punishments

and rewards, geared to the children S progress.
This view of accountability pdses a great threat, because,
to be honest, most teachers aren't doing the best they can. And for
~a very simple reason: they don't know any other way of doing things.
They are the victims, if you like, of a system that has seen eight
thousand néw teachers move into New York, for enample, every year for
. the past twenty years. These new teachers, drawn from many different
colleges and universities, are a remarkably diverse group: Catholics
and Protestants, Jews‘and nonbelievers, blacks -and whites, liberals
and conservatives. Yet, after four weeks of teaching in New York City

- it is almost 1mposs1b1e to distinguish the newcomers from those they

replaced. Which leads to a rather éﬂﬁ*ous ¢onclusion: With the
exception of the few outstanding figuresiwho somehow operate on an
- individual basis, the overwhelming majority of teachers do what the
school as a system compels them to fo; . )
Q - '

e w '
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ings, with an ensuing risk of chaos and disruption in :he school We*‘»
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" In these circumstances, it obviously makes littleﬂstnS( to
talk in terms of individual rewards and punishments. So it is a threat
to say you are going to apply individual rewards and punishments when
the individual has no freedom to change his ways. It is exactly for

. this reason that writera like Holty Goodman, and others are rejected *
' bx‘teachers. They are Trejected because of the arrogance of the writing.‘
ESQentially.‘these New Left critics are behaving like a star of the ,
-“Hettopolitan Opera who criticizes ‘his audience for being unable to sing
as well as he does. Many of these books are written by self-ptoclaimed
star performers for no other purpose than to say, "Look at all those
lowly characters out there who are not as'artistic a; 1 am!" That, of
course, is not very helpful to the ordinary practitioner

Another difficulty with accountability lies in our present
_ failure to use such knowledge as we already possess in a few vital
areas. I will cite just two examples. The first concerns the findings
of Benjamin Bloom, and others, that a major part of intellectual
development occurs between the ages of two and five. Despite almo-t
universal agreement on this point there is practically no movement
on the part of government -- federal, state, or local -- to develop
an education program at that level. The seeond example concerns
junior high schools. We've had junior high schools for about fifty
years, yet it is tragic to reflect that, even today, ninety-nine per- y
cent of the students who enter junior high school withou: knowing how. -
to read, write, or count, leave in the same plight. School, for one (
of these youngsters, represents a context of failure, and in
consequence, he.does one of two things: He either drops out internally
by just sitting in the back of the room, and will leave you alone if
you leave him alone; or, he lashes out and becomes the violent and
gisruptive youngster that we see every da;. This we know only too
well, but over all these years nothing has been done to create an
alternative model of education for such youngsters to identify with.
We know, but we do not act. ’ } ‘ ‘

With all these problems arrayed against it, how does one

get teachers to accept this odd notion of accountability? To, begin .

[ rd
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- , with, -the first two conceptions of accountability that Iimentioned

N must be firmly opposed. I think it is quite clear that teachers. are
% .going to reject the notion that they are just hired hands. Secondly,
they are not overly concerned with arguments about budgets. Teachers -
will react negatively to statements that they must change their ways

either because few or many doliars are being spent. v

3 7 ) , The third concept of accountability as being the develoément,c -

: with other groups,‘gf common objectives is, I believe, acceptable to -

_teachers, because strictly speaking it is not for teachers alone to

- detétmine what the' objectives of education are. —Nor are teachers as

évl:' . intractable on the subject as might be supposed, for they have alread;
f-‘ moved fin this direction. In June 1969, the United Federation of

: Teach rs in New York City became, I believe, the first organization -

have been a number of meetings to' this end, and, believe it

ot, these groups which had been on opposite sides of the barri-

cad¢ in 1968 -~ and which are still not friendly to each other -- these

sam gfouns reached unanimous agreement on what they wanted.

" The proposal has two parts.‘ The first fol&ows a’ management- ..
by-objectives approach, with teachers, parents, students, community

- boarcs, the Board of Eeucation, and gppervisors at all levels develop-

ing agreed-upon objectives. Objectives which are not *so-narrow as to

turn children into .tatchines, but g3lso not so broad as to make measure- T

‘ment :I.mpo‘ssfble - \

The second,part‘o{ the brogf@m is perhaps the largest research -

design ever put tcgether Its aim will be to identify the districts

within the city, the schools, the programs, the materiais -— the

1nd1v1dual even —- that are azing something to reach the objectives.

And, more important perhaps, it will also try to identify the festops -

«- _whieh have nothing to”’ do with the objectives which are/peutral' and ~ .
those which.are dysfunctional This part of the program will include .o

. - " . .. - v E]
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sooial, family, economic, and educationaliinformation in a form uniikc
. anything seen hitherto. : ‘
) "The ambltious, far-reaching nature of this proposal suggests
an important pr1nc1p1e that is, perhaps, not too well understood as yet
hut we nust.adl come to understand it, eventual}y, if we are to make.
» any progress with accountability. Simply stated, the principle is
this:” Where accountability is concerned, no man is an island.
‘Teachers do not work in a vacuum,” a controlled environment
with all random factors controlled So it is impossible to develop
a design that will tell you what the teacher should be doing, or
whlch practices are good “and which bad, without con idering those —
random factors, or outside influences, that - limit the performance of
even the best of teachers. Tne individual student, ~hgs family, his
socioecbnomic background, and the school system itself, must all Dpe
held accbuntable in degrees yet to be determined for, everyone involved.
o ~ When this principle is clearly understood and &ree)y accepted
Jditwill be easier for teachers to believe that a system of pfofessional
" accountability does ‘not, necessarily, imply an individual thmeat. )
For the inevitable effect of such a system will be’ changes in the
structure of. the school and of the school system in which it operates.
Changes that will break the vicious circle in which each year, for )
' twenty years, those éight thousand new teachers have féund Ehemselves.
Changes that will bring about change. Simultaneously, large numbers
. of teachers will be persuaded to behave differently, because .different

demands will be nlaced on them,

. EY
Another by-product of a comprehensive'systen of accountability
- that is attractive to teachers will be a greater shariug of ideas.
Very little has been done at the:teacher. level to create a bank of
successful techniques. 'It's'not be denied, of course,,that we “have
randiose schemés, master-of —arts degrees in teaching, and 1engthy-
courses. - But these ‘are all a bit removed from the firing' line, and
in oonsequenqe we never hear of -- or.from -- the teacher cut there,
somewhere. The teacher who, ordindry enough most of the tire, proves
v to be absolutely brilliant for just three Lessons a year: Three - .

lessons in which she develops certain concepts bettér-than anyone d

[y
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else. 1'd like to hear from her, and so would most other teachers.

To develop better systems than we now have, we must pull together ’ J N

. what is known out theregg- and use it.
7 ~ This suggests, of course, that an essential part of any

system of professional accountability is the development of a modelr\ : .

of what constitutes competent practice Competent practice is not

necessarilyfrelated to gkme particular performance result. It would .
?é' . be unwise to evaluate a doctor, for example, on the basis of the f
number of patients who Aie while in his.care. If the “octor concerned

. is a cancer specialis:f-— bu; the difficulty is obvious. Here the

= question of competent practice may have more to do with whether he’
Pr-longed life for a time, or gelieved pain. .

' . So what is missing in our field of education, and must be
developed in conjunctioh with the accountehility mpuement, is.a model

of what a competent practitioner does when fied with a partichlar set

)
L4

of problems. . s .
Speaking of problems brings to mind some that exist with

three currently popular idbas} These ideas -r'vouchers, performance ;
contracting, and school decentralization =-- all seem to pogsers cither
basic flaws in the reasoning that.promotee them, or n the mann.r in
which they are being promoted. Hitherto, I bave beenetalking about //
acaountahility mainly in connect*on with. its impact on, and concerns'

for, one -egment of the, educational community - teachers But the

@

three ideas that I' ve-just ‘mentioned should be of concern to all of S,
’“ " because they can be serinus cbstacles to tHe development of a trué '
accountability system. . ' K . /’ !
First, vouchers; which are being proposed as a nationAl answer .
to providing accountability by offering a choice to the consuq‘f ~-- the .
student o7 %%s- parents. It might be more accurate to say "thé?bemblance'
- of ghafce," beceuse no one seems to have considered the impl&cations_of

a natibnwide voucher system: So let us consider .them, and %o make

fﬁ; ' things a little simpler we won't talk about the whole country, just New
i York City —- much simpler. : v | .
Let!s suppose that just- 502 of the studentshdepided they would

. g0 to private or paro.hial schools in the future. That's a small matter °

Q . . h
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of 600,000-youngsters. Their dec. 1on would set off a chain of cvents,
resembling nothing more than a child's game of "Ring Around the Rosie."'.
With the public schools half-empty, half the teachers would be fired.
Neighboring schools would be ‘consolidated for efficiency and economy.
Surplus buildings would be closed. The private institutions, besieged
Dy 600,000‘youngsters waving vouchers, would urgently need buildings,
teachers, textbooks, and materials. And the only readily-available
sourggﬂof buildings, of 30,000 needed teachers, would be those closea
public schools and surplus teachers who ére out looking for jobs. We .
have come full circle: The same children, in the same schools, witlf®

the same teacher§. The great innovative voucher program has acéomplished
only one thing -- it has removed respoﬁsibility from the government,
pecause the schools are now privaté, not pub{ic. - -

- \-\‘\

Those who would drastically limit the scope of a voucher o — ]
program in order to avoid tliese prohlems must necessarily turn the -
progranp into one available only to the elite few -- a pfbgram hgrdly‘
worthy of national debate and national support.
.50 much for vouchers. On performance contracting i want to
start with the,stafément that, in a field as complex as education,
there can be no guarantec of performance. The position is similar
to that in other complex fields: a doctor or a lawyer camnot
guarantee performance. If they did, they'd run the risk of-being
jailed as quacks. Perhaps those who purport to guarantee performance
in education should also be Eailed for quackery. .
The second problem with performance contracting was fore-
shadowed by my call earlier for a model (f what constitutes competent
practice. Performance contracting moves us away from real account-
ability, away from analysis of what a competent practitioner should be Lo

doing, to consideration of a speciiic end product -- away from the

process whicn the competent practitioner engages in to the gfoduct,

which depends on many factors not within the control of teachers or N

schools. } ' :
) The next argument against performance contracting is that it . |

seems to oversell an underdeveloped technology. I recommend to you a ‘ : %
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very fine book by Anthony Oettinger. '"Run Computer Run'" is a thorough
analysis of the state of educational technology today. Like Dr. . ' ‘
Oettinger, I am hopefdl that eventually we shall acquire very
sophisticated technology. I am not against technology, we need it,

and we should devéiop it.

But I am opposed to the manner in which the technology of
performance contracting is being promoted, -Performance-contractors
are behavingsand talking as if a technological answer to all problems
is already available. It isn't, and these companies should admit that--
they are trying to devé@op such a technology and need the children in
today's schools to ,do it. That it is only a try, and not a cure for -
today's ills. Anything less than such frankness smacks of deception.

My fourth oﬁjection concerns the special motivational
devices featured in most performance contrarting programs. Radios,
baseball bats, and green stamps are among the gopdies being used. I'm
not all that "holier than thou" about such things. I tell my son that
if his report improves, he can have a new bike. We all_use this )
approach, and there's no question that such rewards play an important
role in our family life and our sociéty. So we can't say that
rewérds must nevef be used, bﬁg we must éék some serious q@Westions --
because ‘no one else seems to be doingso.’

What happens to the student after he leaves the motivated,
reward-oriented climate of the performance contract classroom and
returns to a regular class? Does he refuse to learn? Does he fail
to lgérn? Dogi the use of motivation in one room -- which is not
available to teachers elsewhere -- create learning in one place and
destréy it in another? And what happens next year, when the motivational
goodies are withdrawn? I don't know the answer to these questions, and
I suspect that no one else daoes, either. And because we don't know the
answers, it is incumbent uﬁon anyone wnho uses this type of reward system
to build an analysis of it into the research design for his program.
¢ Finally on performance cont ﬁg, Ivéuggest a case of false
patkaging. I've already touched on the impossibility of guaranteeiné

a specified result, or 'level of performance. We are, of cohrse,

confronted with suggestions that this can and will be done. But what
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we are actually presented with is a non-guarantee. That is, it's not
the student's performance that is guaranteed, but the contractor's pay-
ment that is not guaranteed.

‘We have even been overéold on the idea that the contractor .
doesn't get paid if the student fails. That just isn't true in the
overwhzlming majority of contracts. In fact, the contractor receives a
succession of payments: 'When he signs; when he moves the hardware in;
again at the halfway-point; leaving only a fairly limited amount which
he does not get if the children fail to succeed. In addition, many:
contracts §psolve the company from responsibility for youngsters who
fail 'to show up for the program a certair number of times -- usually
fairly small. So it is that we have in the Bronx a program with a
tremendous anount of absenteeism, and the company stands to collect
on the very sﬁhdenﬁs for whom the program wés desighed. )

So the company gets paid a’good amount whether or not theré
are results; it gets paid for the truants and dropouts; and it can
also profit from a well-known characteristic of the sthndqrdized tests
SO commanly used toéay. I refer, of course, to errors of ﬁeasutement.
The simple fact is that if you tested a group of students today and
again one montl, hence ~~ having given them a vacation -- 25% of that .

ﬁgroup would make, or appear to make, one whole year's progress in‘tﬁat
short month of vacation. If you paid the company for that group and
repeited the cycle, at the end of another month the company would again
be eligible for payment on another 25% of the remaining students. Non-
guaranteed payments begin to look more like a mirage, I think.

I won't spend any time on the third obstacle to account-
ability -- school decentralization. You all know what is suggested,

s and I am more concerned-with calling attention to what seems to lié
behind these three proposals: abdication, or evas}on, of - responsibility
-- or should I say, accountability -- by the U.S. Government.

In the last decade, we have seen parents, teachers,
n%dministrators, labor unions, and civil rights groups marching on
Washington to demand more money for education. Last year, the President

- suf fered two major defeats when his education vetoes were overriden.
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‘ The pressures are obvious and insistent, and the Administration is
seeking ways to silence these clamoring voices. So I think these
three proposals represent a national strategy for reducing the

accountability of the U.S. Government to our school systems, our

our students. In each case, when the voices cry, "Oour

e

ren are still not learning," as well they m&y, the Government

parents,

will have a set of ready-made-answers available, '"You decided on
the school; choose another if you don't like it." Or, "So get
another performance cowtractor." And, of course, "It's your. Board “S
6f.Education; you elected them. Elect -another lot." 7
’ In all, a strategy to reduce accountability Py creéting a
phoney imAge of consumer choice.

In reality, a strategy designed to‘take a ﬁajor American
institution, which has led to a good deal of social mobility and

¥

equality of opportunity, and to throw it away on a series of
political gimmicks. These gimmicks should be rejected, for unlike

many educational experiments which can be tried and, if they fail,

ST e e e e e

L be rejected -~ these experiments which reduce the commitment of

v
]
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- government to education and which move the schools from the -public
to the private sector are, like experiments with hard drugs,
irreversible. Our public schools, with all their faults, are worth
keeping, and their improvement ;ill come not from gimmicks but from
the same type of slow, painful, unrestricted, free, scientific inquiry

"that brought other areas of human concern into the modefn world.

S
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PUBLIC EXPECTATIONS

. ’ 1

Wilson C. Riles

A -

A Gallup Poll in 1970 found that 67 percent of the people
contacted believed teachers and school administrators should be
held more accountable for the progress of iheir'q;udents. In tﬂe ,
rise and fall of fads, this percentage should increase for same
time to come as word gets around about the "magic" .of accohmtability. g
Following much more slowly will be the practice and fact of ° ;
accountability, and hopefully by the time the public switches tracks -
to another\&eétination, accountability will\ﬁave settled permanent-~ :
ly into our school system és a common-sense measure without the
guise 0} a panacea. ' . .. . 2

”?erhaps it takes these public exigencies to spur needed
change in the education profession. . The profession has the
peculiar quality of being able to reform others without being able
to reform itself. All the public is asking, after all, is the
same high standards of responsibility with the public monies that
the§ demand in the management 6f their own private affairs.

The source of the current interest in accountability is

fairly well known: school needs have Jhtrun school funds, prior-
-ities are having to be set, and the public is no longer satisfied
with alloc#tions that do not clearly reflect the priorities. The

| . 46 .
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" course, is the position I think the educati. . prutession should o

public feels that with school budgets, as with their-private budgets,
there ought to be ;eason ard prioritfes, the expenditurcs should be
balanced, and you should have 'somethirg to she ™ it the énd of the .
process. Moreover, wherever possible the factors involved should
" be r?duced to cold hard facts -- just as with the spuce program,
just as when an individual buys an automobile or makes a business
investment. No emotion, no poetry, just cold hard facts. o
ﬁhether the analogies are Airectly transferab’e to educ-
ation or not may not be as important as whether the public thinks
they are transferable. Because the public's belief in the Z
similarisies %etween running-a business and runmiing a school may
become ;hé public's expectations in accountability; those expecta- ?
tions may be what educators ,will have to contend wit® most.

In my own state there are growing demands for regular
evaluation of teacher performance with a prepared check-off list.
There are editoriaIS‘broposing to quantify everything from the
bus driver's free time to student attitudes in art. . Aha there are
people wanting to reduce all values to a square-foot or a cent by
cent expenditure. The reactioé of the profession, it seems to mé,
can se one of resistance and counterclaim; which [ don't thipk is

Sreally a plausible reaction at all. Qr'it can be one of greeting

the new interest as a welcome enthusiasm for progress, with an

invitation to the public to help implement the precepts. This, of A

take. Indeed, I cannot imagine how accountability would work- °
otherwise. Accountability 1s:essentially a partnership venture.

I believe the publié's expectations for accountability --
whatever they may be -- should be meshed with the public's partic-
ipation in the accountabiiity process. If this occurs, then for
once the hopes and the facts would be the same. Let me Pe specific.

— - 1 view accountability as a process of setting goals, mak-
ing available adequate resources to meet those goals, andlconduct—
ing regular evaluations to determine if the goals are met. Funda-
mental to this process is that there exist an adequate 'data bank"

of information from which viable options can be determined. The
v

4, | 47




A i e e A
. '

- -3

researchers and the state departments of education should ‘provide
this. From the available options, then, goals can be determined.

) In the goal~setting stage, the broadést possible spectrum
of the community should be brought together to make the decisions.
The process should Be comprehensive and cohesive, involviné stu-
dents, parents, teachers, administrators, boards of education,
legislators, and the public at large. Once goals have been set,
the ﬁecessary resources can be allocated. The public will know
what is needed from the data bank. They also will know if they
do not allocate the amount needed, then it is unfair to expect
the schools to meet the assigned goals latgr. ) ) ”

Finally, there's evaluation -~ comprehensive, in depth,
and accurate. This cannot be aﬁone-score teét evaluation, but .
must be an ongeing, regular evaluation that is diagnostic as well
as comparative, that ac¢ounts for process as well as product, and .
that is principally geared toward improving instruction for the ) .
individual student. Moreover, the evalqatidh results should be
tragglated into terms that are clear and easily understood by the
lay public.‘ A regular "state of education" message would seem to
be a must, and the terminology used should be such that the options
available to the'public-are clearly laid out. Then the account-
ability process can begin again. * .

The thrust of this accountability system would be that
the taxpayer is never asked to éupport inefficient schools, and
‘that the people have a regular meaningful assessment of the quality
of education in their communities. If the people have participated
in establishing the goals and have a significant voice in the
assessment, then thére is a higher chance that their expectations
will be geared into reality. Otherwise, withr-only an outside
knowlédge of education, I see no reason why the public shouldn't
expect accountability to recasé our schools into slide-rule
perfection. If the latter persuasion takes sway, we can eXpéct
some awkward moments.

Right now in Los Angeles, crericus thought is beiné given
togéecentralizing the city district iﬁfo a‘ﬁo?en mini-districts,

The reason is that many people feel local schools should be made
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more responsive -- and hence accountable -~ to residents. But -at

the same time, and for the same reason, the Governor s Commission °

"on Educational Reform is proposing that California abolish the 58

county superintendent positions in fawor of 15 state department

of education regional offices. The problem is, no one has clearly
determined the influence of district size on efficiency. I know )
of small inefficient districts as well as small efficient ones. i ' fé
We still are operating largely on hunches. - S
i Accountability, too,  if improperly handled, can bring

. some self-defeating results when paired with the publfc expectationms.,
Aﬂministratively, the bookkeeping could be .overwhelming with
inefféctiveness that could pique the public anger. Or anger might
come from the presence of outside research téams at the local ’
school, evaluating the neighborhood's children. There's a very
'strong possibility a parent may want rigorous epcountabikity~,
standards used on every child but his own.- Or that accountability -~

results will be used more for comparative than diagnostic purposes.
-This is the case now with Califoreia's statewide testing system:
It serwves more as fodder in pol;tical and legislative wrestling
matches than it does as a source of improved instruction for the
child, _ ) : ’
No doubt accountability does lend itself to becoﬁiné a
battlefield for the "experts.”" Facts and counterfacts always seem
to be in plentiful supply, and everyone can garner up an arsenal -
of experts to authenticate -his case, Too, the critical processi
of interpreting raw data to the public is partjcularly susceptible -
to distortion, and it is the rare reporter or .administrator who
can penetrate into the mysterious and protected reserve of the
statistician; .
Politically, of course, there is ; danger that—school
board elections might be won or lost on the basis bfaapproximations é
and estimates, when in fact the figures may be generalities at
best, Or legally, the;e may be these questionsi How much power
can be farmed out to private performance contracting groups; do
-those groups have to. use state-certified personnel; who is liable

for quotas set but not met?
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Educationally, there may be fears of a new ripidity intro-

duced into the system, particularly if everything is quantified and
we have a series of "five-year plans.'" With accountability as the
byword, there may be some tendency to discourage courses that don't
lend themselves so readily to quantifiable measures; or to discourage
services -- such as cohnseling or health --Vthat may not have
quantifiably ascertainable results. And finally, in our rush for
certitude, we might snuff out those variables in education that make
for human creativity and imaginqtidh.

Thesé possibilities areﬂsome of the-reasons why I believe‘
that if the public is not brought in on the process, they will ham-
mer at it from the outside and eventually establish procedures
devoid of the input of the profession. I do not believe, for
instance, that someone who is brought into the evaluating procéss
will demand that all values be reduced to numbers. Nogjﬁto the
contrary, will they any longer claim that no values can be reduced
to numbers. Instead, I believe they will und2rstand that some
things can be quantifiea and that others cannat;‘anh that those
things that can be quantified should be quantified so that those
Ehings that cannot will have greater play.

Creativity and innovation are challanged today more by
inefficiency and lack of direction than they are by systems
analysis. Freedom is a function of your options, and)today our
options are precious few. .Far from engineering man out of education,
I believe accountability is an attempt to bring man back iﬁ. What
we have been squeezed out by is our own ineptitude and archaic
methods that have kept us so busy we haven't had time to be human.

Thus, in summary, it seems to me our principal task is not
to fret about whether the Gallup Poll registers a rise or decline
in public expectations about accountability, but rather we should
get busy working directly with the public to make accountability
a fugctioning process for improving quality in our schébls. Then

the expectationswwill more likely approach what is truly possible.
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“Popular concern about the performance of educatioﬁ#lihhﬂiﬁr
institutions }s not a ned’phenomenon. One could perhaps explore the
concern of the }rench governmenf early in the last century over the
rapid rise of Pruésia as a powerfual national and -industrial state, .
the French decision\go employ Victor Cousin to study the Prussian
education system, andﬁghe subsequent transformations of French and
are also local illustratfbns, such as the discontent in. Quincy,
Massachusetts, which led tS\the school committee's decision in 1876
to‘conquct the general testiﬁg of the school children themselves, .
and to the subsequent revolutibpary'reorganization of that school
system that brought over 30,000 people to Quincy in a subsequent
three-year period to view the remgrkable results. I'm sure other
historical illustrations can be.sugggsted as examples of tﬁe classic
pattern of political storms gathering about educatiunal institutions
which led to reforms, such as those exﬁg;ienced in many’big city
school systems around the turn of the ceﬁgury. Again late in the
1930's, concern was in the Lir and reforms\yere in the making but
aborted, perhaps becauée of the distractioné‘end dislocations of

N
N
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World War II, thus leavin§ serious problems still to be resolved

through more extensive reforms than have yet been attempted.’

The first surfacing of a truly national concern about
conditions ‘that have led to the present state of trisis in American
edycation appears to me to have occurred in a meeting of educators
in 1946 that included Jumes B. Conant and Roy E. Larsen, which led '
to the establishment of the National Citizens Commission for the
Public Schools.” The Commission (later Council) promoted citizens
support of local schools, and citizen interest in programs.and)
problems of the schools, without taking issues on such professional
matters as curriculum and methods of teaching. Its existence,

. activities,. and supfort provided staterasd local forums, and frame-
works for discussion, that were enormously helpful in,aggregating
demands arising out of discontent with schools and in shaping a

--strong‘political drive for funds to support the costs of rising
school enrollments following World War II. The public relatidns
approach that they used during the 1950's taught teacheg‘associations
a lesson useful to their purposes that has helped maintain their
sophisticateduefforts for support of schools long after the
Commission's major effort ended. “. ..

o The Ford Foundation's Fund for Education, which supported
tne Commission, moved on from the Commission s essentially public
relations approach to problems created by rising enrollments, and
began focusing attention on qualitative problems related to curric-.
ulum, teaching methods;dand administration, and laid the groundwork
for. much of the governmental efforts that followed through the
National Defense Education Act, the National Science Foundation, and
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the latter mark-
ing the first serious congressional éffort to compensate for racial
and religious discrimination in state and local administration of
schools. Other voluntary efforts, incluEing Educational Testing
Service, and the Education Commission of .he States, which 1s now
administering the national assessment of education, have added
subStantial capabilities for diagnosing the current ills and perhaps

have aided in shifting attention from fiscal preblems, administrative
i }
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* £ ¥Jrganization, curriculum, and teacher training, to where the deepest f"
popular concern has always een namely, with the effect of the
‘ - 'school on the individual chi1d. The widespread interest in the

. . current spate of apocalyhtft writers, who advocate destruction of

the school as We know e, .ply signal a popular readiness to consider

more fundamentql efforts to improve the schools than anything we

g ) " have seen since the Quincy New ‘Departure. }
: The popular uneasiness about the schools is further
= . evidenced in ‘the wide acceptance of certain terms, such as ''Johnny

can't read" in the 1950's, "the pursuit of excellence" in the 1960's,
and most recently, "accountability," a term Leon Lessinger popular-

ized thar has since appéared often in Preaidential and other political

= - . .

: . references to education. - Because of its popularity, and the new

; ’ :.peanings being read into accountability in the last year or so, many

: individuals and organizations are‘seeldgg.ways to deal with it.

T ) I will make a brief‘:ttempt in the next few paragraphs to
explore what definitions 1 have been able to find for the term >
"accountability" and ther express what I can discern of the appeal

each has for the publjc in the educatioqkl oontext of toda&. Iwill

make no effort to define what Leon, Lessinger meant by it, because

.1 am sure frum observing him over the yearg that ‘ie, like the Queen

in Alice in Wonderland, used the term to mean exactly what he

intended it to mean, no mcre and no less. I am sure, also from
observation, that his intentions vary froq.time-to time, as also, no
doubt’, do those of politicians using the term.

In summary there appear to be at least.ﬁix general catego-

ries of meaning related to accountability‘as follows:

1. Attribﬁtable, the assignment of cause, placement of ¢
. blame, accounting for, as in sources of change, fix-

ing of .responsibility.

2. . Predictable, divineable, calculable, accountable in
the sense that a contract makes some part of the
future roretellable, anticipatable, foreknowable,

—

promised.




j. : Intelligible, comprehensible, discoverable, under-

‘ o standabple, fathomable, co\ncei\rable,L accountable <n
the- sense of being easily understoqd unequivocal

unambiguous, unconfused "in plain Engiish.? .

4, Explainable, interpretable, heducible, capable of ',
being’inferred, describable,.definable, translatable, .
A\ -

Nagc - : demonstrable. ’ oL -
- &

-

’

5. Liable, answerable for blame, bound to duty, unexempt °

. o from responsibility, answerable xor obligations.

., ' 6. Subject to audit, taking of inventoryffbatanging o&
D ‘accounts, "be checked up on," have books examined” .
be verified, particularly from the standpoint of je-
ing economical, ....rifty, prudent, provident, and

Ldemonstrating good management or stewardship.

As these meanings associated with -accountability are
examined and doubtless as others will emerge as we study it, one
begins. to see why‘tﬁe term accountability" has caught on so quickly’ ‘ "
and appealed 80 broadly. For the perennial critics of the schools, ‘
it provides a convenient shorthand to summarize all of the major
charges they'have leveled at schoolmen over the years as rreqlpn-
; sible, unpredictable, incomprehensible in the 'bafflegab" o
' "educationese" they épeak incapable of either explaining or
. ,demonstrating t they are doing, sever held liable for the_r
‘ failures, and at schools as :meroVident and badly managed. “The
2 term appeals also to the parent who would iike to fix responsivility - _
for his child”s education, anticipate his progress, understand what
his teachers are talking about, have them esplain and demonstrate

what they do ‘and what the parent can do to nelp, know that teachers'

are comnitted to their obligations and will be answerable for blame
yhen it is deserved, and finally that the whole operation be audited,
both as to the fiscal as well as to the educational record.
Yet from the standpoint of the school administrator, as o
the responsible head of the school, he's left virtually defenseless
~ in all categories except the sixth, and these can depend only on
his records of fiscal management, which are badly in need of extensive
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reorganization (a subject I hope we can explore in dueXtime, for .

Officers,
AASA, ASBO, NEA, and the Office of Education, among ot\ rs, have

heve, at least, is an area where the Chief State Schoo

demonstrated in each of the past six decades a willingness to -
cooperate). The results of the teaching ac;_;re measured over long -,
periods of time in which many teachers are involved witﬂ a given

child and the assignment of cause for an individual failure among

such diffuse contributions is virtually impossible under‘ex1st ng
arrangements for schooling. Despite studies such as Benjamin Bloom's ]
that argue the feasibility, few teachers willingly prediét ac .d's '
future performanct in school or elsewhere, nor will they normally . t,
agree to guarantee performance levels. The typical superintendent ° ' fi
rarely can admit to understanding all his teachers, let alc e
guarantee that they will understand each other, or-be understood
by the public. Askfor explaining or demonstratine what goes on in

a classroom, teachers, like churct =n, find myst- ;ue more helpful.

‘The yestion of liability rarely arises, for the contractual respon-

sibilities are not specified in terms other than :-ing in certain
places at certain times and "teaching' specified pupils. Teachers
have successfully resisted attedpts to audit their performances in
terms of the behavior of children, so only the fiscal side of the .
school's operation is'audited. ‘ °

From, the standpoint of the larger governmental sttuctnre, (f}
again most of the existing requirements for accountability fall in
categcry six, dealing with the fiscal operfations and with cou. 1ing
of pupils and personnel in specified categor..s. Only.in the case
of malfeasance, ftrictly limited by-statute in its definition, will

governuent search out and place blame. The on1y futurt-oriented “

‘ expectation for performance from the standpoint of hlgher adminis-

- trative echelons is that progress through grades shall equate roughly

with age groups. That professional discourse about schools be

intelligib or actions related to school personnel be explhinable
or deﬁonstrable, seems not to have concerned school governance at -

any 1eve1, and matters of liability are confined to narrowly defined

"causes' rarely remotely related to the performance oﬁ‘students.
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Other agencies provide 1imi£ed remedies. Private schools
provide ;n alternative to parents who are convinced that blame for
a child's performance rests with the public school. Proposals now
under discussion to broaden the gvailability of that alternative,
such as the voucher plan, apparently will be testéd in at least
some limited ways in the near future and the results will merit
careful studf; ‘Predictability is offered by firms seeking perform-
ance contracts, and these, too, will merit our careful study. Soue
of the very best of our schools of gducq&ion are drawing disciplined
minds intd the study of educational pheﬁomena, structu;es, and
fuﬁctions; out of these efforts ;re coq&ng the most hopeful signs of
~ a developing pedagogical discourse thaﬁ will be comprehensible not
,only across disciplines but to the liuerate layman as well. I hope
that we can give some Systematic attehtion to this development, and
perhaps .illustrate the dimensions an? depth and possibilities for
exseggfon of that discourse. / ‘
" The explainability and deﬁonstrability of processes and

practices in schooling-are perhaps the most puzzling aspects of

___accountability. The notion that any teaching method that works is

gobd teaching 1is so pervasive among American educators and so widely
~ accepted popularly that we have “ade little progress in this century'
‘ 1n developing sound theorkes in pedagogy. The problem seems to be
| that any 1gnovation, tried by a dedicated teacher and carried through
with passion and commxtmen@ works once. ¢ thns have geveloped an
incredible array of method¥ proven bv the creator, which not only
do not advance our thgoretical 'constructs but actually get in the
“Hyay of school imﬁrovement, Qrchuse they often create distractions
and failures when others attem £t to apply them to practice. One
would hope that more scholar WOuld'recognize an opportunity to
examine this perennial proble L of &nterest not only to Ameripan
educ -ors, and to say sonethiﬂg signiflcant about the contributions;
of the remarkable range of exg rimentation in the 60's to pedagogical

theory. . ) ?
One encounters muchid scussion, extending back over the
past qeveral decades, about 118bility for performance by teachers,

not ‘§ a system of sanctionsjthat would reward high performance
| 56
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(merit pay) though there seem to be few proposals seriously pup for-
ward to penalize bad performance, short of dismissal. Some teacher
' groups are exploring the possibility of entering into performance
contracts as a countermeasure to, contracting with firms, and we can
?erhaps see the beginping of a transformation in teacher contractual
relationships in the#% efforts. A distinguished New York attorney
and Regent, Max;Rubip} raised an interesting point recently with
*Al Shanker in a small group I was with: If teacher contracts
continue to become .iore specific, may not the employing agency
eventually'be in a ﬁosition to hold the union liable for unsatisfac-
tory performance? I am sure others in the legal profession will
show interest in exploring the feasibility of this idea.
We have a loné tradition of auditing firms proviging
/ services for the fiscal audit. University professors have traditien*
ally done manas -ent and other types of surveys. More recently,
management consulting firms, notably Arthur D. Little, Booz Allen
and_Hamilton,:and Cresap, Paget and McCormick, have moved in on this
type of survey, and many new firms are in the field gradually taking
over the university field service function. Leon Lessinger has‘
frequently discussed an "educational_audit" and the significance of
this type of service to schqolg is likely to be tested in the next
-) few years.
‘ R The. current interest in eCPountability in education is

. likely to have profound consequences on schools, for

. 1nev1tab1e question, "A ~untable for'what?'" To answer\this {ues-
E / gion requires the specification of goals in educatjion.
| / ruge accountability as a lever for change, particulariy thos
/ that seek performance contracts, are. accustomed to analyzing pro-
; , blems through the use of mechanistic models that have proved useful
/ to engineers, and more recently to economists and business firms.

As we Begin.to apply those models to education problems (a subject

57

/ f I explored at greater length elsewhetel), we find that the first
. / f step is specifying our goals. 'We are, after all, attempting to
recreate our social world, and especially our schools, to fit a
/// . model of our invention. We reason that, since we have created com-
‘ | |
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— © plex haChiﬁeS: we can now use the laws we have derived from that
experience to reconstruct our social institutionms. In that effort
we may violate two laws of logic: (1) We may apply our mechanical
models to concerns too broad to be encompassed when we fail to
perceive the proper scope.of the human condition, and (2) we may
apply our model to inconsequential ends when we analyze less encom-

paééing statements of human aims."2

i In our first efforts in performeuce contracting in schools,

i wé seem to be erring toward the violation of the second law of logic,

i applying our model to 1nconsequentialxgoals in education. If we

i teach the child to read, and to count, the people will ask, as Plato

i - - did, why haven't we also taught him to be virtuous?

i . We have been notably unsuccessful as a sd>ciety in this

century‘ in stating our aims of education. To face the prospect of

B being driven by circumstances, created as casually as by acceptance

of the concept of accountability, to set trivial goals for our

educational institutions, is appalling. A quite contrary course -

seems indicated, rather to dare to set our goals to fit our broadest -

perception of the scope of the human condition, and to challenge our
figdel~builders to reach toward them, and to be critical of their’ |

fdilures to reach them. ) .

In the remainder of this paper I shall touch briefly on

the major aims of education that I perceive as pervas;vely accepted

in the historical documents and contracts of ~ur society, and that I

believe are present yef today in the broadly acéepted expectations

of our people. It would seem to me to be a propitious time in our
— e — '

history ‘to test our consensus on these broader goals, if only to ca

I

alert us to the dangers »f becominé distracted by the increasing
triviality of current efforts to state the #ims of education. b
For the early founders of schools in this country the aims
of- education were, quite simbly, piety and civility, two forms of
behavior extensively disrussed in the education literature -of the
16th ﬁnd 17th cenéﬁt}es.
The concern for picty meant that children must be taught

to read in order that they could study the Bible and acquire thereby
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religious faith, spiritual mindedness, temperance, purity, righteous-

ness, and charity, and thereby join the elect, those to be saved
after death, the children of God. o

The concern for civility. involved teaching of good manners
and»depgrtment, prudence, cgurtesy and thoughtfullness, affability,
gentleness, urbanity, tolerance and graciousness toward others.

The educational literature of the 18th century reflected
the growing impact of the Renaissance .on the popular consciousness
in its addition of,the pursuit of knowledge as an aim of education,
;nd reflected alsofthe growing interestfin the political philosophers
who emphasized education as a necessary ingredient for a se}f—goyern-
ing society. The new Congress in 1787 combined in their preface to
the Northwest Ordinance their transformation of the earlier aims of-
17th century education and the additions of the 18th in the opening
words of that Ordinance: "Religion, morality -and knowledge being
necessary to good government, schools and the means of education
shall be forever encouraged."” The curricular materials dealing with
morality persisted late in the 19th century, notably in the McGuffey
Readers. The extension of knowledge, eépecially in the sciences and
in mathematics, increased tﬁe subjects of study and began the con-
fusion, still evident in schools, arising from the assumption that
learning facts is educative. - The emphasis on good government made
much of the fundamental values of our society having to do with
liberty and equality, two values that, taken together, mark a pro-
found and continuing dilemma in America.

In the 19th century the industrial revolution was reflected
in an additional expectation for the task of the schools, that they
teach children to be productive. Productivity, with its connotations
of fruitfulness, abundance, creativity, inventiveness, ingenuity,
acqu1sitiveness, gainful employment, earning, saving, and investment,
is perhaps best epitomized in the Morrell Act of 1862 establishiﬁ%
the land grant colleges, and in succeeding efforts to encourage
vocatiinal education and manpo&er‘training that are continuing even

into deliberations of the Congress now in session.
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Our own century began with rather general acceptance of the
aims of education from the past. Piety, with its moral basis for
’ action, if abstracted from the morass of quarrels among sectarian
religiens .that have plagued the concept from Reformation dafs, prob-
ably is still a broadly acceptable aim for education among our people
today. Certainly the concept of civility is still with us, if evi-

denced only by the persistent cries for its restoration to discourse

and relationships in the present. Certainly the pursuit of knowledge,

the intellectual, or, to use the currently popular term, the cognitive

aspects of education, is still bréadly acceptable as an aim. Concern

is now beihg expressed by both educatorsaand youth for greater emphasis

on tng emotional or'affgctive aspects. Our growing dissatisfaction
with the quality of discourse almost certainly portends greater
emphasis on the concept of civility as ig.was defined in our earlier
history, or as it may become redefined in whatever transformation of
the concept we can achieve in our time. Concern for good cithenship

as an aim of education persists also, though broadened unquestion-

ably from narrow nationalistic concerns to a deeper social conscious-.

ness, a codcern for the environment, and recognition of t?e need for
good government and good citizens for the whole worlds: Cegtainly the
concern for productivity persists broadly among our people, though
here the dissenting voices are heard so loudly, especially from the
younger age groups, that we can assume some major transformation of
this concern is imminent. ;
To describe a man or a soclety as pious, civil, knowledge-
aBle, self-governing, and productive, using these term;’as we find
éhem defined in their best traditional sense as aims of education in
our society, is to endow both the man and the society with most of
the cardinal virtues, but not all of them. In the la;t two decades
we appear to bg exhibiting a deeper concern for justice in the
distribution of social and economic benefits than has been made
specific in-our earlief curricula; evidence that the lessons have
been well-taught is emerging, most markedly in ‘the inté;ests and
actions of the recent graduates of our schools. Our great
-unfinished task is to find some way to teach hope, for in this

virtue our current graduates seem sadly deficient. We are finding
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sympathetic 1.steners also to the proposition that schools might be
conducted in more humane ways, might even be happy and joyful places

in which to spend a significant part of one 's life, a possibility

_that seems not to have occurred to those who earlier shaped the

American schools.
Tbesggw;hen,’are some of the traditional aims of education

in our society, with some speculation on those emerging. On. :an

argue that they are global concepts derived from philosophy and

religion, and therefore of little use in an age that seeks to define

its educational objectives in behavioral terms. .My reply would be

that there ig a rich literature, which doubtless can be furtger

enriched,’ that offers ample opportunity for selecting remarkably . j

broad sets of behavioral objectives related to each of the traditional -

aims. I think no one can seriously argue that dny one of the concepts ‘{

is irrelevant in our time. ) 7
‘It was with these aims for education in mind that stgte ‘

legislatures enactéd the laws that established the.state school

systems through the 19th and into the 20th centuries. It is in *

terms of these aims, or synonyms or euphemisms for them, tpat the

larger controversies and criticisms of the schoois are phrased. We

can stir national concern about the assertiun that Johnny can't read,

but when‘citizens meet in their local communities to discuss that

-

assertion, the discussion shifts to ibhnny's manners, his dress, the

. length of his hair, his. morals, his religious attitudes, his values,

and what he's thinking of doing with his life. And it' is in terms
of these aims that the programs, the faculties, and the sEudents of
schools of the future will be judged. ﬁé need to develop new
standards for‘measuring the performance of our educational
institutions and for reporting on that performance and ﬁény people
of good will are going about that task in many ways. The plea 1
offer is that we attend nof oaly to the minutia but that we attend
also to shaping standards and criteria for judging how well we
achieve the grand aims of education which are certain to persist in
the minds of our people. I wish you all well in the task ahead, and
hope with you that we can findhways to restate the aims of ‘education

more attractively and more in line with our great tradition. i

61 ;




James, H. T.

education. University of Pittsburgh Press, 1969.°

Ibid., p. 64.

H-12

REFERENCES

The new cult of efficiency and

62 -/




I-1

x

THE ROLE OF EVALUATION

Henry S. Dyer

to '
NE

AND VICE VERSA . B

" Three events in the history of American education illuminate
e some of the more important roles that evaluation must play in any -

system of educational accountability.

[y
-0

I

The first event ;ccurred in 1647 when the Great and Generai
Court of‘thé Massachusetts Bay Colony enacted what the history books
refer to as the 01d Delude; Satan Law.1 *This, you will remember, was
a law that sought to foil the désiéns of the devil by insisting that ,
every child in the Colony be taught to read and write. It held each '
town accountable for providing this instruction out of its own funds.
And it backed up its mandate with an annual fine of five pounds to be
lévied on any town that failed to comply. . s
One reason, no doubt, ‘that the Puritan Fathers were able to
get away with this high-handed infringement on local autonomy was that
there was general agreement in those days on tﬁe ends and means of

education. All children must be taught to read so Ehat they could ha

airect access to the Scriptures and thereby have an outside chance of

.
tw

— ‘avoiding eternal damnation. One of the major problems in education
. these days is that people are not all that clear and convinced about.

the ends and means of education.
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One reason for this state of affairs has been suggested by
Lawrence Cremin: L4

", ..too few educational leaders in the United States are

" genuinely preoccupied with educational issues because
they have no clear ideas about education... They have

, too often been managers, facilitators, politicians in the
narrow sense. They have beep concerhed with building
buildings, balancing budgets, and pacifying parents, but

they have not been prepared to spark a public debate about

the ends and means of education.” .

Another reason for the fuzziness about ends and means is that
eduoational goals, as commonly formulated by educational philosophers,
have tended to be cast in sucn sweeping generalities and remote ideals
that t¥ey have left school people at a loss to use them meaningfully
_for asséssing the actual ongoing operations of their ingtitutions.
‘This statement is not intended to denigrote the efforts of educational
pnilosophers. Their ideas are a necessary, if neglected, ingredient
of the process by which usable goals can be defined and applied in.
concrete instances. But they are only the beéinning of the process;
the gulf between the expression of educational ideals and any praqtica}
measure of their realization is so wide and deep that few if any
wo;king educators hav. been able o find their way across it.

The educational oratory speaks of goals like "self-fulfill-
ment," ''responsible citizenship;" and "vocational effectiveness;" the
assessment of school efficiency in specific cases usually oepend: on
such measures as retention rate, college—going rate, average daily
attendance, and performance on reading tests. Whetner there are any
rational connections between the numbers and the slogans is a matter
that is-rarely considered. The assumption seems to be implicit, for
instance, that the longer a youngster stays in school, the greater will
be his chances of selg—fulfillment; or that the higher his reading .
score, the more likely that he will become a responsible citizen. But
such assumptions are left largely unexamined, and in pnrticular cases
may be obviously wrong. In short, the answer to the all-important ques-

tion, "Accountable for what?" 1is left hanging in midair.
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Therefore, one important and decisive role that evaluation

mast play these days in any educational accountability system, which
N \

. is not designed solely to find scapegoats to assuage our collective

guilt, is that of ‘helping all of us sort out and evaluate our educa-

tional goals and objectives, so that we can begin to get some definite
« A

and agreed-upon ideas of where we want the schools to be taking us

as well as our children, and what we think the'priorities ought to

be.3

Over the years there have been some promising efforts i;
coving with this problem of goal-setting at' a prgctical level, but
a lot still remains to be done if the community served by the schools
is to become as deeply and significantly‘involved in the process as
it must be if the notion of accountability 1s to make any sense at
all in shaping education to fit the indiv1dual needs of the pupils
as well as the needs of the troubled society that they are going to
inherit.

II

The next historical event, illustrative of another aspect
of the accountability doctrine in education, occurred nearly 300

years éfter the enactment of the 0ld Deluder Satan Law -- in 1930 to

be exact.' This is a bit of personal history, for 1930 was the date

witen I had my own first traumatic experience of béing held profes-
sionally accountable as a teacher. I was in my first job teaching
senior English. 1 had one particularly weak student whose parents
were bound and determined that he should be shoehorned into-a certain
prestige college that I firmly believed was well beyond his capabili-
ties. My principal gave'me to understand in no uncertain terms

that, for my part in this process, I was to be held accountable\for
seeing to it that the boy passed the old-style College Board exam in
English at a level that would m;ke him admissible to the ccllege his
parents had chosen for him. The implication was that if the boy
failed to make it, the renewal of my contract would be in doubt. In

short, my performancc as a teacher was to be evaluated, at least in

part, on how that student performed on that exam.
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Back in the 30's the College Board exams --‘unlike those of
today -- had passing scores which were defined in terms of performance
criteria laid down by the examiners. Today, I suppose those old-
fashidped exams of forty years ago, wiﬁh all their presumed faults,
would heve probably qualified as 'criterion-referenced tests." It
is curidrs how history‘-- even in testing -- seems to be repeating
itself. \

\In any case, what did I dp té prove my accountability in
that situation? How'did I go about getting students to meet the
cfiterion set up by that old-tif:}iriterion-referenced fest in

_English? I did what many othe 1gh school teachers were doing in

those days. I crammed my students on all the old College Board exam
questions‘of the preceding ten years, rilled the kids up with canneé_,
themes so that they might appear to write profoundly, thou§f/pos—i!F
sibly a bit irrelevantly, on any topic thiat the examiners might =
dream up, and ground the standard literary classics into their heads
until they were thoroughly sick of them.

By so doing I fulfilled my obligation and my contract was
renewed. My weakest student passed the English entrance exam with
flying colors. He was admitted in September 1930 to the college his
parents had chosen. He flunked all of his mid-semester examinations
in November 1930, and was fired shortly thereafter. By meeting my
obligation under the narrow definition of teacher accountability
then prevailing I had succeeded in preparing the student to become
a failure in college. | .

What does this episode suggest abou; the rule of evaluation
in an accountability system? }t suggests that if the systgﬁ is to
work to the benefit rather than the detriment of the young people who
go to school, we must 5e continually observing and evaluating the

side-effects and the after-effects of what goes on in classrooms.

For if, by the processes we employ, we teach children to pass tests

- "at the expense of learning to hate the subject in which we test them;

or to hate the whoie idea of learning, it seems to me we defeat the .
whole purpose of education\and.fa34 to bé accountable to the students

themselves.
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The armamentarium of educational and psychological measurer
ment contains a good many instruments of various types for evalua*>
ting students' attitudes -toward learning, toward themselves, and

toward one another. Admittedly, these instruments are still pretty

-crude. The state of the art in the measurement of attitudes, values,

ta?
.

and the like was summed up by David Krathwohl and his .collaborators
in these words in their book on educational objectives in the s
affective domain:

"...we cite many techniques for appraisiog such objectives,
but we are fully aware of the fact that huch must be dape
before the development of testing techniques in the
affective domain will reach the rather high state of
clarity and precision which is naw possible in the cognitive
domain." ) -

Nonetheless, if, as we have been saying all along, the schools
are to be concerned about the development of the whole child, we had
better make judicious but regular use of the best of these technlques.
Be it noted however, that such techniques shouid not, in my view,
be used as a basis for evaluating the children themselves.,,They

should be used, rather; as a basis for coming as close as possible

“to evaludting the full impact that sehooling may be having upon the

lives of the children. Insofar as schools:fail to do their aest to |
seek out this kind of evaluative information about themselves regularly
and routinely they are failing to be accountable in any educationally

v

acceptable sense of the word.

The third historic date in the‘developmenr of the prineipie
of accountability in education was April 1965 - the date when the|
Elementary and Secondary Education Act was signed Into law. You wﬁll
recall that clauses S5-and 6 in ‘Section 205 (aj of the original Act
provided that procedures be adopted for annually evaluating«programs
designed to meet the needs of educationally deprived children and that
.the evaluatiye data accruing from these procedures was to be xncorpo-

rated in annual reports from each local educat1on agency to the state

< . -
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education agency and thence .to the Federal government.3 The purpose,
of course, was to try to account for the incremental edpcational
benefits that the Fede}al dollars were buying, and it is this aspezt
of the evalnation/accountability equation that is understandably
uppermost today in the minos of many taxpayers and their representa- °
tives on school boards and in legislative Lodies.

.In view of the agonizing fiscal crises in so many school
districts, this is, of course, a legitimate concern. It is a concern,
howev~r, that' generally has overlooked the difficult problem of .
providing the needed -evaluatiyve information. The authors of one
intensive study of the early functionire of ESEA have said that "when
ESEA was in’its first weeks and months of implementations... the
‘infrastructure of szstematic program evaluation was either nonexistent
or woefully primitive. n6 Anyone‘who has kept up with attempts to
evaluate ESEA programs -- particularly Title I proérams -= in the
last six years knows that this statement is stiil largeI;atWe,” in t
spite of some noble efforts to lick the problem. ‘At least part of
. the reason is thag there'are still nowhere near enough people out
there  in the'scﬁool districts who know how to put a dependable and
meaningful evaluation program together -- one' that is capable of
genyinely and dEpendany relating educational benefits to: educational
costs, and this|despite numerous attempts to app-y to the educat10na1
enterprise such appealing notions as CUst~effectiveness, planning-
programming-budgeting, management information systems, and the like.

Be all this as it may, it seems t¢ me that the most impor-
tant aspeet of Section 205 of ESEA is not that it appeared to hold
local school systems accountable for making educatTonal expenditures
produce a 'measurable payoff in pupil learning. In point of fact it
did nothing of the iind. If you read the original Act carefully, you

come to realize that all‘}t called for was merely a rendering of an
accounting -- an evaluation, if you willl-- of what was going on in '
Title I programs‘and how well they were working. The/big emphasis was,
and still is, on objective and accurate annual reports on how the
edulagional irocess is functioning on behalf of students and how much

money is being .spent in the effort. This is a type of annual report

.

-
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*
that had never been produc- i before and, to my - knowledge, has not

been produced yet. We may know how much we spend on textbooks, on -

PR S
»

teeche;s' salaries, on busing, .on food service, and so on, but we ' .
\ etill dc not know .aow to cost out a program in elementary school
reading, or .high school science, or health, or whatever, in such a
way that we can actually isolate .te cc-ts of each program per se
and relate thpse costs to the children’ rowth in reading compe-
. ) tence, or their love of books, or their ,aysical well-being. ;

When?you‘put rhe problem of rendering an accounting in
thise#ay, you may well begin to wonder whether the problem, like
that of‘squaring the circle, can evér be solved. It s' - 2sts that,

. in approaching thelguestion of how to render an accounting of what
is going on in an educational system, there is a real question of
how far the accountability concepts thét may be useful in the con-
trol of industrial svstems can be apﬁlied to séhobl systems. For
the producticn of learning and human development is hardl} analo_ous
‘to the pro uction of soap or cat food or space vehicles.

Moreover, the measurement p.oblem in each case is just
about as different as it can be. In trying to achieve accuratn
measurement of the inputs and outputs of the industxlal enterprise, -
oné- is concerred with making the human factors in the measurement
process as ‘small as possible, and in many areas the .nstrumentation
for this purpese has become remarkably automatic and efficient. 1In

the measurement of the cognitive and psychosocial functioning of
* st?dents, however, the hupan factgrs are the very essence of what we
are trying -to measure and evaluate. Consequently, wﬁen we speak of
ticwsuring such human qualities as probleq soividg in mathematics, or
tcicher effectiveness, or vocational aspirations, we are speaking of
- "a process that is vastly different from that of measuring electric
. power output, or the noise level in communication lines, or the
trajectory of a missile. ,Indeed, the difference is‘so great that an
atomic scientist .concerned with measuring the speed of electrons ouce
= . suggested to, me that we sbould probably drop the word measurement

- aliogether when dealing with educational and psychological phenomena.

-

‘
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He may well have'beeh right, for I suspect that much of the
misinterpretation and over intérpretation of test-score data that’
bedevils so much education..l tbinking stems from the failure ta ¢
realize that'the, metaphor oq the yardstick, or'the-ehgonometer, or
the ammeter, or whatever, is awwholly 1nappropriate metaphor when one
is trying to evaluate “upils' pevelopment and the educational programs
and environmental cond: tions that affect it.

T do not 1ntend the Yoregoing to mean that,lin some appro-
priate sense, the measurement of pupil performance is a hopeless or
futile endeavor. Quite the cqntrary Furthermore, such measurement
is indispensable if we ever eqpect to render a ratlo al rather than
a purely intuitive accounting 'of how schools and school systems are
doing. Butathe rendering of duch accounts in education is not likely
to be very éound or instructive if educational decision-makers think
that assessing the quality of |humain learning and development is on
all fours with measuring the ual}ty of widgets. |

- /’ /
’ 1v . [ ]

,To recapitulate briifly at this point| what soft of perspec- /

tive on the evaluat1on/accoun$abili£y equation do the three bits of /

history provide7 First, the Puritan Fathers whp wrote the 0ld Deludeq

Law were. so sure of thair edu#ational objectives and the means by /
which they were to be attained that they were able to get away with ‘/
holding every school district|accountable for oviding a particular/
type of 1nstructiona1 service; They did not, uusever, concern themqf
selves with the evaluation of\the effects of .the\instructional servic;
provided, since they assumed Uhat that would be taken care of by mo&e
remote means on the Day of the\Last Judgment. They were apparently

unaware of tpe possibilities o¥ evaluation as a fo >f self-correcting

feedback. - \ 1.
' Ba$k in 1930, I was ﬁeld accountable for ptoducing a ceitain -

single measurable result, and bp that result my perfoKmance was |
. f

evaluated. There was, however,}no obligation upon me to account for

the means by which I ob*. ed &e result. The feelback was sure and

swift, but it was what Nc.bert Wiener WOuld have called defectiJ

1
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feedback inasmueh as it included no information on any sicde-effects or

after-effects my t
ESEA holds

accounting -- that is, ‘for providing an evaluation -- of the effects

ching methods may have been having on the student.

chool districts accountable for rendering an

9? the programs being Federally funded, but it says nothing about any

‘:punitive action that might be taken it the hoped-for results of the

programs are not forthcoming. That is, it calls for effective evalua-
tive feedback -- which incidentally it has not yet been able to get in

any comprehensive way -- but it does not specify how the feedback

.‘would be used if it were obtainable.

In looking back over thes three aspects of the role of
evaluation in the evaluatlon/accountaﬁi11Ly equation, one gets the
feeling that something is missing and that that something is to be
supplied by a reversal of roles. In addition to thinking of the role
of evaluation in an accountability system, one nreds to think also
of the role of accountability in an evaluation system. Which is to
say that if educational evaluation programs are to serve any useful
educational purpose, then those who support and mazrage school systems
must be made accountable in three ways: (1) for seeing to it that
the evaluative information the programs provide is as good as it- can
be, (2) for seeing to it that the information iz interpreted within~
the 11mifs imposed by the nature of the data, and (3) for seeing to
it that the information is used in some systematic fashion to find ways
of continually bettering the quality of instruction for all the chil-
dren in all the schools. ) |

A final comment or two on each of these three points is now

in order.

1. How to make sure that the information an evaluation

program provides is as good as it can be. This means first of ,all

selecting tests and other instruments that are well-crafted and well-
validated for the purposes to which they are to be put. There is a
considerable body of literature on how to make such selections and an
even larger body of measures from which to select.8 This material
;hould be conscientiously examined before picking any test for use in
'the schools, Second, it means that the tests shall be administered in

a manner that guarantees, insofar as possible, that the students know

71

]




- 1-10

what they are expected to do and that they will do the best they can.

R LA B
ki

This may seem painfully obvious, but the fact of the matter is that
_test data is too often invalidated right at the source because of
’ maladrinistration. Finally, and equally obviously, the tests must be
scored with scrupulous accuracy; I mention these humdrum rules only’
because I am impressed by the fact that the failure to observe them
is usually overlooked as a possible explanation of why the pupils in
some schools appear to perform surprisingly higher or lower than théir
counferparts in other schools.

'2. How to make sute that the results are interpreted.within

the limits imposed by the nature of the data. Here we are in cdp—

siderably deeper trouble because it is abundantly clear that mosk
consumers of achievement test results seem to be amazingly Qnawake
of the limitations of such data. OQne of the glaring problems in this
connection is that of getting those who make educational decisions on
the basis of test scores to realize éhgt the best cf achievemeént
tests is never more than a sample‘of»a’student's performance and is
therefore inevitably subject to sampling error. This simply means
that if his score on, say, an arithmetic test places 'him among the
bottom third of his classmates today, his score tomorrow on an alter-
nate form of the same arithmetic fest has a good chance of placing

., him among the middle third of his classmates.9 Failure to recognize
this inherent -bounciness of tést scores can and does lead to all sorts
of mistaken éonclusions abéut the effectiveness of remedial programs
for students who are selected for such programs on the basis of their
low achievement test scores.

. Another glaring problem in the interpretation of academic

” achievgment tests has to do with the kinds of numberé in which the
measures are customarily expressed -- namely, so-called grade equi-
valency scores. Except for the notorious 1Q, these are probably the’
mosg convenient devices ever invented to lead people into misinter-

pretations of students' test results. Both the IQ and grade equi-

e

’ valency scores are psychological and statistical monstrosities. I

have defined the IQ as "a dubious normative score wrapped up in a

ratie that ic hased upon an impossible assumption about the equivalence’
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of human experience and the opportunity to learn.”lo A grade "equi-
valency score has many of the same properties, and as such it lures ‘
educational practitioners to succumb to what Alfred North Whitehead
called '"the fallacy of misplaced concreteness."ll

There is not enough time here to go into all the irration-
alities that underlie the construction of grade é?uivalency scales,
nor all the misconceptions they generate in the public mind about
what achievement tests are saying about how well students and schools
are doing. Instead, I urge you to read a recent brilliant paper .
Roger Lennon, entitled "Accountabiliiy and Performance Contracting-"l
Lennon's credentials are among the best, since he is senior vice
president of the company that publishes two of the most widely-used
achievement ,test batteries -- the Stanford and the Metropolitan --
both of which are well-fitted out with grade'equivalency scales. 1
have said the paper is brilliant; one might also call it courageous,
because in it, Lennon, from his own intimate knowledge of the subject,
spells out in grim detail just about everything that is absurd, wrong,
and misleading about grade equivalency scales and why they should not
be used in assessing profefsional accountability or in determining
how much educational contractors .-should be paid.

In his frank discussin of this and other similar problems
in the interpretation of educational measurements, Lennon nicely
exemplifies an important aspect of the role of accountability in

educational evaluation.

3. Finally, how to use evaluarive data in a systematic

fashion to find ways of continually bettering instruction for all the

children in all the schools. This, it seems to me, is the major task

that lies ahead, if educational evaluation is to;fu%fill its promise.
And it brings me to the questions.in your conference program that I
am expected to answer. i shall n;& answer them:

1. Can the relevant iﬁputs, outputs, and conditions of
operation [bf educational systems] be satisfactorily measured? The

answer is, '"Yes, for the most part they can be, if scheol systems will .

make the kind of informed and serious effort required."
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2. If so, what are the appropriate techniques? And the
answer is, "Read my extended remarks on this subject in the Phi Delta
Kappan of last December."13

3. If not, what remains to be done? 1 have already said
that adequate evaluative techniques are available if one has the will
to use Ehem. Nevertheless, it must be said that we do need better
meas&;ee than we now have of the personal-social development of.stu—
dents, better measures thah we now have of the many factors inside
and outside the school that influence students' overail development,
and more particularly.better ways of observing and describing what
actually goes on day by day in the teaching-learning process. By
this I mean that we need far better ways of systematically monitoring
and describing what is really going on behind the facade of fancy
‘labels by which we characterize so many so-called innovative programs
like I.T.A., I.P.I+, G.S.A., M.B.O., the Opgn Classroom, the Discovery
Method, and so on ad infinitum. "I am convinced that we can obtain
these kinds of information if we have the will to do so.

4. Finally, are different techniques needed for diflerent
"

types of edﬁcatfbhafﬁ%ystems? And here my answer is, '"Yes, but....

Yes, the evaluative techniques one would use for a small homogeneous

r

educational system would be different but also less satisfactory 7

than those one would use for a large heterogeneous gystem. But the
_ best way for small homogeneous systems to secure the most useful g‘f’
evaluative data about the effectiveness of their educational programs
" 1s to join forces, for evaluative purposes, with other systems, poSst
sibly on a state or regional basis, so as to enhance the possibility of
\ncovering, through well-worked-out statistical analyses involving

all the schools, those educational innovations that have the best chance
of pafing off for their own students.

The last answer is meant to imply that an evaluation system

expressly designed to keep the quality of instruction continually

rising will be a highly complex system. One might prefer sometaing
simpler. But I suggest that, in the highly complex world in which we
now have to live, simplistic approaches are not likely to help us much
in finding our way to education for either the good life or the good

i

society.

™
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THE FUTURE OF ‘ACCOUNTABILI{TY

s/

-John W. Porter

There\are three aspects to ;he topic I am to discuss at
this afternoon session. But before talking about these Ehree
aspects, a general definition of accountability in public education
seems in order: '

Accountability is not performance contracfing.' Account-
ability is not program budgeting (P.P.B.S.). Accountability is not
cost effectiveness. It is not testing nor is it merit pay for
teachers, or a means of relieving teachers of their jobs.

Accountability is the guarantee that .all students without

respect to racé, ihcome, or social class will acquire the minimum

school skills nécessary to take full advantage of the choices that - - -

accrue upoﬁ successful completion of public schooling, or we in
education will describe the reasons why.
What accountability probably ‘means to the adult layman is

returning in part to what existed in the 30's and 40's; a move away

from the permissive days of the 50's and‘60's. But this time instead

of the "Produce, Slide Through or Fail".reéponsibility'being on the
student, the accountabilily emphasis envisioned as a "produce or
change" concept’ assigned as the responsib&lity of the educational

establishment.
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For 'a moment, let me share with you the beliefs that I

have, and that I believe we should all have, in regard to public
education, and why there is a ne:d for educational accéuntability.,
First, 1 believe that public education must guarantee »

that nearly all of the young people -~ those childre; in our elemen-
tary schools -- will acquire competencies in the basic skills of read-
ing, writing, and arithmetic, regardless of their socio-econqmic bac}—
ground. This does not mean any leveling off on the development of the
whole child. It does mean altering the educational delivery system'
in whatever way is necessary to ensure that the daughter of the
unskilled ghetto worker gains from the kindérgarten the educational
choites that presently dccrue to the son of a college professor.

Second, I believe that our public education, particularly

in the secondary schools must be programmed in such a way that t;;
students will feel their secondary school experience is equipping
them to be effective citizens in the adult society of the 21st
century. We should be concerned when we see that perhaps two-thirds

v

of all the work we do in our secondary schools is done to p;epate -

#

}
E
;
j
5.
j
3
.

35 percent of our young people to go to cullege, when at the same
time, nationally, we have a third of our entering ninth gréders fail-
ing to graduate. ) _

‘ For counseling effectiveness, we need to strongly consider
the use of public relations persons on lo;ﬁ from business and industry
to the secondary schools to supplement the professioqgl}y:g;iented~~'*#
counselors. If the §tgtu§,0£,the‘wotld“éf>Gafifié_to change ‘to meet
»~extstin§fﬁénb&dét*ﬂéeds, and if we are to demonstrate that everyone
doesn't need to go to college to teach, we could well benefit from .
this "outside" contact for our pupils on a regular basis, nottjaét the '
“"career day'" type of exposure. 4 ‘

We'should also be concerned about the accountability of a
system that éeems to get the 6'5" basketball or football star through
the academic mazes and to an attractive salary, while being ill-
equipped to meet the needs of his 5'6" brothet.

. Third, I believe acceptable public education is going to

require that we educators be responsible for seeking out, establ}sh-

8 .




ing and coordinating effective programé of adult continuing education

which meet the needs of welfare mothers, the underemployed, the
housewives and the everyday wor*ers that want some vocational skills.

When our educational éystem is so streamlined and so
exceptional that it is able to respond to the ne2ds of most of our
200 million citizens in regard tp .these :gcals, then and only then
will we be carrying out our educational committment to the citizens
of vur country and be achieving é.degree of accountability.

Dr. Lessinger, former Associgte Commissioner for Elemen-

tary and Secondagy Education in the U.S. Office of Education, statéd:

"Today the questions asgéa focus on results obtained for
the amount of resources used, and whether or not taxpayers
- are in fact getting their money's worth. The questions
are pointed, insistent and abrasive. 1 for one welcome
the questions and hopefully we as a profession will want

to respond to them with alacrity.

°

The challenge is clear in my mind and I hope in yours.

We must start to gudrantee student performance, one aspea#®of -

accountability in the fg;pgggﬂandnyeu*dbﬂ'fka;:Ehis bi‘instifuting

ﬂﬂ,_##uremediai‘ﬁfbg}émg to correct deficiencies in secondary schools. ~We

n

must begin to guarantee year by.year growth, starting in the elemen-
tary schools.' Such an undertaking presupposes clearly spelled out
performance objectives and criteria references for measurement.
Criterion reterences for measuriné student performance would pre=__. ..
suppose an agreed-upon level'of competency in tasks that were being
undertaken by the students.

Many of tke principles underlying performance contfacts
and the more general concept of accountability when put together
are wqrthy of c&hsideration and utilization by all teachers. We
will have acgountability in the future. Accountability should be
welcomed by the teaching profession, since the ultimate result is
improved teacher performance andfpossible increased teacher salaries,

not abdication of professional prerogatives.
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\ Several aspects of accountébillty we can expect in the

futufewwhich are currently being looked upon with skepticism are:

\\
i

\ 1. Paying for results rather than promises. .;3

V2. Designing performance objectives to evaluate the

instructional procedures.
— < ) o

. Identifying each student's characteristics and

\ entrance level. :

“Accouggability of the future means not passing sﬁudents from level

. to le

@

—t 4&\ Specifying in advance desired outcomes of individual

. student performance. ;

5. Testing the imstructional sequences to see if they

achieve what they purport to achieve.

2
v

.6.- \Reordering instructional strategies and personneb
e

&ased upon student needs, abilities, interests, and 7 N
attitudes.

7. quolvfng the parenté of the community in the educa-

‘tibnal process right in’the classroom. -
* ; /
8. Inﬁorming students, parents, and taxpaying citizens ‘
- ‘ wha{ we can and cannot do in a given situation and

why. ' ' -

These eiglit factors are difficult to.refute. They answer
the veryabasic.éZestiod of "What if a student doces not reach the
objectiyes?" That is) we as educators have to be;prepared in the
future éo tell studéﬁés, and their parents, that the student hasn't’
achievgd; he needs mofe summer work,—of extended day or week help,

or the{diploma he will receive is for attendance, not achi®evement.

1 because of chronological age and presence in the daily ‘*.
clas ”oom. ‘ '

The eight factors cited are difficult to incorporate into
everyyday classroom use giQen the way classrooms are now_organized.
But/accountability ir the final analysis is nothing more than better
manjagement by the teacher in the classroom, by the principal in his

8 .
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o N or her}gffice, and by the superintendent at his conference table. )
i For this simple reason, accountability will hecome‘hlmost'a‘house— -

' hold word and acceptance is the futyre of accountability'that is N

i . assured. ° -7 .o

- . In the December 1970 issue of the.Phi Delta Kappan, Myrenr

. =

Lieberman, as guest editpr, wrote: -~ .
. I

- . * "'If the public schools do not develop acceptable criteriat . . _
. , and procedures for accountability, they will stimulate the . : Et
° emergence of accountability through alternative s\hool . B \E

systems, i.e., the voucher system. To put ir bluntly, if - . ..

/ - . school systems do not begi1 to do a berter job of relating ' ¥

:_ - school costs to~educational outcomes, they are likely to o .

- be faced with a growing demand for alternatives‘Th\gublic . .
schools. Thege alternatives may not be better -- and may . -\,

be even worse than the public schools. Nevertheless, it o
} i -is difficult to. see how pubBic school educators could” -

argue this point effectively unless and until tney aevelop -

more effective ways of being accountable to their-patrons." ,

¢ . Accountability, whether or not we want it,-is going to be - ,

~ a part of the educational scene in the 70's. The important issue e

- for teachers and administrators is that the failures of the past . |
and present cannot be allowed to rest solely upon the shoulders of

the educational community. If we accept this, then let us look at

these three questions: .
AN
.- N

I. wihat educational'improvements is itireasongble to ’ ’
- " expect fer the future application of techniﬁues of accouni%?ility -~ s
and how will they be obtained? T o ~ -
r's N - ) II. . What are the probable ﬁources of res1stance?to account- &
. abilﬁgy, and hov can such resistance from within and from outside *the -
v ,- educational institution be overcome? . ’ L
. Y LA

Ifl. What important defects in the educdtional system are:
. 3 -
likely to remain-unaffected by accoutfabgiity? . !

e

. - -
-~ . L J
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lLet us now‘réview some of the possible educational improve—i
ments which might come about as a result of using techniques of

accountability. ‘

’

-1, g

£

Schools traditionally have not been problem-solving agencies.

Schools traditionally have not fccused upon cust effective management

techniques in the classrooms. And most schools have not been held °

< E*"’ o

responsible for student performance.
Future improvements in education as a resalt of innovative

techn! ues will be based in part upon the development .of two specific

types o. information by local school districts: t - - B 5
1. Improved and more comprehensive stqupt\performance

measures in the cognitive, as well as affective domains. .

2. Improved and more sﬁeci(ic performance objectives . .

related to the functions and contributians of teachers, 1

principals, adminisgrators,, school boagﬂs,‘and the

parents of students.
. {
i Py ’ *

At present, such information does not to a great extent .
exist in school systems. As a result, a major consideration‘in '
moving toward accountability must be development of data gathering j
information systems and analytical assessment of the data gathered. -

If properly managed, such an a:;angement should result in - |
a school system operation based upon some clearly spelled out _ - . .
objectives. Felix M. Lopez labeled this: "Management by’ Ohiectives
in a recent article entitled "Accountability in Egpcatign. .

This process requires .a school district:

s

1. to identify the common goals at all grade levels for
all subjects provided;

, *

2. to think through its management procedurzs or delivery

/ system in terms of pre-testing and post-testing as

they relate to responsibilities of teachers;




‘ | .
3. to evaluate each student's performance in accordance

with some nverall effo}rs, or specify why such per-

{
'formance cannot be achieved. If we fail to evaluate,

T

whilé we may know esxactly what we are do1ng, we will

- *

neve. knqw what we have done;
79* ‘ ) 2 ‘

T {. to assure that’school district goaléuare translated o
into performance objectives understood by studeats

and parents alike; . '\

o

’ 5. to reach an un‘erstﬁndﬁng of steps to take when the

/
child does not reach the minimum level of proficiency
S o S ' at the originally agreed-upon specified time. -

To amplify or clarify these poirts in terms of educational
N improvements wihich ﬁight be derived by .12 applicatiou of techniques

kY

of accountability, one needs-to luok at what our common goals are in.

. \
terns of -'grade level' performance.. In essence, four educational .
—— " improvements should emerge: - ‘ o N

1. -Ipproved teacher classroom management and professional

N

~performance.

2. Improved student zcademit achievement, especially by

3

the loweE half of the classroom distributionm. - f

- - ’ o 3. Improved 'student attitudes and behavior.

~

o ‘ ! 4. Improved veporting of student progress in terms oL

U ’ student-school-community telations. - ,

« -~ , Further technizues of acéouﬁtability should help remove the
A ‘"bliékbdardAcbttﬁiﬂhiéféagéamby the construction of classrooms on a
N 30 to 1 basis.: Accounfabirity to be effective will have to permeate -

thrnngh the closed-dcarAclassroom. Thus, each teacher working with o

gt:tﬂ;a and otherd at each leJel will have Lo decide what exactly - -

- 12& £§e eilikroem expec ations. 1In tha fourth grade, for,ﬂxample ve




o

This concept ‘of accountability focuses upon educatignal
provements by level and subject, anh as some have suggested could
result ir a uwarriage between technology, and pe.scnal pedagogw with
the emphasis on meaering 1ndiv1dua1 student progress

Another dimension of the future of accountability f&r
improving education must iesult 1n 1QSs student absenteeism, fewer
dropouts, less special education, 1ess fear of actually failibg a
grade, or less fear of “sliding rhrou#h" feeling inadequate fpr
tte next level, 1ower teacher turnoven and less famiix mobiyity
during the schooL/year Lo

The improvements 1 have desc}ibed will be obtainedjthrough
locai initiatiVe resulting in a reordering of priorities, frpm
,auccessful performance contract arrangepents, from newaieadgrship
:directives, from state departments of education, and fnpm state and
federal appropriation specificatlons ' '

Let us now talk about our second tasic question +- who !

i
'
1
!

will oppose accountability?u
‘ m. ;

; : ThFre are significant numbers of individuals in at lcast
eight groups that may oppose the concept of accountability as I
have defined it: (1) students, (2) local school educators, (3)
central adminicz.rative staff, (4) school board members, (5) tax-
payers, (6) iegislators, (7) teacher training instructors, and (8)
state department of education personrel. '

v Some students a4y resist the concept since it Will focus
on their performance in certain areas. Comnon tducational objec—
tives are desired' hovever, when these conf#ict with inoividu%l"
student preferences, an accommodation must be reached.; Such‘. k
accommodation however does not mean acquiescing, but dnelling out
in clear, precise language the alternatives availabbtq )
‘ Some reachers may not support the accountability concept
because it| implies that their work is teing evaluated ~-- and this
is disconchting to some individ;als In addition, spne teachers'

Ld

! ﬂ! i b ., .
{ , . ‘ .

"o -
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associations may oppose the céncept on the basis that it implies

an evaluation of the entire teaching profession.
E Some central administrators, including middle management,
é may resist the concept of accountability -- not-because of a desire
| to avoid 1nvolvemeqt, but because it may imply that outside assis-
tance be brought in. This assistance may be a threat to the
established practices of .administrators. However, one of the major
fallacies of educational mdnagement is that all, or nearly all,
schools must be run in the same manner: they start at promptly
8:% a.m. and close at exactly 3:30 p.m.; Students are enclosed in
units called "classrooms" except when they are allowed outside for
recess or to pass befween classes; all students are given the same
curricula; and so on. The accountability concept may serioqsly
challenge standardized practices -- particularly in school systems
when significant proportions of students have been shown to be
failing.

It is likely that school board members .».ll generally
favor the accountability concept as it holds the promise of
alleviacing educational problems at little cost; however, if the
concept 1s seen as one that requires additional monies, it is likely
that many school boards will bélk at the idea. Local taxpayers,.too,‘
will favor the idea -- so long as it docs not cost additional tax
_ dollars: ) L
s State. legislators are a mixed iot of ideologies and
< e*periences, and they carry a variety of expectations for .the

é%%@ols. It is difficult to predict their feelings as a group -=-
7!h532bet! they will carefully scrutinize an§'conce£t that may cost
ifadditiénal monies and one senses that they are currently not as
o appreciative of how well the ;ublic schools are working as they .
miéit be; in'some situations with justification.
Teacher training imnstitutions are frequently wary of '

= innovations. It seems as if evaluations are conducted, but we too
seldom see actual :hanges in practice. Why does this occur?

Who, or what, stills the prugram? It is likely that .increased
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accountability in the elementary and.secondary school settings
. + will result in increased pressure on the teacher trainers and
their administrators to turn out more graduates who can guarantee
performance.’ )

Finally, some staff members of state departments of educa-

tion will rg;ist the concept because it will mean a drastic reorder- .
ing of priorities and activities for them. The states are thought
by many to be constitutionally responsiblé for educatinn. If states
are to take a leadership role in exercising this renponsibility, it
is likely that at least six implications will emerge:

1. State departments may be required to standardi.ze - .
2. State departments may be required to develop uniform

« local budgetary procedures. '
3. State departments may be required to establish

|
|
l
|
|
4
:
4
1
1
:
:
educational assessment of pupil progress. ) 4!
]

procedures for equalizing financial resources by

« strict. . : N

’ 4.+ State &epartments may be required to adopt guidelines

for tho reorganization of school districts.

5. State departments may be required to get involved in

i

|

:

|

teacher negotiations. ‘ i
D

6. State departments may be required to move from locally 1
.defined regulatory service and consultative subservient J

, ﬁhgénties to monitoring and management suppcrt agencies.
3 1 L4

T . Chief State S;hool Officers will have co assume a leadership

role not only in establishing in-service training for their own staffs, :

. but' also for encouraging regional staffs within their states to tune }

in, as well as establish immediate discussions with the various

: :

professional groups directly affected by the concept. . E
In responding to the second part of this question, let me fiﬁ

state, there- is no. panacea to overcome the resistance to accountability,

Jhowever, the completa involvement f those directly affected will help.
- - 2 . 7\;

- 86
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Aaron Wildavsky, writing in the Phi Delta Kappan journal in December
1970, is right when he states, 'No plan for accountability can succeed
unless all the major partlcipants in the educat10na1 process see
something in it for themselves. R . .
Many good teachers may, Qith the proper 1nvoi;ement in
accountébility, overcome the emotional trauma of having a class of fail-
ing students, if shown, how such techniques can provide direction and
support against arbitrary administrative decisions: At the same ti;e, -
principals may begin to ,view accountability as an added 1everage?for I
dealing with the ineffective teacher. The other §1x groups of the eight,
once involved and when we have, identified clearly the specific benefits
. for them, may accept the pain of raising ﬁore money, for example,’ragher
than opposing the‘concept. Different strategies and forces would be .,
the deciding factors, based on the local~and state conditions. -In any
event, communication in regard to the accountability concepts must be
conveyéd‘ia’such a way that all groups can accept the ultimate
objectives, improved educational performanqe, at a cost which can be ‘
justified. - |
We have calked about what accountability can do, and how to
go about getting it, and we have talked about some of the diffitulties v
of obtaining accountabiiity.' '

) Let's now look at wbat.are some of ir proble@s that
accountability cannot overcome,

* ’

oy

111. o =
-] 4 .
As mentioned, implementation of the accountability concept .
will not alleviate ali of the problems of our educational system. A L

»

number of vexing socio-educational views will remain, including:

1. the ‘issue of.how'monies should be allocated to schools
in order to best faqilitate eqﬁality‘of educational

opportunity; .
2. the issue of how edliicational monies should be collect- .
ed in order to hest facilitaté an adequate and fair

source of school support;

87 ..




3. the issue of how teachers should b~ certified to
teach in the schools in order to facilitate -our hest
students going into the professions with the best .,

<

possible preparation;

4. the issue of constructing school facilities that will,
adequately and fairiy serve the next generation of

students; o ' . -

S. the issue of how the often ponderous educational
bureaucracy can best be organized so as to facilitate
. a new sense of urgency and of inneovative leadership
that will respond more adequately and quickly to

societal needs; and

. 6. the complex issues surrounding student disinterest and

disaffection which mirror a more pervasive societal ~

crisis.

‘ In summary, I have defined &ccountability of the future as
F quality‘or state of education whereby educational 1nstitutions.tnke
responsibility for ensuri;g tyat'cheir students reach pggged—upon and
tlearly-defined educatlonal objectives. I have further discussed two
aspects of accountability: (1) possible benefits to the educational
" system that may result from Qidespread ‘adoption of the.concept,Aand
w (2) possible sources of. resistance to accountability. In addiéion. 1
have spoken briefly of the problems that face us -- and will still

face us even }f we attempt to hold our schools "accountable."
Let we rconclude py,stating'that I think the movement toward’
accauniability in edrcation can be a healthy one, as'it canrhelp to
ensure that all chileren will be aervé& by the schools. However, let
me alio.close with a warning: accountability is not a pangcii; the
major problems of this society and its schools will not bé solved
without a ndtional, rtaté, and local reordering of prioritiei and
without an equalizagion of the educatioral, social, and political

opportunities gvailablg to ,our children, youth, and adults,

¥ .

® 4 T L —
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‘Maybe the most beneficial outc;me of the future in account-%
abilityLWill be a complete shift in the role of the school, which has
up to now professcd to be committed to meeting the needs of ail of
the childrén of all of the people. ‘This possible overstatement, sad-
ly to say, is one of the big reasons for the current controversy over
public schools. Accoumtability, more than any other single concept,
willlih the future force all of us as educators to examine this all
embracing goal or American-ideal. We need to ask ourselves, "Are
there institutions other thyh the school that might be or could be

‘used to assist some of the children of some of the people in accom-

plishidg certain tasks?" .- .
" The future of accountability, whether the emphasis remains

on efforts-to relate "educational inputs" to "student output,” or

whether the emphasis is on patron choice, that is véuchers, free

schools, @pen enrollments or parochiaid, school officials will in the

b

future have to face each issue by answering clearly to six spegific .

.

questions. - i ‘

H

1. What.argf;he common and-sﬁgéifig goals to which the

-

teacher and school are striving?

~

2. What student, community®or societal needs inventories

L 4
are available, on paper, to indicate change strategies

-which should be undertaken?

*
- [

-

;. What specific and measurable performance objectives ,

»  HKave been written down that vould enable’ parents, *
students, ard *teachers to undérstandithe minimum

expectations of the unstructured programs?

4. What analysis of theo existing delivery system is avail-

able to indicate that the current educational input
' approach is manageable and defensible as compared to

the alternatives?

s, what.forﬁéiqf testing «4nd evaluation Qili be undertaken

" "to enable the "ar large community" to.know whether or not
the delivery system measured up to the performance
predictions? . :

i 89 "4

4
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6. What recommendations are the school systems ready to

make as a result of the testing and evaluation data?

Perhaps we havg»always had agcbuntabilify -- we always
checked out what went iito education -- facilities, materials, warm

bodies, hot lunches -- but seldom did we worry about what came forth;

of our way to find excuses for those children who did not learn --

-
rl

broken homes, language barriers, ethnic or national background,
malnutrition. That-is, we placed too much responsibility for success
upon -the student and his parents. But, if the student didn't pgxform,
vg:began passing him up the educational ladder anyway. .Nﬁat is

he or she is not placed in such a situation. The future, as account-
ability becomes firmly entrenched, will allow for very few excuses.
-+ We educators will be responsible for failure, and the exciting,

_fantastic goal before us is to have achievement realized by nearly the

Y PR

total school .population.

S 90

wvhat pupilé learned; what skills were obtainedi In fact, we went out .,

envisioned now is a strengthening of the role of the teacher; so that
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thousands of dollars to feasibility studies of voucher systems,

4
ex_ riments in performance contracting, and ;hat new area of scientific

B -
i
PUBLIC EXPECTATIONS . /
. Ir ¢
i -
. Scarvia B. Anderson -
-
kl - ® 7
ACCOUNTABILITY: LA NOUVELLE VAGUE?*’ ’ -
v * - E

"This spring the National School Bdards Association is holding )
five regional conferences oa accountability; the American Management - T

Association is hclding three; Educational Testing Service isrhaving one

I LE

b

in Washington and .one in Los Angeles. There have cen countless other
sessions sponsored by such diverse grodbs as the National Committee for
Sgpport of Public Schrols, Harcourt, Brace, and Jovanovich, the‘Center
for Urban Education, and the Ohio Division of Guidance and Testing.
Joo\ugl edjtors -- recently for the Phi Delta Kappan and- -

Educational Technorggz -- are devoting whole issues to accountability. T

'Foundations-Qnd federal agencies are allocating‘hundreds of

and phil,sophical inquiry, meta~accountability. (It was inevitable 3

" with all of the accountabiltty talk that thgre would emerge a willing

Jand transcending profession to talk about the accountability talk ) , y
Only a gasp before it announced its need to cut back some 40 S

million dollars' worth of services for the re%t of this school year,

the New ¥ork City Board of Education, in cooperation with the United

- - '

" *Speech presentsg at the Hollywood, California, conference in the ‘ -
, mavoldable absence of :Dr. H. T. James. . /// .

= ~ N
-
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Federatlon of Teachers, told the press that' it was plannlng to let a _
e ) hnndred ;Yousand dollar contract for "an accountablllty deslgn - ‘
- ; What is this thing that is causing educators to do so much '
trgveiing and eat so much rubbery chicken with cold mashed potatoes?
That is-pushing preschool education, computer assisted instructicc,‘ .
sensitivity training, black studies programs, and the, Nat1ona1 Insti— - :

tute of E€~5‘ti°ﬂ off the pages of the journals and the newsletters7

ER)

. That is readily prying funds from cloée-fisted agenbies° And that can
bring even one school board intq close harmony with a teatchers uéion’

Tat us hear first the words of Saint Leon -- Lessinger, of

IR

course, who, if not the father, is certainly the prophet of the nev
CUlt. v ‘ I . ' L) ’

>

7 N )
[Accountability is] the process designed to ensure that drv

- individual can determinqh~9r himself if the 3cﬁools are ’ .
producing the results promised: (1970, .- ;2) - ‘
On a later occasion, Dr. "Lessinger' invoked_‘ his ‘P_‘r‘n’t—qi‘ple of Public——
© Stewardship through Accorntability: < ¢ . A “3“

Independent, continuous and publiciy reported outside review _ .

» of promised results of a bﬁreaﬁcrﬁgy promotes . competence anc e

responsiveness in that bureaucracy (1971, p. 11). -

#lthough Lessinger started yis,definigion of "ac;ouﬁtability" v /h';x
at a level of complexity and application considerably. beyond the simple  _, :
statement in Webste£'s Collegiate —- "to pe accountable™ is to be "’. %
"answerab e" or "explicable" -- the expk&catioa of the concept has.be-
come a major professional ogcupation. 77 ': . ‘

Lieberman notes that, in spite of variations 1ﬂ‘definxtions

‘of "accountability":® P .

At a common sense level, there is accountability when resources -

ang efforts are related to result§ in ways ‘that are useful

for policy making, resource allocation, or cohpensafion (1970,

- - -
. p. 194). * ) - T .
Barro does not question the "genetal meaning and import for -

the schools": - o . T o < 7
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schools and school systems, ‘or more precisely, the

» /\n
professional edué;tors who operate them, should be held

P

v w .

respon ible for educational ‘outgomes -- for what children
hig er quality education can be obtained by maklng

(1969,

tife grofess*onals tespon51b1e for their produr.t

U p. 196). s 9
e
President Nixon mage\‘accountability "official" in-his 1970

— Educational Message:
School administrators and school teachers alike are respon-

sible for their pet:formance, and it is in their interest as.

. j‘l N
7 . R S
well as in the interests of their pupils that they be held /

- . accountable
The emptiﬁess of such a statement is striking without the
Henry Dyer, of

specification of exactly who is responsible for what
all the explicators, has dealt mast thoughtfully with this problem

Hig detinitio,n pf "accountal?ility" embtaces three general principles:
The profﬁsi nal staff of. a school is to-be held

EAN :
collectively tesponsible for knowing as much as it can!

‘ .3 (a) about ther intellectual and personal-social develop—
ment of the—prunils in its- charge, end (t) abou the
educational services that may be

' . ‘, conditions arid
fat@tat’ing pr i-mpeding the pupils achievement.

.‘ ..
The ptofessioLal staff of a schonl is to be held

col llectively ‘responsiblq, for using this knowledge as
best it can tp max_nize the development of its pupils |
toward certaih clearlydefined and agreed-upon pﬁ;‘ail ' i
per formance ‘eajreet'ives‘. ’ . con SR
bducation has a corresponding respon?'ibil«’ -
where~

e
*

|

'111‘ boatd of
ity to 'providé the means and technical assistance/
‘of eaéh school can acdui’re-, interprét, and~

by the gt.af'?
’\ ¢ the information necessary for carzy‘{ﬁﬁ"out the two .

foregoing funétions "(1970, P 206)

A\‘__"i
i
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In addition to emphasizing process rather than product, Dyer restricts
himself to the school as the unit of obsérvation and labels short-term —
efforts to demonstrate accountability as exploratory at best. The only ‘ ‘
difficulty .n Dyer's argumeng lies in the definition of Ma school.”
—Hartnett (1971), in a papér\Eoon‘to be aublished~ will help
g \Clarlfy matters further for observers of the newly systematic educational
scene by spelling out the differences betweér educatidbnal accountability
and educational evaluatlon Many educators\felt that the latter was
still not secure in their vocabularies - mth less their practlces -

when the '"new wave' hit. }ortunately,~they do no’ have to be bogled

over completely._ Aéd'ﬁntability and evaluation are both concerned

il .
with the effects of ‘gflucational programs -- with whether they are meet-

D

ing their_dbjectiVESE$ They both utilize measures of educational input
and output and documentation of the "treatment” and surrounding

conditions. They differ in two-main ways: ) /e

H
7

. 1. Evaiuation is concerned primarily with effectiveness ;e
(“he/ﬂégree to which the institution or system su.ceeds in doing what— - -

.ever it 1is trying to do); accouutability 1s concerned with effectivehess -

and efficiency (the capacity to achieve. results with a given expenditure

of resources) Thus the latter is even more complex that the former,
" since it must eénccnpass not only attempts to determine success but als. - L

how much it cost to obtain it and the relationship between (dst and
-

benefit. -t Y R —_ :

2. Educaticnal evaluyation -- thouéh sometimes mandated in
general terms by a fundiﬁg agency, -~ is largely the business rand province

of the educational institution or system, i self; and it stands to

e

succeed to the extent that it is viewed by administrators and staff as

a vehicle for program improvement AL(ountability, on the other hand,

carries with it the notion of external judgment and control. The: )

.- advocates of aclountabili.y view tpis as a pesitive feature -- the tax-

3 - 4
payers have a right to know. Budt quoting McGhan, quoting, one classroom

<

teacher:’ ‘ o ‘ . ) ‘ )
4 . ,

——~ If we say that someone-is accountable we usually mean that

X "hg must suffer the consequences of his_acﬁions.‘:WEgkhardﬂy :




ever mean the more positive "he will profit from the

consequences of his actions' (1970, p. 13).

[~
Of course, as Roger Lennon has reminded us, the idea of

4
accounthbility is not new:

...at tha University of Bologna in Fhe 15th century, student-
enacted statutes require& that the-"professor start his
lectures at the beginning of the book, cover each section
ééquentially, and- complete the book by the end of the term'';
if the professor failed to achieve the schedule, he forfeitéd
parg of funds that he himself had had to deposit at the

* beginning of the term! (1971, p. 3).

And a recent letter writer to the Phi Delta Kappan has noted that:

The Education Code of Sierra Leone in 1870 provided for a
"result" grant of sixpence for each pass in an examinatiom

é - 1in the threecR's. Th}s policy was followed in Gambia, the
Gold Coast, and Nigeria. The policy was an imitation of
‘the English system which was abandoned in England in 1897
(Sherman, 1970, p. 253). :

Not new either is the concern of the public with the quality
of children's education: 1In 1830, a group_of Philadelphia workingmen
surveyed the curriculum and found it waé;iﬁgjx They said, it "extends,
in no case, further than a tolerable proficiency in reading, writing,
and arithmetic, and sometimes to a slight acquaintance with geography...'
(Cremin, 1951, p. 33)*_f\\. - .

The most unfair impression that accountability advocates
might leave with those they are trying to‘proselytize is that great
numbers of teachers and educational administrators have not felt -- do
mt feel -- a strong sense of ccanpassion for their students and
responsibility for thei;_;ntellectual.development. But the social
milieu and the educational problems of the 1970's are so complex that
it is no wonder that they are reaching for almost any rope that offers
to save them from their sea of frustration. whether accountability is

their best hope for salvation, whether in hanging on to it they will

97 e
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be swept further out to sea, or whethgr the energy they expend in
g;asping it will leave little left for, climbing into a sound lifeboat
that is just over the horizon -- these are serioﬂ% problems to be
contended with. For accountability must be taken seriously.

It is already a powerful force in education for at least two
reasons: First, it has managed in a relativelv short time to accumulate
the trappings of a discipline: Parts of accountability have been
delineated, the delineation of the parés has geen reinforced by names
for theﬁ, there are roles associated with the parts, and some techniques
have been offered for carrying out the roles. Second, accountability
is a large enough vessel to hold the concerns of many parties to the

v

educational process; even if they are not all sympathetic, they are all

involved.
Let us look first at.fﬂe_parts and then at some of the p?rties.
Accountability has at least five ﬁajo; divisions or man£festa—
tions: - N

1. Performance contracting -- establishing with a contractor

a level of payment based on the level of student performance delivered.
The contractor is usually a commercial company, frequently with
educational curriculumr p.cducts to offer. Standardized achievement tests
provide the criteria of success. Recently Newsweek magazine predicted
that 170 school districts would spend 50 million dollars on performance
contracting this vear (1970, p. 58). There are those who point out

that performance contracting is associated more with training in the

industrial sense than with education in the broad sense.

2. Turn-keying -- the process where%y a program established
under a performance contract is adopted by a school system and operated
by its personnel. Some performance contracts specify the cost and

effort required for turn-keying.

3. Auditing -- the independent examination of an educational
effort or performance contract to verily }esults, check on processes,
personnel, and progress, and -- frequently -- make an independent report

to an interested external agency. More auditors than performance con-

983 L




tractors seem to come from nonprofit agencies. The demand for indepen-
dent audit seems to beidirectly related to the distance between'the

program and .he funding source.

4. Education vouchers -- allowing education of children to

be bought by parents 1n a "free market,'" through vouchers provided by
school district officials or government agencies. This plan is
aséociated primarily with James Coleman, economist Milton Friedman, and
the Harvard Center for the Study of Public Policy. It implies, in
various of its proposed forms, regulations relating to selection of
students, access to the schools for financial and program audit,
standards of educational quality, and'availabiiity ¢f evaluative data
to potential purchaser-parents. The accountable party is the

independently operated school.

5. Incentive pay -- paying teachers on the basis of the

performance of their pupils. This harks back to earlier century
pracgices of the type already cited, and so far it has met with little
more populkarity than any of the other merit-pay schemes advanced in
recent years. Kenneth Clark of the Metropolitan Applied Research Center
has made more headlines than headway in attempting to implement such

an incentive pay plan in District of Columbia schools.

Coming to be more and more identified with "accountability"
are another five activities on concepts. They come from other
phitosophical and operational sources with which they continue to be

associated. They are:

1.  Behavioral objectives -- statements of what the educa-
tional program is supposed to accomplish, the conditions under which
it is to accomplish them, and the criteria whereby success in accomplish-

ing them can be dctermined. ¢

2. PPBS (Planning, Programming, Budgeting System) -- a
management tool first employed in national defense and designed to
identify relationships between product outcomes and costs for various

alternatives.
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| //”. 3. Needs asseg%ment -- a formal attempt to determine the .
[ educational needs of a population or subpopulation. »
4, Systems analysis -- actually a conglomerafz of tech-

o
. niques associated with operations research and computer simulation,
recognizing always the inkerrelationships of .the components of a

3

sy$tem. ' s

. 5. PERT (Program Evaluation Revieﬁ Techniques) and other
network-based management tools ~-- tools deésigned primarily to assist’
adminiétrators in monitoring the effective operation of ap ongoing

systenm.

The parties to the accountability push -- or debate -- are

L

more interesting than the techgiﬁues. They include teachers, admin-
istrators, minority groups, parents, psychometricians, .and, of course,
external observers: ) .
Teachers. Lessinger has predicted that in education's
accountable future the "teachér would become a manaéer, rather than
a present r of information" (1971, p. 57). Fred Hechinger has
explained the positive involvement of the United Federation of Teachers
in implementing a plan t~ "establish procedures to hold the [New York

- City] schools and staffs accountable for their success in educating

children" in terms of the lesser attpactiveness of the alternatives:

Py
. N

= - "Widespread difficulties in schools...can create outright - T
. community anger which tehds to arouse often irrational ) |
demands that the schoo}s be held responsible for overcoming
all...social ills" 1971, p. 7.

He feels too that system-based attempts to upgrade performance are to
- be preferred by the union to performance contracting with external
ageﬁtieﬁ or to the voucher system.
Robert Bhaerman, Director of Research, American Federation
of Teachers, suggests that' accountability may be nothing more than

"pie in the eye" of teachers. He reports on a resolution passed by

representatives of the Federation in terms of such questions as these: _
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. Q . )
Can "the advocates' .guarantee that performance contracting
will not take the determination of education poiicy out of -

the hands of the public? . T

Can they say, with a straight face, that performance con-
tracting does not threaten to establish a new monopoly of o

education? .

How can they state that performance contpacting would not
subvert the collective bargaining process and reduce teacher

input? ' g

Is performance contracting not predicdted on the false
assumption that educational achievement can be improved in

the vacuum of a machine-oriented classroom, without changing

»

the wider environment of the poverty-stricken child? (1971,
p. 62).

°

Deterline questions the "justification for ekpecting [teachers]
to do Bettery or for holding‘them accountable for doing so...unless ¢
someone else accepts accountability for teaching those teachers
relevant skills beyond those they alreaéy possess, and unlefs the
conditions that limit their effectiveness can be changed"o (1971, p. 17).

Educational administrators. The Superintendent of Schools

of Hartford, Connecticut, states unequivocally that state and local

education governing bodies have no choice but 'to take a leaf from

business...and refuse to develop and promote new educational programs

and techniques, refuse to.commit public funds, and refuse to employ

personnel, until we first establish clear goals..., until we develop

ways to measure accomplishment of these goals, and until we set up

logical techniques to employ in reaching them" (1971, pp. 38-39). The

Assistant Superintendent in Nashvillé, Tennessee, however, cautions ———
that accountability for schools is different from accountability for ‘
othei organizations (Deck, 1971). In general, school administrators

seem more supportive of accountability than do spokesmen for other

groups. Perhaps they agree that it is primarily an administrative .i

innovation and not an instructional one (Barrows, 1970).

10i
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" Black groups. Kenneth Clark, although supporting some .
acti;ities assocfated with accountability, has 'warned that the
accountability proposals would be seriously undermined if they are to
be used 'as a semantic cover for the old alibis' of why lower-class
.children cannot be expected to succeed" (Hechinger, 1971, p; 7).
Representatives of other black groups are stating that accountability
is what they have been talking about all along: But fany add that
they want it on their own terms -- ana under their own control. '

’ Parents. This group, while increasingly vocal and active
about the operation of schools, if one judges by newspaper and
television accounts, does not appear to have much specific represen-
tation on the panels currently arguing the cas€ of accountability.

Is it any, longer safe to assume that, if their taxes aren't ‘raised

<nd if their children don't have to travel too far to school, aren't
underfoot at unscheduled times gecauSe of school closings, seem to be
learning something and staying out of trouble, and eventually get into
coiigges or careers, they won't care what the magic formula is called?

Psychometricians. Since test scores are viewed as the. primary

basis for determining whether educational objectives have been met
and accountability established, it is only natural that those concerned
w1th the properties of tests have had something to say about the
matter. Mostly thefrhave said that those letting and s1gning perfor-

mance contracts are at best naive. Stake and Wardrop, for example, .

~after reviewing the properties of gain scores, have concluded simply - —- o

that '"'individual-student gain on a currently available standardized -
test should not be used as a criterion of successful instruction”

11971, F. 2). Lennon (1971) has poirted to the frequent lack of

congruitv between the behavioral objectives of a particular instruc-

tional segment and the kind of nationally normed test that other

stipulations of present performance contracts require.® (Some have

suggested substituting criterion-referenced tests.) Other issues e
raised by this group include the validity problems associated with /

" comparability of alternate forms of tests,

"teaching for the tests,
and *“e appropriate unit (individual, class, school, system) to which

accountability procedures should be applied.
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External observers. Fred Hechinger of The New York Times

%rejoices at least in the fact that the more sophisticated discussions

of accountability recognize 'that many factors contribute to a child's

record" and he alone cannot be held responsible for it (1971, p. 7.

Sociologist Melvin Tumin said, in another context,

It is sociologically axiomatic that when a number of parties

are involved in any social enterprise, and when the enterprise

‘fails, each party will lay maximum blame for the failure on

the others, and will assume only minimum blame, if any, for

itself. As a corollar&, it follows that the official verdict T
of guilt for i1ailure will be imposed on that party who 1s
weakest or least able to fend off the imposition of the ’
official stigma....

There are numerous...evidences of the deep commitment of
American education to blaming children for failing to learn

as much as the "standards" demand that they shall....
4

But all of this seems very much in the process of change...
for nearly 20 years, starting just #Pter World War II, the
teachers of America, and their teachers, were attacked from
all sides for the educational failures of children. Then,
for a brief moment, until a temporarily successful counter-
attack was launched, the families of children...were held

to be essentially defective.

—_— L 2

Most recently, it is a combination of the educational estab-
*{shment...and of the corollary lack of community control of

the schools that has been made the major scapégdat....

Whatever our supreme ignorance on many key educational ques-
tions may be, it seems quite clear...that family life,
community organization, and the schools are all contributors

to the educational outcomes of the children (1969, pp. 7-9).

It would be cavalier to conclude this overview of accountability

without even mentioning Texarkana, Arkansas, and Gary, Igdiana. So ghey

~
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will be mentioned -- in the context of conclusions drawn from reviews of

those performaqce contracts by anothér external observer, Minnie Perrin

Berson.

Mrs. Berson speaks regularly to thousandsPof teachers'in the

pages of -the journal of the Association for Childhood Education Inter-
national. Shetasks: 'Is it really fair to expect Gary's schools to be

flourishing oases in.the midst of the many unresolved urban problems that
surroundf;ﬁam?...can outside~education-mechanics bring in magical learn-

¥ ing selutions by converting a school into a skill-shop?" She continues:

- Accopntability is hardly achieved by simple test icasures in

which Mr. Lessinger so firmly believes. When children are
continyally given exercise sheets that resemble achievement
test itéms, they can play the testing game with great savvy.
So doing does not assure that they have mastered critical
skills of reading comprehension and interpretation that
differentiate mechanical mastery from fundamental learning

growth. -

For the latter, more is involvéd than taking over a school,
bypassing teach;rs, hiring aides for one-sixth of the salary,.
and g}ving them }ancy tities for checking the piecework in
Ehe child—learning:factory.... -

Educational accountability worthy of its name requires that
teachers, administration and communify be accountable to each

other with honesty, .compassion and determination (1971, p. 343).

Educational accountability has becomé a catch-all for every-

one's frustrations; many'techn}cal defects have been identified in

applications of the tools associated with it. Nevertheless, it is enjoy-

ing a considerable vogue, and it is stimulating conversations between

diverse groups concerned with American education. Where do we go from

here?

Many possibilities exist. Three -~ for different reasons --

deserve special consideration: ¢

1. The first is the most cynical. A few more performance

contracts with the kind of bad press Dorsett received from Texarkana,

_ the failure of capable organizations to devote their attention to

7
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IEfihing present aecountability tools and developing new ones, -
inadequate systems for d}sseminating information about anpropriate
/ fechniques and training educators to use them, a degree of cumber-
. someness and expense associated with accountability ventures that '
p makes administrators reluctant or unable to launch thgm, overemphasis -
/// - on the enginéering-financial aspectg of accountability to the .

. exclusion of the educational-personal ones, and predictions derived

from the histgfy of adéptign of educa£10n31 innovations ~- some or

all .of these co..u work taq erase '"educationa! actountability" from

the vocabulary in a relatively short time, to be reﬁiéced perhaps

by the name of a new game for educatens to play. . :

.2 Assuming that accountabi}ity,is sastained By positive
events, dev;lopments, and climate, then in a few years we might see
a great many e&ucational systems and institutions with more precisely
defined objectives, indices ;nd measures compatiblé with those
objectives, systems for collecting and analyzing data longitudinally,
clear identification 6f who is accountable for what (with related
schedules of reward and punishment), ‘and efficient management systems
that facilitate ope}at‘ional planning and monitczring and _associate costx
with effectiveness. A rosy picture? It would certainly seem so. But S
- let us pause for a moment to think ﬁbout the fundamental.émphasis of

accountability.

3

The fundamental'émphasis is on ou?hut. Many proponents of

o~ -—-— -—accountability would concern themselves with little else. Even the

more sophisticated modéls that mention input, only measure it —as it—-

- exists. They do not raise the basic issues of the nature of the

' population to be educated, the present requirements of our highly
urban-teéhnological society, and the needs of the individual for
pérsonaf fulfillment. In other words, proceeding from the basic line . )

4 - ’of thinking about accguntability, the mosa brilliantly executed and :

- successful demonstrations of it stand little chance to do more than ie

validate- the present educational system -- to shéw that schools are
- doing a good ;gb og what they were suppesed to he doing aflqng time

: ago.
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In Education and the Cult of Efficiency, Callahan talks
about Boblitt's approach to education:

The standarda and specifications for steel rails were set

by the railroads,,aot by the steel plants, ard the specifi-

~__ cations for educational products should be set by the

A community}\so; by educators. A school system...can @0

\\ more find s indards of performance within itself than a
steel plant can find the proper height or weight per yard}
for steel rsils from the activities within the plant (1962,
p. 83.) ) -

3. . This leads to a third considération about where we g0
from here. 1s it pogsible’ that the current fi.e of concérn abc 1t
education that accountability has:helped to fan is at a sufficient
height to lead to some receptivity to the idea of a drastic
reformulation of education? Is it possible to invest‘a new system .

or series of systems o , .
LR
Sy

o that 1is conoeptualized ayﬂ operated in the context of
the demands scciety mdkes upon individuals and the
opportunities it offers.ihgm,

o that takes into account the charﬁctgristics of varioua

populations to be educated and is committed to the
development of individuals rather han ﬁp teaching

certain subjects, *
. ‘»\

o that ~ecognizes that development encompasses a broad

" range of skills and talents, ranging from self-under-

standing to interpersonal skills to advanced technolog-

ical comﬂ'kencies‘(drant, 1970), qﬁd‘includiqg the

" abilities to restructure-society in the future,

o that is dedicated to the propositions that development

should continue throughout a petson s, 1ifetime and

social institution, and ‘o ) .
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) education should not be the responsibility of any single
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