DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 393 188 EA 027 450

TITLE Using What We Have To Get the Schools We Need: A
Productivity Focus for American Education. A Report
from the Consortium on Productivity in the
Schools.

INSTITUTION Columbia Univ., New York, NY. Inst. on Education and
the Economy.

SPONS AGENCY Ball Foundation, Glen Ellyn, IL.

PUB DATE Oct 95

NOTE 106p.; Support also provided by Citicorp, G. Victor
and Margaret D. Ball Foundation, and Robert and Terri
Cohn Family Foundation.

AVATLABLE FROM IEE Publications, Teachers College, Columbia
University, Box 174, 439 Thorndike Hall, 525 W. 120
Street, New York, NY 10027 (S10 prepaid).

PUB TYPE Viewpoints (Opinion/Position Papers, Essays, etc.)
(120)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PCO5 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Accountability; Educational Economics; Educational
Finance; Educational Innovation; Educational
Objectives; Efficiency; Elementary Secondary
Education; Evaluation Criteria; Governance;

*Productivity; *Resource Allocation; School
Administration

ABSTRACT

This report argues that the academic performance of
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declined. However, a priority must be placed on becoming more
productive. When the education system is compared to other
industries, its central problems involve difficulties with
productivity-improving change. Part 2 describes eight subsystems of
the education system that should perform the following Ffunctions:
governance, management, finance, teaching and learning, adaptation
and innovation, hiring and purchasing, outplacement, and maintenance.
Part 3 analyzes how to improve the productivity of the education
system and defines the roles of each of the eight interacting
subsystems. The fourth part offers the following recommendations: (1)
renegotiate the governance and management contract; (2) extend
accountability of schools for student learning to accountability of
major functions of the system; (3) use the education financing system
to improve educational productivity; (4) create the conditions that
let schools learn; (5) set up quality contruis for .innovations and
develop mechanisms for legitimating better practices; and (6) make a
contract among all citizens for the next generation, Biographies of
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"Wihen vou read the myriad of recommendations these
commission reporls contan, it becones dlear that they are
not mformed by amy concepnion of a system. That 15 a
charitable asscssment....those cutside the systen watk
responsibility for articulating a program for referm bave
nothing resembling a bolistic conception of the system

they seck to nfluence. "

The Predictable Failure of Educational Reform:
Can We Change Course Before It's Too Late?

Seymour Sarason, 1990

“Changing the way education is delvered to increase
its productivity is directly within the control of policymakers
(7”[{ ft/llft?fl.’l')' d”{/ 1S OUY ONE éf.ff ét’/)f»/(:v’l' 11'11‘/'('{751”5’

student learning across the system.”

The Consortium on Productivity in the Schools
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PREFACE: BETTER EDUCATION ON
$1.5 BiLLion PEr ScHooL Day

Most parents, educators, and
policvmakers share some goals for
American schools. They want schools
to give children the knowledge and
skills that they need i order to carn a
hiving, to become responsible citizens.
and to fulfill cthewr potential as mdividu-
als and as members of famihies and

soctety.

Unfortunately, America’s schools
are falling short of thesce ideals. Em-
ployers and officials of institutions of
higher education complain that many
graduates of American public schools
lack the liceracy, numeracy. and other
itellectual skills needed to funcrion m
today’s world. American primary and
sccondary students consistently rank
below their counterparts in other
industrialized countries in comparative

studies of academic achievement.

The fundamental problem is not as some
have argued, that the academie performance of
American students bas declined. To the
contrary, student performance has been
stable over a period of two decades,
higher scores on standardized tests for
basic skills being counterbalanced by
lower scores on riems that measure
rcasontng abilities.  7he basic problem 1s
that schools and thetr studints are confronting

new and bgber demands. In the emerging

glc,bal cconomy, 1t is no longcr suffi-
ctent for most workers to master a bodv
of knowledye and a scr of skills chat
they can apply for an entire working
lifecime. A growmyg proportion of jobs
require higher order thinking skills—
and the ability to acquire knowledge and
learn new skills—that were necessary
for only a minority of students in the
past. In general, American schools are
not providing students with the learning
that they will need to function effec-
tively in the 21st Century.

The inadequacies of American
public schools cannot be ateributed to a
lack of resources. Obviously, the
funding of some public schools is stll
inadequate. Huge mequities exist
between rich and  sor districts in their
expenditures on caucation, and it 1s casy
to identity urban and other schools
where additional resources could
plausibly vield higher student achieve-
ment. However, funding for public
education has mereased steadily over the
past decades, both in real and nominal
dollars, the bill being $285 bilion, or
about $1.5 billion cvery school dav. In
1092 the United States spent a higher
percent of GDP on public primary and
secondary education than the average

for the other ndustrialized nations.
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“The fundamental challenge facing
Ametican primary and se[omz’ag/
education is to floure out bhow fo
make better use of its resources—
in other words, how to be

more productive.”

cven when purchasing power differences
between nations are taken mto account.
Similarly, in 1992 average United States
spending an average per public primary
and sccondary student was higher than
in other indus:rialized nations | Tables
For and FO3, Education at a Glanee:
OFCD Indrcators, Paris: Orgamization for
Economic Co-operation nd Develop-

ment, 1995,

The recent debate over the impact
of additional funding on student
achicvement has now become moot. The
current economic and soctal ¢limate s
si-ch that these additional resources avce
not likely to be forthcoming. The rate
of growth in spending for education is
slowing, Simultancously, the United
States, like other industrialized coun-
trics, 1s Lrving to constrain public
expenditures in all sectors. Schools will
have to learn to function—and im-
prove——within the bounds of existing

resources.

The fundamental challenge facing
American primary and secondary educa-
tion 15 thus to frgure out how to make
better use of irs resources— i other

words, how to be more producnve.

4 * USING WHAT WE HAVE

Productivity 1s not a fanmilar—and
certainly not a popular—concept n
education. It sounds like a mechanistic
approach to @ very human enterprise.
Yet the studies show that productiviey
gains have been achieved m other ficlds
assoctated with human resources. Even
our health care svstem, troubled as 1t 1s
m other respects, has shown a remark-
able ability to create, implement, and
evaluate improvements in medical

SCIVICES.

The Consortium on Productivity in
the Schools was established in 1992 to
address this kev question of how
American sclools can increase the
learning levels of students by using
existing resources more effectively. The
Consortium was managed by the
Institute on Education and the
Economy at Teachers College of Co-
fumbia University. It consisted of ten
experts on productivity from the fields
of business, cconomics, political science,
systems analysis, organization theory
and change. statistics, and education.
These ten brought a range of expertise:
elementary and secondary education
systems in the United States, Europe.
ar.d Japan: international productivity;
educational finance: simplifying com-
plexity to the level of root causes; the
theory of organizational change: and

practical experience with change.

The tasks of the Consortium were

three-fold. It sought to:

&/ Analvze Low the vartous parts of the

Anmerican Cdll\'dthn.]l svstem., .\LlCh Jq8




governance, management, finance, or
classroom mstruction, function
relative to cach other and relative to
cherr effects on improving the pro-
ductivity of the svstem.

g ldenuty how other industries or
sectars have mercased therr produc-
TV,

m Recommend wavs to alter the wav

Amertcan schools deploy exisuing

FESOUTCes 0 ds [o Increase student

learning.

In addressing these tasks, the
Consortium began with the assumption
that cducation 1n the United States is a
complex system of interlocking parts. It
is a vast combination of local schools,
boards of education, teacher training
institutions. rescarch organizations,
tunding agencies. legislative bodies, and
other organizational structures. These
structures function on mu!nplc levels—
national. state, and local. Thev are only
'vosely connccted and not intrequently
work at cross-purposes. Understanding
this vast, loosely coupled educational
svstem 1s the important first step

toward improving its ctliciency.

Without a sense of the whole, we
end up wich what has become a familuar
C}'clc of parch\\'ork improvement and
disappomntment. The challenge of
mercased productivity cannot be met
with anv single new program such as
school-based management. a new
teachmg technique, or 1 new set ol

Assessments. lmpro\'cmcm.\ m one

clement of the sustem will not succeed
unless thev are Iinked to improvements
in other elements that affect 1ts success.
FFar c.\.uhplc. increasing R&D in educa-
tion will have heede effect unless the
quality ctandards for mnovations are
improved and meentives at the schoal
fevel are changed to inerease teachers’

Jcm.md fﬂl' L‘L‘ll(‘l' Pl'-\f[l(t‘.

A s[rlkmg characteristuie of Ameri-
can cducation 1s that schools in tact
change all the ume. However, thev do

so in random and unstable wavs, not in

“Without a sense of the whole, we
end wp with what bas become a”_
familiar cycle of patchwork im-
provement and zﬁrka?p};;;?ment. ”

Clllﬂul‘l[i\'(‘l\' nnproving Wavs. P-H'[lal

and fragmentary [ads constantly come
and go—f-rom the “new math™ to "npcn
classrooms” to “back to basics” to
“parental chotee”™. These changes are
almost alwavs cphemeral. in chat they
enter and exit the education svstem
without altermy 1ts tundamental struc-
ture.  This century has scen surpris-
inglv few changes in the “core technol-
ogv” of schooling—how schools g0
about therr business. [t has been sard
that i an auto worker. 0 medical doctor,
a texrtle worker, a soldier, and a teacher

were frozen i 1900 and unfrozen in

1995, onlv the reacher would be able 1o
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resume work without missing a beat.
Vast changes have occurred in miedicine,
automobile manufacturing, textiles, and
warl-arc—improvcmcnts in the knowl-
edge base, in the technology at the
workers' disposal, and in the organiza-
tion of work. Burt relativelv licele change
has taken place in the practice of
education.

The technology of education still
revolves around paper, pencils, chalk,
and blackboard. Teaching and learning 15
still organized for the most part aroun '
a lone teacher in an isolated classroom.
The dominant instructional method 1s
“teacher talk,” and students stidl move
from one unconnected subject to
aother without profound understand-
tng ol how lcarning i one class relaces
to that in others. Instruction 1s orga-
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nized around fixed quantities of time—
not clearly defined learning objectives
for all students, and a wide variation is
tolerated in the knowledge and skills
that various students acquire during
their allotted seat time in school,
Accountability for teachers and others
1s based more on conformxt_\' to process
than on measurable results for students.
Larry Cuban, writing on the slow
adoption of one change —the use of
technology—- wrote, “The scemingly
marginal use of computers. . . is due less
to inadequate funds, unprepared teach-
ers, and indifferent administrators than
to dominant cultural beliefs about what
teaching, learning, and proper knowl-
edge are and how' schools are organized
for instruction” Cuban, 1993 .




In carrving out 1ts work. the Con-
sortium relied on the extensive hrera-
ture on how large organizations, te.
svstems, function. A kev concepr of thes
Iicerature 1s the need to focus on
contmuous improvement. The Consor-
tum believes that American schools can
achieve conunuous improvement
through techniques that have been
successfully emploved m other frelds.
These include focusing on clearly
detined goals: alignmg activities around
those goals: identifving and incorporat-
myg effective educational mnovations:
establishing new ways to measure
performance of all parts of the system,
mcluding 1ts customers’ expectations
for it: holding students and educators
accountable for resules; and developing
better ways to engage students, parents.
educators, and members of local com-

munities.

In its recommendations. the Con-
sortium calls on leaders and the public
at large ac all levels—national, state, and
local—to set clear and rigorous stan-
dards for public schools and to pro\'idc
rcasons to meet these targets. It urges a
“new contract” between those who
govern and manage the svstem and
those who produce fearning. The
contract is autonomy with accountabil-
1ty autonomy for users and suppliers ol
education in exchange for accountability
to the community, state. and nation for

lc.lrmng l‘L‘SLlltS.

Many., though by no mcans all, of

the ideas contamed m che Consortrum’s

12

“ the Consortium calls on leaders
and the public at larpe...to set clear
and rigorous standards for public
schools and to provide reasons to
meet these tarpets. ... The contract is
autonomy with accountability.”

report will be famuliar to readers conver-
sant with the school improvement
literature of the last decade. We believe
that this report is unique, however, in
two wavs. The report has organized
these ideas around critical issues of
mncreasing the system's producti\-ity.
The report also is unique n applying
the prmciples of dynamic systems
analvsis to education. This discipline
simplifies complexity to locate the root
causes of what are intertwined, resistant,
and often perplexing symproms of
problems in the educational enterprise.
We hope that the Consortium's analysis
and recommendations will launch
further debate and prompt practical
Steps [0 USC eXISTING resources to
produce much greater lcarning gains for
a broader range of students.

P. Michael Timpane

President Emeritus, Teachers (:ollcgc

G. Carl Ball

Chairman, Geo, J. Ball. Inc.

Co-charemen of the Advisory Board

USING WHAT WE HAVE * 7
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PART I: THe ProbucTIVITY
CHALLENGE

FL‘\\‘ quL‘b(lUn [h-l[ our SOCIL‘[.\' nL‘L‘db
better educational results for a broader
range ot the population. The natton 1s
rapidly becommnyg a knowledge economy,
in which growth is driven more by
intellectual capital than by physical
labor. Studies decisively document that
the economy is shedding jobs for
unskilled workers. Against these eco-
nomic realities. the data show average
student performance that ts not very
high and substantial variation around
that average. The skills that students
need are not just more of what the
schools have always taught, such as
basic skills 1n mathematics, but also
skills that the schools have rarely
taught—the ability to work with
complex knowledge and to make deci-
sions under conditions of conthcting or

inadequate evidence.

Public education confronts this
challengc in the context of several
constraints.

B The level of performance has to go
up at the very time that the back-
grounds of greater numbers of
children in the nation's classrooms
make learning more difficult.

The schools have to function in an

environment of dechining social and

political cohesion. Large-scale torces.

such as the internationalization of
the economy, increasing income
mequality among Americans. sertous
value conflicts. high rates of immi-
gration, a revolution in communica-
tions, and major shifts in power
relationships between nations are
eroding the cohesion that makes
educating easter.

m Public funding for education will
probably not increase much, especially
with competing demands from other
service sectors such as health care and
corrections. States and school
districts will have to use tight re-
sources to improve students’ skills
and knowledge for a population that
ts more difficult to teach with tradi-
tional methods and in the context of
greater social and political contlict.

The Consortium on Productivity in
the Schools belicves that increased
productivity in the education system 1s
the only solution to bringing more
students with more deficits to higher
levels of learning on limited public
resources. Schools must develop ways to
get better results with the resources at

hand.

Most educator: flinch at the cold
word “productivity.” It evokes images of
Charlie Chaplin's film. Modern Times,

USING WHAT WE HAVE * §




“.increased productivity in the
edncation system is the only
solution to bringing more students
with more deficits to bigher levels
of learning on limited public
resources. Schools must develop
ways to get better results with the
resources at band.”

where human bcings are cogs in a

mechanized world, reduced to complet-
ing rcpctiti\'e tashs at ever increasing
rates. Educators react negativelv even
to the word, arguing quite validlv that
children’s education 1s not an assembly
line activity. However, “productivity “is
in fact a neucral concepr. Given the
organization of work under mass
production, productivity improvement
inevitably took the form of Chaplin’s
film. As the organization of work
American companies changes to empha-
size judgment and expertise even on the
shop floor, improving productiviey takes
forms appropriate to enterprises such as

teaching and learning.

Simply put. a measure of productiv-
ity tells us how effectively cerrain
resources are used to produce certain
outcomes. It is no more than the ratio
of outcomes to Inputs. In manufactur-
ing, labor, energy. and steel might be
resources. while the outcomes could be
the number of automobules produced.
Productivity, then, would be measured
by the number of cars pmduccd by the
fabor. energv. and stecl. Sinlarlv. in the

arts industry the resources might be the

10 * UBSING WHAT WE HAVE

talent of the artist and the hours spent
fearning the craft, while the outcomes
would be the quality of the musical

pcrfnrm.mcv ar .lr[l.\'[i\' \\'Ol'k.

In education. productivity 1s the
relationship between the student
achievement that a school generates and
the resources used. Resources melude
dollars and the mputs chat they buv
which atfect student lc.lrnmg——thc
physical space. the quality of che pre-
service training that teachers bring to
the svstem. the quality of teaching
materials. or the amount of mstruc-
tional time per vear. Although it is
more difficult to measure educational
outcomes than manufacturing outrpur,
such as the number and quality of cars
produced by an assembly line, learning
assessments tell us what a student
knows and can do after completing a

certain level of education.

A more productive system is one
that generates more output for any
given amount of resources invested.
Companies improve thetr Productivlt'\'
in several wavs. They substiture cheaper
but equally eftective resources for more
expensive oncs. Theyv switch to more
effective resources that cost the same as
less eftective ones. Thev incorporate
impro\'cd wavs of using resources to
produce better output—in other words.
Jet more out of fixed resources. These
factors include the quality of manage-
ment. motivatton and intensity of
effort, the eliminatton of restrictive
rules and regulations, technology that
complements the skills of labor and

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




better pracuces that producv more

lv.lrnmq [h.m .l]lt‘[‘ll.l[l\ ¢ ]."['.l\'ll(k‘.\.

In education, any Factor chat attects
the rehionship beeween the resources
used and the cognitive learning ganed
alfects productvity. Productiviey
changes can mclude technological
advances, such as the use of mulumedia
to teach mathemauces: substtution of
mputs with a higher rate of reeurn

possibly teachers - for those with a
lower rate of return cpossibly adminis-
(rators © 4 more mtensive use of re-
sources ,using school buildings all
vear): increasing the amount of effort
by statt and students by increasing the
sattsfaction that they derive from
teaching and learning; focusing re-
sources on student achievement rather
than on ancillary activities: or increasing
student homework, which could make
classroom time and theretore teachers
and other budgeted mputs more pro-

ductive.

HAs THE SYSTEM’s

PropbucTiviTy DECLINED?
During the past 20 vears, per-pupil
spending has nearly doubled rising
from §2.985 per studene n 1970 to
$5.401 1n 1990 1n constant dollars; at

the same time that the average test

“Int fact, American education

may well not bave become any less

productive over time.”

scores of students have rematned stable.
Although some observers have mrter-
P[‘CR‘C] [h\‘.‘s(‘ [rvnds R r\'ldcncc Ot.
deelining pmducln'lty i the provision
of K-12 ¢ducation. the Consortium
reached a different conclusion. The
growth in spending 1s parually atcribue-
able to cost pressures that attecr all
service sectors throughout the economy
and by the allocation of increasing
amounts of funds to meet the mandated
needs of students with spectal needs. In
addition, demands on the education
system have grown as schools have had
to serve an increasingly diverse student
population. In fact. American education
may well not have become any less

productn-c over tume.

The kev terms for estimating
changes i educational productivity were
changes in mputs. outputs. and the
harshness of the environment in which
educational outputs are being produced.
In its most simphtied terms, the Con-
sortium defined the rate of growth in
productivity as a function of: rhe growsh
rale of oulpul 1 learming . per student, minus the
rate of prowth of budpeted inputs, plus changes
111 the harshness of the environment.” W hat

! l I\C prmiucn\u\ of vur \'\'Il\'.lllt\n SYSECIY Cannat l‘k‘ dll’t‘\'(]\' Ul‘\k‘l‘\‘(‘d. Hk‘ﬂ\'l‘. we must \“.lkC Il'lfl‘l'('n\'CS

about it from mtoraaon on learnimg outcomes, mputs. and the haeshness of the environment. Staraing from 4

madel in which the rate o growth of student vatconmes 1s decompased mto the race of growih of productive,

mnpuats, and the harshness of the environment, we rearranged terms to obrin the tollowing evpression for the

rate of change of produceniee P= O - al’ + ¢E" where: prime = rates of change, P = productivite. O =

1 - . -
fearnmy outcomes al = badpeted impats wernchred by ther coneribotion to ferming vatvomes. ¢, =

environmental Lictors weghted by there imp et on learming outcomes production

USING WHAT WE HAVE * 11
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this tells us 1s that at che same level of

svstem productivity and budgeted
(mputs, incredses m environmental
haeshness will reduce learning: decreases

i harshness will merease 1.

Qur ASIAMPLONS FHSC T8O

L]LlL‘b[!UI)SZ

E W did we mclude aomeasure of the
harshness ol the enviconment i the

cqu.nmn.‘-

m Why did we not include @ measure of
student cftore:

[n terms of the tiest question. the
Consortium recogmized that the envi-
ronment tor learning 15 atfected by
tactors bevond the school's control,
such as the proportion of the students
that come from disadvantaged house-
holds or the proportion requiring
bilingual education. Schools that have
above-average proportions ol such
children usually require more budgeted
mputs, such as teachers, than the
average school to produce comparable
levels of learning. Put a different wav, a
decertoration in the environment
reduces the amount ot learnmy that
occurs unless resources are increased to
offset environmental factors that

constram learniny.

Not taking the social environment
mto account brases assessments of
school productvity. Anv increase in
resources used to offser socual factors
that inhibit learning will depress est-
mates of the productivity of <chools
unless 4 measure of environmental

harshness lets us separate out this

12 * USING WHAT WE HAVE

factor {rom the analyvsis. Schools can
otherwise be entcized tor dechining or
weak productivity when m face the true
culprits are factors Largely outside the
control of schools that make 1t more

ditticule to educate vounyg }\cul"lc.

The other ssue s why student
cffort s not treated as separate from
the perfornunce of schools. The
Consortium concluded that student
cffort 1s a tunction of parental supporr
of education and of how well the school
structures the learning situation to
samulate student learnimg. The fiest
component of student learning -« the
home . 1s largely out of the control of
the school and 1s already captured n
our meastre of che harshness of the
environment. The second s under the
control ol the school and can be ex-
pected to vary, depending on how

Productn'c the school 1s.

Usinyg this formula, the Consortium
analvzed how productively the educa-
tron svstem has performed over time.
[ts analvses not only challenge the
commonly held view that education is
becominy less productive than before,
but also challenge common assumptions
about the learning outcomes gcncr.\tcd
by the svstem and the resources ex-
pended by K-12 education. While the
Consortium could not exactly pinpoint
the behavior of cach factor that gener-
ates the resules of the svstem over the
last 20 vears, the evidence sugyests the

followinyg:

REST COPY AVAILABLE
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M Since the mid-1970s student perfor-

mance as measured by test scores has
not declined, but has remained stable.

The commonly held but maccurate
belief that todav’s students are
learning less than students of previ-
ous generations reflects the highly
publlcucd Jdecline m SAT scores.
Such scores, however, are a musleading
standard by which to judge overall
cducational trends. Thev prm'ldc
information only about those high
school students who plan to atrend
colleges and universities. and even
wichin that segment ol the student
population thev reflect socio-eco-
nomic background as well as academic
achievement. They are also intluenced
by whether or not a student has taken
A [eSt preparation course. More
APPrOPILATE MEASUTES ot student
pertormance show change n average
achievement for 9-. 13-, and [ 7-vear-
olds in writing. mathematics. reading,
scicnce. and civies over a two-decade
period. Some gams in reading are
offset by losses in science achieve-
ment: mathematies and writing show
virtuallv no change. Improvements in
basic skills are counterbalanced by
declines in the proportion of students
who can demonsirate effective
reasoning skills. Overall, however, the
record of average achtevement 1n
these time series measures 1s one ol
.\'t.\bilit}'. At the same time. across the
two decades spccific subgroups

Blacks and Hispanies improved

(hL‘Ir pcriorm.lm'cﬁ at ?.lr[lful;lf RG]

m p.u'[lcul.lr subjects Mullis, Owen,
and Phlips. Tovo

While American schools are not
"\crl-ormlng as el as they should. the
Consortium believes that /ér/rru/v/rm 15
not fow guaiiny compared with the perfor-
mance of the past, but madequate gualiy 10
meet the needs of the 2 151 Century. During
the industrial era that lasted for most

of this century, 4 voung person could
hal

“Since the mid-1970s student
performance as measured by test
scores has not declined, but bas

remained stable.”

drop out of school and still obrain a
low-paying but decent job and carn an
adequate [iving. Those who gr.ldud[cd
from high school possessed the
knowledge and skills necessary to get
a factory or other job and work for an
entre lifetime without further
cducation. The economy rcquxrcd
that onlv a minorty of workers be
able to handle abstract thinking skills
and engage in some continuous
learning throughout their careers. In
todav’s Post-mdustrial oor “informa-
tion” or “learning” soctery, the bars
have been ratsed. Jobs with living
wages for high school dropouts have
all but disappeared. and jobs that
the past could be pcrfornwd with rote

kills now requure knowledae of

USING WHAT WE HAVE * 13




mathematics, computer expertise, and
other higher order thinking skills.
Morcover, workers must be prepared
to continue to learn new thimgs
throughout their working careers.
The consequences of these changes
for schools are enormous. Thev mean
that schools must now equip most
students with the thinking and other

skills that in the past were required

for only a small mmornty of students.

W Real per-pupil costs for K-12 educa-
tion have increased, but not by as
much as most people think. The
increase has been greatly influenced
by rising costs for special education.

The common belief that more
money ts going into education is
correct; the average per-pupil spend-
ing has increased significantly during
the past 20 years. Even after adjust-
ing for changes in prices as measured
by the Consumer Price Index (CPI),
total per-pupil spending between
1974 and 1993 increased by over 64
percent. However, this large percent-
age increase signiﬁcantly overstates
the increase in resources. For a true
picture of the resources available to
the typical student, one must use
more appropriate adjustments for
inflation than the CPI and examimne
the fiscal impact of the increase in
special education students during the
period.

Using the Consumer Price Index,
or CPI, to adjust for inflation ap-

14 * USING WHAT WE HAVE

pears to overstate the mcerease i real
spending on education. The CPI
correctly mdicates the inflation-
adjusted impact of additional educa-
tion spending on the ability of
consumers to buy a general basket of
goods and services. A more relevant
measure of the real increase in educa-
tion spending should use an index for
the prices of the mputs used in K-12
education, not consumer goods in
general. Such a price index 1s avatlable
only for the period 1975-1991. It
shows that during this 16-vear
pertod. the price of inputs into
education increased at a signifcantly
faster ratc than consumer prices tn
general. When this more appropriate
deflacor 15 used, the rate of tnerease
in real spending falls to 31 percent
for this period, substantially less than
the 50 percent increase for the same
period when the CPLis used.

The sccond factor influencing real
spending in cducation is the influence
of special education spending on
overall expenditures. Costs of special
education account for some of the
Increase in per-pupll expenditures
during the period. The introduction
of the 1975 Education for All
Handicapped Children law has meant
that roughly ten percent of all stu-
dents receive more than twice as
much in per-pupil funding as other
students.

A 1988 studv showed that 1t costs
2.3 times more on average to teach

spectal education students, who are




fegally entitled to such instzuction,
than 1t does to educate regular
students Moore, 1983 . In 1994,
[lu‘ d\'k‘r.lgL‘ \P\‘le L‘duc‘mon studmu
cost New York City $18.705—2.9
times the $6.500 cost for the average
regular student Vo York Times. June
27. 1994, p.B3 . Thus, some ol the
mL‘.l\lln‘d fncrease .l\'L‘mgC pcr—
l.‘LlPll spending s targeted ar spccn.li
education children. with littde or no
benetie for the great majoriey of
students who are not m special
education.

Using the index of K-12 prices
mstead of the CPLand adjusting for
the impact of special educauon, the
Consortium arrives at a much lower
increasc in per-puptl spending. Since
data on special education costs are
available onlv for the 1978-36
pertod. Table 1.1 (below  is included
simply to show the cumulative ctfects

of gencr.al mnflation, intlation of the

prices ol mputs speatic to K-12. and
spccml cducation costs on estimates
ot real increases m costs. Berween
1978 and 1980, pcr-pupil spending
mcreased by 107.5 percent, unad-
justed for mflation. Adjusting for
gcncr.ll intlation reduces this increase
to 19.4 pereent, and using the
deflator more appropriate to K-12
mputs turther reduces the pereent
mncrease to 121 percent. When the
costs ol spectal education students
are excluded. the increase in per-pupil

spcnding becomes 8.1 percent.

B Over time the environment in which

schools are teaching and students are

learning has become less conducive to

learning.

The U.S. student poprlation 1s
creastngly minority, disadvantaged,
non-English speaking, living in
broken homes. and subject to violence
in the community and in school.

These negative environmental factors

TAaBLE 1.1: PeErcENT IncrEAsES IN PER-PuUPrIL
EpucaTtioN CosTs (1978-1986)

UNADJUSTED FOR INFLATION (FALL ENROLLMENT) titieterss saciscsncsccscsansss 107.5%
ADJUSTED FOR INFLATION USING THE ConsuMmER PRICE Inbex (CPI) ........... 18.4%
ADJUSTED WITH A MORE APPROPRIATE EDUCATION COST INDEX
(DEFLATED BY EDUCATION DEFLATOR, NO ADJUSTMENT
 FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS) ceeteccuastasssssesscsasstassssansssescsssesaase 12.1%
ADJUSTED WITH THE EDUCATION COST INDEX AND WITH SPECIAL
EDUCATION STUDENTS EXCLUDED tvvcesetesetestesssssaisssssatssasssssssssstasssssessees 8.1%

SOURCE: Allen Ladd memorandum 1994

USING WHAT WE HAVE * 15




“Changing the way education is
delivered to increase its
productivity is directly within the
control of policymatkers and
educators and is our one best hope

Jfor increasing student learning

across the system.”

exceed positive changes in rthe envi-
ronment, such as the mncreasing

percent of ¢hildren attending pre-

school. a rise in the education level of

the average parent, and a decline

the use of drugs.

Taking into consideracion these
three factors—student performance,
real expenditures for the average pupil.
and the soctal factors external to the
school that mtluence learning—the
Consortium concludes that producuv-
ity i education has held steady over the
past 20 vears, not declined. In fact, 1
the Consortium were to have predicted
current student performance levels one
or two decades ago, based on current
demographics, increased poverty of the
school population, and current re-
sources, we might have predicred school
and student performance that is worse
than 1t 1s now. However, student fearn-
ing as measured by test scores 1s hold-
myg steady and even risig m some

subjects lor some students.

Regardless of how one interprets
the recent past, the Consortium argues

that schools lave 1o become more

16 ¢ USING WHAT WE HAVE

productive i the future. At least owo of
the vartables that have a direet bearing
on educattonal outcomes—ithe harsh-
ness of the environment and real
spending available to the typreal seu-
dent—may be difficult to control.
Unfortunately, educators can do liele
about soctologreal factors that make
schools more dangerous and students
more vulnerable and less able to focus
on learnmyg. Stntlarly, wich tavpayers m
open revolt and reluctant to merease
support for schools or other purposes,
it 1s hard to imagine spending increas-
ing noticeably tor education, especially
tf taxpayers are cynical about the quality
of our schools.

However. changing the way educa-
tion s delivered to increase 1ts produc-
tvity is directly within the control of
policvmakers and educators and is our
one best hope tor increasing student
learning across the svstem. The nation’s
need for an educated labor force in the
21st Century cannot be met unless the
institution on which we depend to
educate us finds ways to increase its

productivity.

PropucTIVITY LLESSONS

From OTHER FIELDS

The Consortium examined how
other industries and sectors have
improvcd their productiviry to see how
K-12 education can vield a greater

returnn on v estment,




Placing a Priority on Productivity

Industries successful m rasimy
productivity place a prioriey on mmprov-
iy relationships berween guanttees and
tvpes of resources and results. For
cvample. thev have redestaned therr
meernal processes to make more effice-

tive use of tived resources.

Historically, educators and
pollcvm.lkcrs have not used a productiv-
ity framevork for improving education.
They have attended sometmes to
quantitics ol resources. sometimes to
how resources are used, and sometimes
to outcones, but scp.lr.\lcl\' rather 1n
relation o cach other. Zroductiviny can
inprove only if the amalvuic framewerk that
gindes deasions relates 1 resouriis, 10 2 fow

resources are used, to 3§ outcomes

[n the 19705, pollc\m.\kcrs congen-
trated on quanuities of resources.
espectally m the context ot school
finance cases that brought to hight huge
disparitics m per-pupil spending across
school districts. In the eorly 19805,
spurred by A Naton at Rusk. policy
attenvion shitted to mputs. such as the
number of school davs, that mught
plausibly attect ourcomes. Educators
also began to look at how time was
used. 111 terms of student course-takimy
patterns and requirements. However
mrctally these reform rdeas were not well
connected to vutcomes. During the late
19805 and 19905 the poliey focus
shilted to outcomes. partly asa result
ol comparisons of the educational

achicvements of Amertean students witch

those of therr counterparts i the other
industrialized cour cries. The effort to
set goals and standards for the svstem
represented a4 response to Ameriean

students” relatnely fow pcrt-orm.mcc.

N LTV R T

“Contrary to popular beliefs, the
United States provides more
annual tnstructional hours at the
primary level than most other
industrialized countries...”

Had actors in the educational
svstem focused on the relationships
between educational inputs and out-
comes—i.¢., on Producti\'ity—-—lhcy
probably would have found mput-
OUTCOMC PATIerny that would have
allowed a more elfecuve response to the
lower Pcri-orm.mcc of American stu-
dents i nternational compartsons.
One of the best and well-known predic
tors of learning 1s time-on-task. a
{function of the number of ¢lassroom
hours used 1n learnmg and hours spent
on homework. The number of hours
avatlable for mstruction per dav or vear
ts usually a fixed resource that can be

used more or less etfectivelv.,

Contrary to popular beliets, the
United States Prm‘ldc.\ more annual
mstructional hours at the primary level
than most other industrialized coun-

tries For which we have data. We have

fower school davs per veat than severa

USING WHAT WE HAVE * 17




countrics, but each school dav is longer,
resulting in more mstructional hours
per vear. Ot 15 countries, including
France. Germany, and Switzerland, the
United States 1s second only to the
Netherlands in the number of annual
instructional hours {1001 versus 1019
hours), the average annual instructional
hours for the 15 countries bemyg 825.
At the high school level, all countries
mcrease their mstructional hours, the
United States by less than some other
countries. At this level the United
States is fifth out of 14 countries.

providing an average instructional vear

of 1032 hours versus the average of

959 hours for all 14 countries {Table
P12, p.168, Fducation at a Glance: OECD
Indicators, Paris: Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment, 1995).

Given more nstructronal hours per
year than many countries, the United
States does not scem to be getting as
much learning of the foundation
subjects out of these hours as these
other countrics. The performance of
American students often declines
relative to their counterparts in other
countries as they move through the
gradcs. For cx.xmplc‘ i 1991 Amcrican
nine-vear-olds scored ninth in math-
ematics out of ten countries; 13-vear-
old Americans tied for last out of the
same ten countries, and the gap between
the average U.S. performance and that
of the other nine countries was greater
for the 13- than for the nine-year-olds.
In other words, the value added of each
additional year of education between
ages nine and 13 was less than in
comparison countries (U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, 1993, pp.50, 227-
228, and 232-233).

Ficure 1.1: NuMBER oF Hours
oF INSTRUCTION PER YEAR

1050

1000

850

800

850

800

750 2 - .
PuriLe PuriLs 14
YEARS YZARS

OrF AGE OF AGE

. AVERAGE OF OTHER COUNTRIES a Uniteo Srares

SOURCE: (WCD, Fducation At a Glanee, Table P12, pp 1068

What is going on? There
are several plausible explana-
tions for these facts. How-
ever, a strong candidate 1s the
cumnulative effect over the
grades of a less effective use
of the school day and a less
effective use of student time
outside of school than other

industrialized nations.

B The National Education
Commuisston on Tune and
Learning identitied the
standard school schedule of

51-minute pcrlods as a bastc
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- Ficure 1.2: THE FinaL Four YEARS
“dt‘Slg“ flaw™ m our iN Four NaTtions' EsTiMATED REQUIRED
cducation svstem. Under Core Acapemic TiME

- the usual schedule, stu-

- dents rush from math class

u.s .
to physical education to |

= history. Teachers are Inean B |
expected to reduce cmnl\ln
.\ub;c(r\ meo .\h\)l't blo(k\' Frince .
of time, sandwiched be- ]

GERMANY
tween driver's education
and lunch. Those who need o 1000 2000 3000 4000
Y cxrra time to master ToTAL HOURS REQUIRED
ﬁlejk‘Ct.\' do not get it SouRrce: Mational Education Commussion on Time and Learning, 1994
those who do not need the

time that s available find

themselves bored and losing interest cussed adding days to the school vear.

as the day wears on. However, in the absence of under-

i K American schools R“Pici‘“." teach oo standing bow wstructional bours already
- many subjects that stray too far from purchascd were being nsed, this step would
:.f. thieir central focus of developing have added costs with only a diluted

— knowledge and skills in the founda- return in the form of more learning.

tion subjects. Compared to schools B The limited amount of homework

: in Japan, France, and Germany., required of students m most schools
American schools spend 2 much means that K-12 cducation fails to
smaller percent of school time on take advantage of two largely un-

. academic learning. The graph above tapped resources—student effort and

N {Figure 1.2 shows that students in parent effort. As we see later, the

, these other countries receive more cause of lower homework hours

) than double the number of academic scems to be more the parents than the
I instructional hours as American schools. in that many families have

: students for the final four vears of implicitly shifted almost all responsi-

) school. The Commussion found that bility for educating their children to

N Amertcan students can recerve a high the schools. However. whatever the

school diploma even 1f they devore cause, among 13-year-olds in 19

) only 41 percent of their classroom countries, U.S. students had the

B time to academic subjects. During second highest percentage who did no

: the 1980s, 1n response to concerns daily homework, had the seventh
: about American students’ perfor- highest percentage who did onlv an

mance. pollcxmakcrs sertously dis- hour of homework or less per dav,
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“Without a focus, our schools do
more work and produce fewer
resulls than they would otherwise

ccomplish.” .

PRSP Y- SO

and ranked fifteenth out of "9 in the
percent who did two or more hours
of homework per dav.  US. Depart-
ment of Education. 19930, Table +4o-
+opp. 3506

Clear Focus

Studies show that companies with a
dittuse tocus fail to raise productivity.
Greater diversification reduces produc-
uvity: greater focus on core activities
increases it | Lichtenberg, 19927, In the
980s many U.S. companies produced a
broad array of products under single
corporate roofs, and proﬁts Jeclined.
When they returned to their product

basics. their producti\'in' improved.

The analogy to education is obvi-
ous: schools have taken on more fune-
tions than they can carry out well. As
Shanker 1993+ savs, schools have
become "mushy all-purpose mstitu-
tions” that lose sight of the basic
purposc—ac.\dcmic struction, T)-plcal
comprehensive high schools, for ex-
ample, have diffuse nissions defimed by
external funders and regulators. Staff
have no overarching gonl. being caught
up in fragmented programs such as
attendance outreach, parenting classes.
cthnte music and art programs. drug

Preventon prograns, AIDS education.

20 * USING WHAT WE HAVE

and housmy for homeless students.
Some of these programs are worthwhile
and perhaps even essential. Problems
arise when these separate programs
displace the overarching fearning goals
or are not artrculated with them.
Compared to schools with focused
mussions, schools with diffuse misstons
graduate 2 xlgnil'lc.mtl’\' smualler pereent
of students, and a smaller pereent take
the SAT. with lower average combined
SAT scores : Hill, Foster, and Gendler,
1990).

This lack of tocus on academics
squanders the longer hours of struc-
tion at our schools and further de-
presses their productivity. Without a
focus. our schools do more work and
produce fewer resules than they would

otherwise .lccomplish.

R&D Investments

A major source of productivity
gams is developing better practices and
IMProving cxisting oncs. Although some
of these improvements may occur by
chance or emerge out of practitioners’
daily activicies, they are often the result
of deliberate imnvestments tn rescarch
and development R&D} and strategies
for asscssing the effectiveness of
mnovations. There s clear evidence that
increased mvestments in R&D in the
private scctor result in productivity
pavoffs. In the global economy. coun-
trics supporting industrial R&D are

moving ahead of those that are not.
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NMucl of modern society s
direct resule of research—
from the Jdo clopment ol jet
engmes and hifesavig
medicimes o compater

[cc]mnln\_‘\ .

In cducation, the mmcen-
ties operate aganst local
and cven state muestments m
cducational RaD. Although
there are laws protecting
mtellectual property rights,
such as books or 1deas about
better corporate manage-
ment. these rights are much
more difficult to protect
than products backed by the

patent Law, In fact, publicly

funded RAD 15 1n the puchic

Derense

HeautH m 136
-

Ficure 1.3: FEpErRAL R&D IN SELECTED
AREAS As A PERCENTAGE oF TortaL FEDERAL

ExPENDITURES IN EACcH AREA, 1990

Epucation I 08

AGRICULTURE ué 9

TRANSPORTATION IJ 2

EwneRcy
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SOURCE. dritnson and Jackson. Research and Fducaton Reform, pp 10,2
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unprotected i that 1t s avartlable to the
public. Thus. the results of R&D
funded by Massachusetts are available
to the schools of Wisconsm. This
sttuation 18 g classic cvample of what
cconomists call the trec-rider prob-
lem—1n other words, parties who do
not contribute to the production of the
R&D wer a “free ride™ with regard o s

l'(‘\u][,\.

With major changes m the gover-
nanee, management, and ﬁn.mcing of
the educational svstem, one can envision
the emergence of private companies
willing to mvest m educational R&D
because theyv can sell berter pracces to
schools for a profit. However tor the
foresceanle future. educational RAD

2 common or public yood. making the

federal wovernment the nacural provider.
And i fact, although the federal
government 1s the primary funder of
R&D in education, 1ts mvestment 1s
minuscule, .lmoun[ing o only 0.08
pereent of the sector's total recurrent
and caprtal costs of $229.9 billion for
1990-91. In contrast, the federal
government mmvests 3.2 percent in
R&D for total natronal evpenditures in
defense, 13.6 pereent of total federal
expenditures in health, and 1.3 pereent
of toral nattonal evpenditures m health.
In the private sector the average R&D
myestment 1s three pereent of total

COSES,

The tederal government also mveses
heavdv i dissemimating best pracoiee n

agriculture through agricultural eveen-
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sion services and in medicine through
the Nanonal Institutes of Health. But
the educatronal equivalents—national
centers and laboratories funded by the
U.S. Department of Education’s Ottice
ot Educavional Research and Improve-
ment—are grosshy underfunded relative
to their missions. While the tools of
other professions have been extensively

tested. in education it 1s the clients—

students—who are tested, not the tools.

(Carnine, 1994)

“Inadeguate research for developing
and using effective iustructional tools
and practices paralyZes gennine
educational reform. A grocery shogper
can find out more from a label on a box
of eereal than an educator can abosut a
set q/' du?at:bn_q/ tools —textbooks,
activity guides, computer programs,
Sfilms, ete.—thar cost millions of dollars
10 develop and market. Science in the

»:

Public Interest made natsonal news in

. June g}'_ 92 when it reported that i
packaged peach jice bad more grape,
apple and lemom Juice in it than ptk:/}
Juice. Xet provisions do not exist to
determinie the safety and efficiency of the

educational tools that are at the beart of

our educational system. According to the
Education Product Information
Exchange, such tools are used from 75
percent to 90 percent of the 30 billion
hours in which America'’s 40 million
students are in school (Komosks,

1992)." (Carnine, 1994)
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Incorporating Best Practice
g

Large producti\'lt‘\' gams occur in
industries when firms analvze the
success ol other companies ana meor-
porate superior practices mto therr own
Produc(ion and management cnviron-
ments. Schools do not behave like firms, '
in that beteer practices usually fail to =
diffuse. Thus. manv schools m the
svstem are operating suboprimally and
could improve thetr productiviey simply

by adopting available best practices.

Policymakers and retormers in
education tend to believe in the theory
of spontancous diffusion: schools seck
improved practice and thus will natu-
rallv find and adopt examples ot better
practice once these are visibly demon-
strated. In the words of the movie Freld
of Dreams. " 1f you build it, they will
come.” This 1s the theory behind tederal
packaging and dissemination legislation,
lighthouse schools, model schools. and
experimental schools. Unfortunately.
several empirical studies, beginning as
far back as 1972, have discredited the
theory. Demonstrated better practices
do not automatically dittuse among K-

12 schools.

Part of the problem 1s that schools
do not look outstde of themselves to
learn best practices used by other
schools, school districes, or tndustrics.
As we see fater, the prcmiling manage-
ment of schools ercates incentives for
schools to look upward at the bureau-
cratic hierarchy racher than ourward for

improved pracuce.

Rl rawg Y

N T T Uy



[n sum. when the education system
ts compared with other industries. its
central problems all involve ditficulties
with productivits-improvirg change The
1ssue 1s not that indwidual teachers and
schools do not mnovate and change all
the time. They do. The problem 1s
with the kinds ot changes that occur 1n
the education svstem, ther fragile
quaiity. and their random and diosvn-
cratie nature. The changes that occur
are not necessanthy productviey-improv-
ing changes. in that tey are often not
well tested and tend to be ar the mar-
qins ofpmcncc rather than at the core

of teaching and learning. Change 1

often fragle. bemng unduly dependent

on particularh witted teachers and

feaders and disappearing as these
individuals Icave or tire. And change is
rarelv industrv-wide. In other words.
the education svstem is reduced to
fighung for improvement foxhole by
foxhole. or school by school, because
mechanisms for ndustry-wide improve-

ment seem (o b(‘ mlssing.

[t is to solve these puzzles that we

now turn to the next section.
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PART II:

A CoMPLEX SYSTEM

" At is as though an artist were to pather the hands, feet, bead, and other members for bis unages

from drverse models, cach pare excellently drawn, but not related to a single body, and since they in

. "
no way malch cach other the result would' be a wonster rather than a man.

Elcmcnt.lr'\'/sccondal'y education 1s a
complex enterprise: 1t 1s governed at
muluple levels with over 84,000 schools
reporting to more than 15,000 districts
that report to 50 states. It also 1s
determined by the interactions of nearly
200,000 district administrators, over
120,000 principals. 2.5 million teach-
ers, and 43 million students. [t includes
millions of school nurses, bus drivers,
parents, volunteers. and P.amprofcs-

sionals.

The behaviors of all those who are
part of the system are deeply motivated
by their goals and therr perceptions of
the institution's goals and by the
intended and unintended incentives that
reward and punish them for different

-Copernicus in lerter to Pope Paul IIT (1543)

actions. Thev also are influenced by the
way the system is organized. the avail-
able knowledge base on how to improve
student learming, and the way informa-
tion flows from school to district and
school to school. The education system
is essentially an invisible web of basic
relationships between people and
functions that affects the behavior of

everyone operating in schools.

All biological systems, such as
human beings, and social systems, such
as K-12 education, are open systems.
This means that they depend on che
external environment for their contin-
ued existence. in that they must obtain
resources from the external environment
to renew cycles of inpur, production,

AN OPEN SYSTEM

RESOURCES

(DoLLARS, PouITicaL

SuPPORT)

CUSTOMERS

(Taxpavens, EMpLOYERS, HiGHER
EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS)

(EpUCATED STUDENTS
WHo CAN CONTINUE

and output. In educa-
tion the system takes
in political and finan-
cial resources, uses
them to create a
OuTPUT
unique produCt or
service, and sends the
10 LEARN) .
results into the sur-
rounding environment
of communities, states,

and the nation.
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Recognizing that the educaiion
SVStEm 1S an Open sv'stem has a particu-
larly tmportant impheation. In open
svstems yroups outside the system
affect the svstem’s survival and abiliey
to change. Public education survives
onlv as long as those who provide the
resources that the system needs—
taxpavers, legislators, school bhoards—
find the product acceptable. It has been
argued that publicly funded svstems will
change only if they, like private scctor
companies, arc subject to compcnti\'c
forces. In fact, both public monopolies
and companies dic if they do not satisfy
those who providc those resources
needed to continue. [t takes longer for
public monopolies than for companies
to die, but public monopolies that do
not satisfy those who finance them will
not survive. The mechanisms by which
those who provide resources register
their rejection can also differ—for
example. taxpayer revoles rather than

just shifting to competitive brands. but

customers of both public monopolies

and private companies will ultimately

find wavs to force change.

The American Association of
School Administrators potnts out that
the first problem of systemic change ts
to find the system before vou fix it: “In
American education it’s become cliche
to blame ‘the system’ and demand
svstenme change, yet there is little agree-
ment as to what the system actually
looks like. Some even question whether
or not there is a system. Yet, there 15 a

svstem there. People who work in

268 * USING WHAT WE HAVE

schools increasingly sense that “every-
thing,-.sccms—conncctcd-to-cvcrything-
clse” — that therr work settings are
made up of parts that influence one

another..”

FUNCTIONS OF THE

EpucATION SYSTEM

The svstem itself—che area within
the triangle of the last chart—is com-
prised of many parts that interact. The
conrinuous process of taking in re-
sources, creating the unique educational
product of student learning, and send-
ing that product into the larger society
is carried out by subsystems. Each of
these subsystems performs a special
function. Together they determine the
output of the educational system as a
whole, that is. the quality and quantity
of student learning.

The Consortium conceptualized the
education system as consisting of eight
subsystems that should perform the
following functions:

m The governance subsystem scts goals
and accountability standards for the

education system:

B The management subsystem aligns
resources, subsystems, and organiza-
tions to meet the goals ot the
system's governors: spends resources
and monitors their expenditure:
measures svstem performance to
determine if 1t is meeting the stake-
holders’ needs. wants, and expecta-
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trons; and resolves contlicts berween
hierarchical levels:

The financing subsystem allocates
resources and provides mcentives for
the subsvstems to align thetr activi-
ties around the meeting of the

l.‘l‘lOl'l[lL‘S 11)[’ [lk‘ svstemg

The teaching and learning subsystem
delivers the service that defines the
sector's untque place m soctety:

The adaptative and innovative sub-
system counteracts tendencies ot the
other subsystems to persist rather
than change; measures pcrform.mces
of subsystems and the system as 4
whole: scans the environment for
changes in customer necds; ensures
essential R&1D): and fosters and
diffuses product1\'1t)'-cnl1;1ncing
tnnovattons;

m The hiring and purchasing subsystem
obtatns from the environment the
human and physical assets necded to
produce learning:

The outplacement subsystem ensures

that external customers—such as
colleges. emplovers, and the public—
accept the schools’ graduates and
trust that the school system has
provided these graduates with the
necessary knowledge and skills: and

The maintenance subsystem, includ-
ing personnel operations, butlding
and vehicle maintenance units, and
accounting services, provides the
internal support that keeps the

system runntny.

2ach of these functions, discussed
at length m Parc 15 not an 1solated
or disconnected actvity. Each s a
cructal part of the whole svstem, whose
results are a joint product of how well

cach of its funcerons are performed.

THE WHOLE ELEPHANT

Understanding that education 1s a
svstem has a major imphcation. Sys-
tems have integrity, and rcf-orming
subparts of systems without under-
standing thetr larger context risks
failure. The historv of reform in
education 1s largely a history of mistak-
ing parts of the K-12 education system
{or the whole. Educators, polic‘\'m.lkcrs
and the public have asually aceributed
all problems to whatever piece they
happen to know, championing solutions
that address only part of the problem,
and becoming disappointed by the
limited leverage that their solutions

turn out to have.

The Sufi tale of the three blind men
and the elephant describes the usual
pattern of educational reform. The
first blind man felt the car, exclaiming,
"It is a rough thing, wide and broad, like
arug.” The second blind man. holding
the tail said, “No, 1t is a rope.” The
third blind man, touching a tront leg,
argued, "I have the true facts. It is
mighty and firm. like a pillac.”
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As Senve savs in The Fufth Discipline,
£¢ sal ! 7
dividing an elephant m half does not
g p
produce two small clephancs: 1t
produces a mess. Leverage for change
lies tn interactions berween all parts of
the svstem and that cannot be scen from
looking onlv at the prece in one’s hands.
g onlh I
For this reason, any reform that tackles

only a piece of the problem will fail.

For decades many good ideas have
foundered because they addressed only
part of the complete system. Site-based
management, tor c.\"\mplc. can inltially
increase teacher engagement and moti-
vation, but rescarch is showing that
other conditions have to be in place for
this reform to realize its potental. In
the absence of effective governance,
Jdestructive polirics at the districe fevel
can—and often do—stmply shift to the
school level. Although site-based
management gives teachers the au-

fonomy to mnovate, (hC)' l].\\'L‘ not
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automarticallv blossomed with imnova-
tive ideas that had been thought to be
suppressed by the old svstem. For
cxample, when Austin, Texas schools
were given complete authority over their
budgets. onlv three schools out ol 16
tried anvthing new m the area of teach-
ing and learning Murnane, 1995
What is becoming apparent is that
teachers often lack knowledge of the
cducational practices that might im-
prove their school’s performance and
that the supply of productivicy-enhanc-
ing ideas is meager and usually un-

tested.

THE ICEBERG AND

UNseeN FoORCEs

Social svstems are like eebergs.
The part above the surface 15 easily
vistble but much less powerful in

defining the whole than the part below

31




THE lceBerc EFFECT
the surface. The education
system 1s no exception. The
casily observed parts of the
svstem, such as school tacili- § uiore ""“‘_/"'
tres, outcomes measured by e powerpul.
test scores, the hierarchies of
the burcaucracy s reporting

.l

relationships, and school eee e e

violence. are less powerful in more powerfinl
defining how the svstem
operates. The real drivers of
the svstem's behaviors—its

“root causcs —are less vistble:

hidden goals, community
values and standards. the
commumity s political culture, teacher soctal scrences on institutional
traditions and norms, student valucs change—1nstitutional economucs,
and beliefs, and mplicit incentives such organization theory. political science,
as performance standards. sociology, social psychology, and
. svstems analvsis—shows that actors
Inevitably, 1t 1s the parts above the '
. ' behave m accord with ther pereep-
surface that tend to draw the most

. . ttons of the msttuton’s goals:
attentron and that are the tocus of most -

- . constramts that thev face, whether
ctforts to improve schools. Getting real ) 3 .
N the form of power. information. or

skill; and intended and unintended

incentives that reward and punish

lcveragc on the svstem requires looking
beneath the surtace of what the educa-
tion system appears to be to understand

. . them for different actions. In short,
the root causes of 1ts behaviors.

thev behave in accord with che

Senge (1990} shows how "seeing framework constructed around them.

systcms m P.H‘tlflll.\r W .l'\'_\’ hclPS to see Tl]iS L‘.\'PI.NHS \\'l].\' we ihind bk‘hﬂ\'-

‘\ LY " N LFaY . . . -
beneath the surface. toral stmilarities across industries for

m Structure influences behavior. In all people who have the same responsi-
organizations. not just those m bilities,
education, when performance fails to - @ The interrelationships between
meet expectations. the tendeney 1s to people in the system control the
blame someone or something—either behavior of the system. These rela-
external forces or individuals” mis- tionships are the “operating policies™
takes. However. svstems cause their that people use to translate pereep-

own crises. The best work 1n the tions. goals, rules, and norms mto
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“In education as in other fields,
change does not necessarily mean
improvement. Determining if
change is positive requires ways of
checking performance.”

action. Those who are part ot the
svstem talk about these rules and
norms as "the wavs we do things
here.” These "operating policies™ can
impcdc improvements as when pcoplc
see themselves as relatively powerless
or threatened, which can cause them
to interact competitively. Changes i
these “policies”™ can spark dramatic
change. Because people are part of the
structure, they also have the power to
alter the structure.

m Leverage comes from new ways of
thinking, Problems within che svstem
and hopes for improvement are tied
to how thosc inside and outside of
educarion think about the system.
Understanding the structures that
cause a system's behaviors simulta-
neously reveals the real power to
change its behaviors.

Thesc ideas helped the Consortium
understand why system behaviors stay
the same and how they nught be
changed. They ottered insights into how
people who shift responsibility for
fatlures onto others. continuing actions
they know to be nelfectual, can be
mobilized to alter the svstem.
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CREATING IMPROVEMENT:
ErFfrFecTivE FEEDBACK AND

THE DyNAMIcs oF CHANGE

In education as m other tields,
change does not necessarily mean
improvement. Determining lf'clmngc 15
POSITIVE FCQUITCS Ways ol checking

pcrtorm.mcc.

EFFECTIVE FEEDBACK

Educators and policymakers nced
mechanisms to monttor the course of
change. These mechanisms, sometimes
called corrective feedback loops, operate
like heating and cooling thermostars. A
goal is set—70 degrees for a ¢k seac
or a rank of first tor American scudencs
in incernactonal achievement assess-
ments of machematics. Measures are
used to determine current perfor-
mance-—scnsors for a thermostac or
machematics teses for students. [fa gap
ts dececred between the goal and currenc
performance. corrective action Is
taken—the air conditioning switches
off or more instructional time per week
is devoted to mathematics. Gradually
performance improves—the room gets

warmer or test scores SlO\\'l\‘ move UP.

It efforts to close a gap between
mathemattes achievement goals and
students’ mathemacics performance fail,
we know that these efforts have run up
agamnst forces that keep pulling the
system back to 1ts stable state. Resis-

tance to change ts nerther capricious nor
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mystertous. [t almost alwavs arises
from chreats to cradivional wavs of
doing things. The leverage for change n
asystem lies in mtervening at the point

of these tmplicit norms and goals.

CHANGE DYNAMICS

Educators and policvmakers need
ways of “scemnyg” how different parts of
the system are interacting. Are the parts
interacting to pull che system downward
i vicious circles or to generate continu-

ous tmprovement?

Vicious circles. Not all change 1s
good. Changes introduced in the name
of reform mav actually consper -
lower school and student performance,
School districts reinforce poor pertor-
mance, for example, when untested fads
are imposed on the schools without
adequace study and craining. Nobodv
benefits from the reform, which will
likely be abandoned tn a few vears for a
lack of resules. These failures erode the
public’s performance expectations for
the system, evencually eroding the
political and financial support necessary
to the system'’s survival. Failures also
increase the natural conservatism of
tcachers, making the next change more
difficult to implement. Like all workers
responsible for creating their industry’'s
basic product, teachers are properly
wary of change. It is turbulent, and 1t
interferes with “getung che job done.”
which is how teachers are asked to

define thetr jobs and are judged. Using

merte pay tor individual teachers as an
mcentive also has negative efteces. 1t
creates rivalry amony teachers who need
to be encouraged to share 1deas about
improving student learning rather than
competing and hiding successtul

b[[‘d[CglL‘b.

The Consortium found a number of
cxamples of downward spirals in the
svstem. For example. fow quality
standards tor educational R&D help
reduce demand tor R&D by teachers,
and low demand reduces supply of
R&D. A number of factors combine to
diminish the capacity of schools to
change. These tactors explain the
puzzling observation that the frequent

“School districts reinforce poor

performance, for example, when

untested fads are imposed on the

schools without adeguate study
and training.”

changes in the education system do not
alter the fundamencal way that teaching

and learning take place.

Continuous Improvement. Changes
can reinforce each other and build, like
compound interest, to produce continu-
ous change in a positive direction. A
simple example of a virtuous circle
occurs when teachers give students

positive ateention for good work. This
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“..education lacks incentives to
develop better practices, accepted
ways to discriminate between
effective and Ineffective innova-
tions, or the mechanisms for

bringing them to scale. ”

motivates students to work harder and
to perform better. which triggers more

praise, and so on.

Comparing education and health
care reveals how poorly the education
system s structured to generate cumu-
lative improvement. Although health
care is no shining example of the
equitable delivery of services, it does
show how an dustry has been able to
steadily replace inferior practice with
better pracuice. If we are sick, 1t1s
much better to be sick in 1995 than 1t
would have been in 1900, In contrast,
education lacks incentives to develop
better practices, accepted ways to
discriminate berween effective and
ineffective innovations, or the mecha-

nisms for bringing them to scale.

Time Delays. Vircually all efforts to
change a soctal system take tume. Time
delays are the elapsed time between an
ctfort to produce a change and when the
change occurs. A familiar biological
delay occurs m the period between
cating dinnet and no longer feeling
hungry. Another example is when one
regulates the water temperature of
shower. I the water s too hot. the ¢old
water 1s turned on, but 1t will take 2
<hort time tor the effect to be telt.
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Time delavs do not matter so much for
short-term ssues. However, they are
verv important in long-term acuvitics,
such as district-wide school retorm.
Failing to anticipate the time that it
takes for chanye to be implemented and
to influence other parts of the svstem
results i “overshootmg” the goal.
premature ternunaton of the efforr,

and other imappropriate responses.

INDICATORS OF PRODUCTIVE

EDUcCATION SYSTEMS

The basic problem with the U.S.
education system appears to be its very
limited capacity to continuously im-
prove its productivity. The ltterature on
productivity, social organizations,
systems analysis, and education systems
here and abroad gave the Consortium
itial entry into this problem. Using
the concepts and insights of this
literature to solve the productivity
puzzle was hard work and often frus-
trating. However, six "signalsh or
indicators of an cducation system that
is productive emerged from the work.
These indicators are used explicitly and
implicitly to structure the subsequent

analvsis.
Focus

Actors tn a productive system set a
very limited number of tundamental
goals that are stable long enough to
achieve them. A limited number of
goals focuses the eftorts of the actors in
the svstem.




1%

U
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Alignment

Actors 1n a Produc[ivc system .1lign
or organize all of the svstem's funcuons

around the achievement of the gu.ll.\.
Internal Adaptation

Actors i a productive system
routinely establish standards tor and
measure the performances ol the magor
subsystems. Thev have corrective
mechanisms m place, which are mobi-
lized when pcrform.mcc gaps are de-

teceed.
External Adaptation

Actors in a producm'c system
monitor not only how well they are
achieving their own goals, but also what
their customers—such as the business
community or parents—want from the
svstem. They use customer feedback to

modify goals tor the svstem.
Incentives

In 2 productive system. actors who
design 1ts imcentives rely primacily on
mfresic INCCNLIVES to motivate action.
Intrinsic rewards are ones that cmerye
from the task activiey teself. Well-
destgned work activities satisfy human
needs for ortgimality, learning, collabora-

tion, role elaboration, witiative, the use

of judgment and discretion, and selt-

deternmunation. Relative to mcentives
that reward and punish, intrmsic
meentives are more effective at altering
the acticudes that underlic behaviors
and at creatng enduring commitment

to a value or action. Productive svstems

relv less heavily on legal complrance to
rules and regulations, incentives that
dertve their motive foree from the tear
of punishment, and extrngic incentives.
such as pav, promotion, and praise.
These two forms of meentives are
nceded and uselul. For example, safety
regulations are important and must be
enforced. and some jobs do not lend
themselves as casily to mtrinsic, as
opposcd to extrinste, meentives, How-
ever, these two types of incentives create
winners and losers and tend to secure
temporary compliance rather than
commitment. In educational systems,
wheee what 15 being motivated is essen-
tially an intellectual elfore, intrinsic

incentives acquire p.lrticul.u' importance.
Continuous Improvement Processes

It 1s not enough for an organization
just to meet tts original goals. Improv-
mg productivity is not a job that is
done just once. It requires continual re-
examinatton and redirection of the
systeim to meet new and higher goals.
Bcnclnn.lrking is one way to continu-
ously improve. Benchmarking combines
carcful measurement ol the
organization’s current performance with
a scarch for practices elsewhere that

generate better performance.
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The education system consists of erght interacting subsystems that sometimes
operate against one another rather than in harmony. As the U.S. Deparument of
Education noted in "Education Counts”™ "1991), " There 1s a) lack of agreement
on a conceptual model of an optmmally functioning education svstem....Agrecing on
a set of measures to describe the health of the education svstem requires broad
consensus on how the various pieces of the system (it together. That consensus 1s

clusive and certainly does not exist at prcscnt."

This section pro\'idcs much of the technical mformation underlving the
Consortium's analysis of how to improve the productivity of education. It defines
the roles of cach of the subsystems and problems tn thesc areas that alfect the

productivity of the system as 4 whole.
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These subsystems mclude the

followmy:

B Hiryg and purcl‘..l_sm\_',. Lc.lclnng and
learning, and ou[pl.lccnu‘n[ cncom-

pass the basic workilow:

B e mamncenance subsvstem Pl'()\'ld\‘.\
the mnternal services that let the

swstem conemue this process:

The adapuve and mnovative sub-
SUSTEM ¢NCOMPASSEs Wavs In which
the process can be improvcd or must
be changed in response to changes in

external requirements;

T]'\L‘ gO\'Cl'n.lnCC. ln-\n.}g(‘l“cn[. .\nd
finance subsystems steer the system
and set accountability standards for
it, ensure that the svstem meetes these
standards, and assure its solvency.

Not surprisinglv, fatlure in these
‘

subsvstems almost alwavs causes

system-wide problems.

These subsvystems are functions, not
particular work units or organizational
locattons within the svstem. Tor ex-
ample. the governance function 1s
carried out by <chool boards. lvglsl.l-
tures, and the Congress. It ts not
restricted to any one level of govern-
ment or organizational location. Simi-
larlv, the mamtenance tunction is not
just custodial services—it refers to all
the functions that get students to and
from school (transport departments);
get bills pad faccounting departments);
hire, fire, pay. and promote teachers and
staft {personnel departments); and

generally keep the svstem working.

. 'MAINTENANCE
AR A

PRESERVE AND STABILIZE

N

CoNTROL, COORDINATE, DirecT

ADAPTATION/INNOVATION

FeEDBACK, SENSE ENVIRONMENTAL
CHANGES, INNOVATE

PugrcHasiNg & HIRING | TeEAC G/LLEARNING | .

» Work FLow
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Table 3.1. The Roles of the Subsystems In Creating a Productive Education System

Subsvstems Indicators ot a Productne Education Svatem

Focus Alignment Internal External Continuous | Incentives
Adaptation | Adaptation | Improve-
ment

Governance ¢ ' ' v

Management X ‘ v

Financing 3 s

Teaching & Learning v X v

Outplacement '
N - - N g —
- Adaptation & Innovation ‘ pi'e v X
Hiting & Purchasing i v , ; v
: ! \ . _
Maintenance Y l. v v ‘ ; v

Key: 7 = primary function for the subsystem v = ancillary function for the subsystem

The Consortium examined cach of steering the system—sctiing goals,
the eight subsystems to determune their  establishing the basts for its account-
focus and alignment, how well they ability——sctting performance standards,
monitor performance and can adapt. and  resolving goal conflicts among consutu-
their capacity for continuous improve- ents, and raising and allocating re-
ment. Table 3.1 summarizes which sources.
SUbSYS[.CmS are responsible for crucial The American svstem of educational
areas of performance required to raise . o . .

governance is unique among industrial-

the productivity of the education . o
‘ 1zed countries. in that we have no

svstem. . o - .
' centralized ministry of education or
core national curriculum reinforced by a
national examination system. Since the
GOVERNANCE U.S. Constitution is silent about
- Governance is about effectiveness: cducation. the legnl oblig.ltion to
- 1 ensuring that the organization or providc public education falls to the
system 1s doing the right job. In the states, which in practice delegate the
public sector governance {legislative: responsibility to the 2.7 million mem-
i bodics. such as local school boards or bers of locally elected school boards.
the education subcommittees of the Thus. all three levels—federal, state.

U.S. Congress, arc responsible for and local—retatn a role in school
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“The United States bas less an '.
education system than a po/I'tz'az/
system that purports to provide |

education.”

governance. Each level must set goals
and qu.llm' standards. resolve contlicts
amony constituents and among them-

welves. and ratse and allocate resources.

The United States has fess an
cducation system than a polinc‘ll svarem
that purports to prondc education.
Politics. understood as the process by
which we reconcile public differences in
tnterests. preferences, and values, 15
nroper m the public sector. In all
countries the politics surrounding
education are greater than i most other
public sectors because of education’s
three main functions: socialization of
the cluld to the community and the
natton state, development of the skills
required for economically productive
actvity, and the allocation of opportu-
nity. Thus, discussions of schooling

involve pcoplc's dreams for therr

and the harmonious society. Incvitably
education becomes a magnet for wider
soctal 1ssues, such as the prevention of
crime and the enhancement of ethnic

prldc.

Health 1s another sector deeply
imvolving pco}\lc's drcams and hopes,
and polmcnl battles are fought over tts
costs and R&D priorities, But there are
Limits. Political contlicts do not attect
the technical pracuce of medicme as
much as thev do the pracuice of teach-
mg. In part, this 1s because the techni-
cal base is much less well developed n
education than in health. Accordingly,
in education technical expertise poses a
weaker barrier to the involvement of
interested parties and technical criterta a
weaker filter tor the relevance of 1ssues
that are raised (Hannaway, 1993,
Another reason is that the health sector
has more quality assessment mecha-
nisms than the education sector, allow-
g patients to relv more on mecha-
nisms such as medical tramning, licens-
ing. board certification. the Federal
Food and Drug Admuaistration, and. 1n

children and their concepts of civic dutvy

RO :

i EFFECTIVE GOALS ARE?
. B stable and unchanged unless thers is’

WHAT Do

W very limited in number (no more

IS
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EFFECTIVE
GoALS
Look LIKE?

than five and preferably fewer) to

enable focus and alignment of all

subsystems around their achievement.

Multiple goals dissipate focus and
prevent the amassing of resources
that a smaller number of goals allows
and that achieving goals at high
performance levels requires.

compelling evidence to alter the

course,

B focused on the first mission of the
sector, which is learning, not social
welfare. As the Committee for
Economic Development (1994)
argues, social services may be placed
in the schools, they may be delivered
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ﬂ.lgr.mt cases, malpractice suits o Middle East peace agreement . Public
protect therr interests, Agenda Foundation, 19941, In these

. ) e politics ot hyper-pluralism.” it 1s not
Education presents a ditferent . o f .
) surprising to find high turnover rates
picture.  School boards across the ; - -
. " S , for superintendents: thev average less
nation scem awash in bitterness «nd R =
: _ than six vears on the job. and big-city
contention as thev wrestle with diviane . N ;
, : . . superintendents average 2.3 vears. <
political and soctal agendas™  Commut- : ‘ -

tee for Economic Development. 1994 . This ugly picture shows the roots

In districts school boards, parent ot manv problems m the svstem. 74

groups. teachers untons, principals. and — svsten's governors ehange goals and muluply
administrators often organize around goals to an extent that disables the systens's .
“narrow interests, competing to intlu- accountability mechanisms. B

ence policy and trving to detlect mnita-
tives adverse to their own special
interests... in a perpetual tug-of-war Goals Are Unstable

over the issues”™ {Public Agenda Foun- . .
. \UDHE Agen The political process behind goal
dation, 1993, p.l}. Even active parents. . e ) . N
. instability is power instabilicy. Parties
who might be expected to try to protect , : ‘
.. ‘ . with the greatest power at the moment
the students’ interests. end up navigat- . -
. . _ S own the school agenda and pull it in

ing their own children through the . :
o . . the'r direction. An example is the

svsten, agitating and pressuring until 2

) . . . takeover of school boards by the ex-
specttic problem affecting their child 1s o
o . trenmust groups, who trv to bring school-
resolved and then leaving the freld. The = <
. . : . ing, such as curricula and textbooks,

sur esintendent of one district described - . .
A " ‘ into conformity with their values. As
his district as a “giant dvsfuncional _ ‘ .
. : ‘ power shifts, the new owners of the
familv.,” and a businessman compared _ .
‘ agenda tug the schools in a different

the superintendent’s task of reconciling ;
P. . . & direction. Zn fact, what may be called "school
competing interests to trving to get a - -

through the scliools, but they should learning objectives. Confusing ends monitored and creditably inter-
, not be made the responsibility of the and means also encourages goal preted.
_ \ schools. proliferation. B understood and accepted as g5

N M focused on the outcomes of the W traoslated into clear performance legitimate by all parties key to the

e sector, not on the means to achieve standards atound which teaching and achievement of the goals.

- outcomes. If goals should remain learning can be organized. These .
stable, means should remain flexible, standards can be measured so that :(
allowing educators to tespond to progress in achieving them can be =

- local conditions in meeting core
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reform " often sunply signals a shift m power
As the centers of power have mulaplied
in the soctety, this process thiows
education into constant, destabilizing
turbulence, which exacts a very high

pricc.

The basic price ot goal mstability 1s
that 1t disables the svstem’s basic
accountability mechanism, T under-
mines the system’s abilicy to montcor
performance relative to goals or to take
corrective action to close gaps between

desired and actual pcrformnnce. Imple-

menting new goals takes time. When
goals are a moving target, onc 1s never
sure whether changes 1n the system
address new priorities or are the result
of implementing old goals. Without
appropriate di.)gnostic information, any
corrective action taken will have ques-

tionable relevance.

Unstable goals exact other costs.
Unstable goals result in a continuous
sense of failure and
cynicism. because goals
change too rapidly for
people to be able to
achieve them, no
matter how hard they
try. The high turnover
rate of superintendents
stems 1n part from the
political cross-fires
that generate unstable
goals. They also reduce
the returns on invest-
ments to achieve goals
because the value of

the tnvestment is rarely realized betore
the incomplctcly unplcmcntcd program

is rcpl.tccd with a new one.

Goals Multiply

The same pohitical process that
produces unstable goals also produces
muluple goals or “goal loading.” Here
political conilict over goals s handled
not by shifing goals. but by multiplying
them. To quict “squeaky wheels™ in the
political process, a district, state, or
federal government will add regulations,
new goals. categorical programs. and
mandates. As the Commuittee for
Economic Development (1994 has
pointed out. policymakers at all levels of
government have shifted the burden of
resolving major national problems onto
the schools, using them to implement
expanding social and ideologrcal agen-
das. Goals have to be achieved in what




are alwavs limited resources and time.
As goals muluply. those responsible for
mecting them are forced to 1gnore some,
vacillate becween them, or rob Peter to
pav Paul. The fact that, in comparison
to other countries. American students
have a relacively high number of formal
instructional hours but a low number
focused on academic subjects. is prob-
ably explained by actempts of schools to
meet multple non-academic as well as
academic goals simultaneously, produc-
tng an infringement of non-academic

activitics on academic time,

Both unstable goals and muluplying
goals diffuse focus, the first by chang-
g focus rapidly in short periods of
time and the latter by asking schools to
respond to too many goals at a time.
They also result in “flavor of the
month” reform or “reform du jour.”
Research ndicates that schools caught
in constant reform turbulence pay
significant costs in terms of students’
annual learning gains (Kyle, 1993 )"
They have no stable or limited objec-
tives around which teachers and stu-
dents can consolidate their teaching and
learning efforts.

Since both unstable geals and multiple goals
make 1t 1mpossible to achieve any goal well, they

fuel a vicious circle of declning customer

expectations for the system (goal erosion ), thus

endangerng the pelinical and frnancial support

that the system needs to survive. In undermin-
ing the schools” ability to meet goals,
goal instability .nd goal loading uli-
matelv lower the expectations that
actors external to the system have for
schools and the performance standards
to which they hold them accountable.
When actors never see success because
goals are moving targets or there are too
manv goals to achieve, they begin to
lower expectations. Pcople ask increas-
ingly less of the system. An example of
goal erosion 1s least common denomina-
tor standards for the system. These
reflect not only political compromises,
but a “giving up” on getting much more
out of the svstem. The steady down-
ward spiral leading to lower and lower
expectations (goal erosion) particularly
damages the financial and political
support that the system needs to
persist.

The failure of the system'’s gover-
nors to build a stable consensus around
a limited set of goals, thus taming
otherwise lethal political conflicts,
reflects Americans’ deep ambivalence
about government. The nation simulta-
neously wants government to solve its
problems and does not trust it. Thus,
we design our governance structures to
prevent a concentration of power, (n the
process making leadership difficult to
exercise, We have what we apparemly

* Kvle . 1993 compares the annual, average learning gains for students in three tvpes of schools: <1 these

engaged 1n svstemic reform for the previous 3.5 vears:

those engaged 1n multple and transienc reforms for

the previous 3-§ vears: and 3 “bustness as usual “schools that ¢latm no reform effarts. Tvpe 1 schools had
four tmes the annual learning gains ol the tvpe 2 schools. tvpe 3 schools had twice the annual learning gains

ot the tvpe 2 schools
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“..we bave a governance system
that deliberately and intentionally
diffuses and confuses responsibil-

ity. Being responsible for every-
thing and to everybody, the gover-

nance system, in practice, becomes

responsible for nothing.”

want: a governance svstem that 1s not
focused on working to make the schools
better, but on processing conflicting
demands trom different groups and
creating attractive nuisances on which
groups can focus their energies and
resources. In other words, we have a
governance system that deliberately and
mtentionally diffuses and confuscs
responsibility. Being responsible for
everything and to everybody. the gover-
nance svstem, in practice, becomes
responsible for nothing.

These political contlicts have
become worse as the country has
changed. Earlier in this century the
nation absorbed newcomers by teaching
them how to fit in. and the “common
school” was part of this nationalizing
process. State schools were a source of
social coheston, and therr goals were
defined by value-homogencous power
structures to which newer arrivals
asptred. Today asstmilation (s often

seen as a form ol cul[ur.\l cocrcton, .md

42 * USING WHAT WE HAVE

groups are encouraged to mamtain
some allegrance to their native cultures
and languages. Whatever the merits of
this position. it ¢clearly muluplies the
special interests brought to the educa-
tional table “Ravitch, 1993

)‘I’I{’f‘gt’l'l'r”ll”l'l' 15 ’/,'{ 5’:‘["/’{;’ ”Iff/.'l”ll.)'lll
of the svstem, the. farlure of governance affects all
0’/){" 51(/’{\'5’[‘”/5 m ”Il{/ﬂ" l”h{ ”I:gll/”'{' H'l{l'f.
Absent reform of the governance function,
reforms of other subsystems will have only
diminished or ne 1mpact on the svstem's
performance. The Consortium agrees
with the Committee for Economic
Development {1994) and with the
governance task force of the Twentieth
Century Fund (1992 that. although
issues such as choice, school-based
management, higher standards of
teacher preparation, or student assess-
ment arc important, these reforms will
have only limited impact snless and unnl
severe governance problems are addressed. The
responsibility of the system’s governors
is to steer and periodically to check the
compass to ensure that the ship is going
in the right direction. What they have
gtven us is a ship that changes direction
every other mile and that 1s so over-
loaded with freight that 1t wallows in
the waves. Training the ship’s ofticers
or rearranging how statf are managed

will not solve these problcms.
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m The system’s governors change goals and multiply goals to an
extent that disables the system’s accountability mechanisms.

Since both unstable goals and multiple goals make it impossible to
achieve any goal well, they fuel a vicious circle of declining cus-

tomer expectations for the system (goal erosion), thus endangering
the political and financial support that the system needs to survive.

Since governance is the steering mechanism of the system, the
failure of governance affects all other subsystems in major and

.m . Absent reform of the governance function, reforms of other
subsystems will have diminished or no impact on the system’s

| | MANAGEMENT
4

It the role of governance is to
define the right job, the role of manage-
ment is to get the job done right. The
managers of the education system
include principals at the site level,
superintendents and other officials at
the district level, state department
administrators, and officials in the U.S.
Department of Education. Collectively
these officials arc responsible for
organizing resources and subs‘vstcms to
meet che goals of the system’s gover-
nors, spending resources and monttor-
ing expenditures. establishing and
managing measurcs of the systcm's
performance, and resolving contlices
amony ditferent [evels of the organiza-
tion.

The governance problems of the
system serious|v affect its management.
Unstable goals and multiple goals make 1t
wmpossible to align subsvstems around goal
achievement, leading to wasted resources.
The absence of shared goals also makes
it difficule for the muleiple lavers of
Inanagers to sct priorities among
contlicting objectives.

Goal proliferation also expands the middle
management and support staff required to
administer the many programs and regulations
that multiple goals spawn. Expanded middle
management drains resources from the
school and fragments scrvices. It
encourages an upward rather than
outward orientation on the part of staff
at the school level that screens out

customers of the svstem and technical
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knowledge available ourstde of the image of Principal as Burcaucrat, that
burcaucracy. It focuses attention 1t image would have been invented”
management and school levels on con- Cuban, 1986).

forming to regulations tather than on

Table 3.2 shows the distribution of

education. “Job descripuons for princi- _ . -
] P P teaching and non-teaching statf for all

pals invariably lean heavily upon manage- o
. : R - levels of education -\prcschool. clemen-
rial duttes that carry ourt the intentions

: tary and secondary, and postsecondary)

of the school board and superinten- . .
P Tor all levels the United States has the

dent.... Policy manuals listing all the . .
lowest teaching to non-teaching staft

district's rulcs and pmudums seldom . . . .
. ) \ ratio of the nie industrialized coun-
remain out of the reach ot a prmapal s

arm. If no one had even heard about the

Table 3.2. Comparative Percent of Educational Staff by Tunction and Ratios of
Teachers to Non-Teaching Staff for All Levels of Education

- |
Country Percent of Total Staft’ Ratios
Teachers® Pedagogic | Support Teachers/ Teachers/
Seaff Staff* s %Pedagogxc _ _ggfiaglc‘)'gxcm
- Sraff + Support
e 1o ot Suff
United States 43.6 242 " 33.9 18 0.75:1
Australia® 69.1 7.1 28.6 L 9.7:1 Lol
Japan - " £ 774 - 216 . 34l
Belgium 30.0 10.0 10.0 P81 !
-, - n-ﬁ-"-,&cf,? é %
K24
Denmark“ "\?“" 57.0 . 281 15.8 | 2.1 L3
60.0 10.0 1 - | 1511
70.4 73 145 bo1o.s:d ;3511
—— - - + —
leand L 608 19.2 - b i.55:1

Seurce Table P31, pp. 176-177. Edwation at a (. fance OLCD Indiators, Paris: Qrganization for Econorni e
operation and Dcvclopnu nt. 1995

- ' ‘The percents for different vategorres of sl do not alwavs add to 100 for reasons of rounding error.

“Teachers arc defined as those whose professional actavity involves transmutting knowledye, attitudes, and
kalls serpulated o tormal curric ulum to students enrolled 10 a tormal educational institution.

Pedagogic sttt includes principals, headinasters. saperviare. counselors, psychologtsts, Tibrartans, cte.

*Support staff includes clencal personnel. bulding operations and maintenance personnel, {ood support

workers, ¢tv.

‘Teachces include principals. deputs prinapals.and <entor teachers mainly involved 1n administranse tasks.

“Princtpals and vice-principals are ivluded in “teachers ', other statt, in “support statt.”
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tries for which we have data. The ratio
ot teachers to the combined non-
teaching statt cadministrators and
support staffy is 0.75 teacher to one
non-teaching statt member, whereas the
other countries have from about 1.5, 2,
3, or 4 teachers per non-teachinyg statt

member.

International data do not vet exist
on the ratios of teachers to non-
teaching statt ac che elementary/second-
ary level alone. Obviously countries
differ in the contribution of each level
of education to the numbers in Table
3.2, some having more preschool staff
and others more higher education staff.
The ratios of teachers to non-teaching
staff also differ by level. For example.
for the United States in 1952 at the K-
12 level, teachers constituted 52 per-
cent of the total staff: non-teaching
staff, 48 percent; ac the higher educa-
vion level, faculey constituted 36

percent; non-teaching statf, 64 percent.

Table 3.2 is nonetheless very reveal-
ing. For all countries the elementary and
secondary level represents the lon's share of staff-
-in the United States, for example, this
level contributes about 75 percent to
the total staff for a// levels of education.
Thus, for all countries the numbers in
Table 3.2 dlsproportlonatelv reflect the
ratios of teaching to non-teaching staft
at the elementary and secondary level.

As simply a hypothctical EXCrCise,
the ratios of teaching to non-teaching
staff chat prevail for all levels of educa-

tion for other countries can be JPP[!CC[
to the U.S. K-12. For the country that
has the closest ratto to the United
States of teaching to non-teaching statt
Denmark ', 265,000 non-teaching statt
could be saved —or. if these slots were
converted mnto teaching slots, about
three teachers per public elementary and
secondary school could be added. For
the country with the ratio that ditfers

the most from the United Staces

. .the United States égzs the
/owzst teaching o nori-teaching
staff ratio of the nine

S amS A e e

zﬁdustrza/z od countrics, . .
B! X W

(Belgium), 1.3 million non-teaching
staff could be saved, or. it these slots
were converted to teaching slots, over
15 teachers per clementary and second-
ary school could be added. Whether
converting non-teaching statf slots into
teaching slots would increase or reduce
the total staft bill depends on the
relative prices ot administrators, sup-
pore staff. and teachers.

The management pattern that prevails in
American education scparates responsibility for
student learming from the authority to make the
decistons needed to meet this respousibility.
Teaching and learning occur at the
school level, and teachers and schools

are held accountable for che resultes.
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However, individual schools have licele and productivity improvement. Two of

control over cheir own resources and these criteria, etficiency and producuv-

enjov licele autonomy. Compared with ity, imply lodging more decision-making
13 other nations, the United States at the school level than now exists.

ranks next to last in the percentage of .
. This management pattern corre-
decisions made at the school level. It has .
- A sponds to concepts of stte-based or
by far the largest percent of decisions . .
‘ s o school-based management. Evideace 1s
made at the district level, and is joined : - .
. accumulating, however, that the gains
by onlv two other nations 1n having Lt N
’ S . S expected from site-based management
none of the many important decisions . <
! are undercuc by failing co address

made at the national level. : SO

problems 1n other parts of the system.

Ironicallv, most Americans do not ..
- . W Sicte-based management does not
approve of the l.u'ge bureaucratic .
) necessarily protect the school trom
structure of public schools. Although R L .
. the goal instability and goal loading

the United States ranks near che bot- _ , : .
. . associated with governance failures.
tom in terms of the authority granted . .
o g . In cthe absence of a clear misston for
to the schools, it is at the very top in . .
the school, the destructive polmcs at

the percentage of the population who

. ° . the discrice level can—and often
thinks that it is very important for i .

do—simply shift to the school level
(Hill, Foster, Gendler, 1990;

Hannaway, 1993 ).

decisions to be made by the schools
themselves {OECD 1995 p. 66).

We can use four criteria tor judging B Site-based management inttally

the allocation of management responsi- increases teachers’ engagement and

bilities: efficiency. accountability, equity,

Ficure 3.2: DecisioN MaAKING AT ScHooL LEVEL
(PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO THOUGHT IT WAS *“VERY IMPORTANT”
FOR DECISIONS TO BE MADE BY SCHOOLS THEMSELVES)

. AveRace or

OTHER CouNnTRIKS

- Uwnitzo States

SusskcTs Tive Teacuen TeAcHER
Taueur TauGHT Tauaur SELECTION Par

Source: OFCD, Educatton At a Glance, 1995, Table C-27, pp 06.
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motivatton. However, sustaining this
inttial enthustasm requires answering
the question, “Management to what
end?” Site-based management does
not substitute for the lack of stable,
limited, and well-defined goals for
the school. Defining the school’s
mission clearly allows the organiza-
tron of management time around
these goals and bounds the arena {or
deciston-making, thus imiting the
intruston of site-based management
l‘L‘SPOl].\lbill[iL‘s into time that should
be reserved for teaching and learning.
m Site-based management does not
produce the expected productivity
improvements. Many education
reformers assume that command-and-
control management prevents teachers
from using their beteer teaching
practices and that site-based manage-
ment will “release” this knowledge.

In fact. observations of teacher
management meetings reveal that
teachers lack knowledge of the
educational practices that might
improve the school's pcrformancc.
Accordingly, the agendas of these
meetings tend to drift into non-
academic and administrative matters,
such as problems with the Xerox

machine  Hannawav. World Bank

seminar. 19945,

“.site-based management cannot

overcome failures in other parts of

the educational system.”

These disappomnting productivity
results probablv reflect m pare chat
schools and workplaces are not well
structured to facilitate learning by
teachers. (See the discussion of teach-
ing and learning, below.) They may
reflect the newness of the chance to
innovate.and theretore lags in teachers’
demand for better practices. They
certainly retlect problems with the
nation’s knowledge supply. In part
because teachers’ demand for innova-
tions is low, the nation’s capacity to
innovate, its mechanisms for diffusing
innovations, and its quality standards
for innovations are sertously underde-
veloped. (Sce the discussion of adapta-
tion and innovation, below.) Again,
site-based management cannot over-
come fatlures in other parts of the

educational system.
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m  Unstable goals and multiplying goals make it impossible to align
subsystems around goal achievement, resulting in wasted resources.

m Goal proliferation expands middle management and support staff,
the special programs and web of regulations that multiple goals
spawn requiring more people to administer them. Expanded
middle management diverts resources from the school.

m The typical management pattern in American education separates
responsibility for student learning from the authority to make the
decisions needed to meet this responsibility.

FINANCE | oot !
. | A~

The u.s. : Mancgenent - , P
Constitution T ey
Lo o NOZRANL &

allocates respon- | fehog Ovploamens
sibility for | s !

education to the
states rather than the federal govern-
ment. and most of the funding for
cducation 1s accordingly generated at
state and local levels. In 1990-91, for
example, 94 percent of the funding for
K-12 education came from state and
local governments; only 6 percent came

from the federal government.

The responsibility for funding
public education has traditionally fallen
mainly to state and local governments,
which provided 90.7 percent of all
funding for education in 1991-92.
,’\CFOSS states, tl]L‘ state gU\ ronment
share of school funding averaged 46.4
percent in 1991-92, but ranged from a
high of 0.3 percent 1 Hawarti to a low
of 8.7 pereent in New Hampshire. The

variation n pcr-pupll spending 1s abso
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great. In 1991-92, average per-pupil
spending nationally was §5,421, varying
from a low of $3.040 in Utah to a high
of $9.317 in New Jersev. An equally
large variation in per-pupil spending
extsts within states, largely retlecting
variation among school districes in their
CJP'&CI[‘\' (O raisc IOCJI revenucs. In arceds
of high poverty, districts are unable to
generate enough funds to provide «
basic level of public education.

Although money 15 a powerful ncentive,
gt’l’t’fﬂ(”'.f ﬂ”d ”Id”t{g{'f.f rﬂr('/}' ”S{'_/;”ﬂ”l'll{g e
create ticentives for schools 10 1mprove therr
productrvrty. Money is rarely used to
stimulate more productive expenditures
of resources. In one sense. this is
surprising: with annual bills running at
about $285 biflion for the nation or at
an average of almost $6 billion per state
or at $ 1.5 billion per school day, those
who tinance the svstem should have an
interest in improving the svseem’s

productiviey.
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In another sense, it 1s not surpris-
ing. The conditions necessary tor using
ﬂnancing to encourage producti\-ity are
only mimimally in place. One condition
Is COST accounting systems in districts
that clearly show the tull costs of cach
activity, such as the full costs of a
special program in the schools.
second condition 1s clear and limited
goals around which to organize incen-
tives. The mstability of goals and their
proliferation make it very ditficult to
target funding. A third condition is the
existence of a knowledge base that those
expected to respond to the incentives
can use to meet productivity goals.
Improving productivity requires a much
better understanding than now exists
about the relationships between inputs
and outcomes (what arc known techni-
cally as “education production func-
tions™).

The current systent for raising and
allocating resources creates sertous mequities n
the resources avarlable at the scbool level
Historically, the equity standard. as
delineated by the courts, has been stated
in terms of reducing disparitics in per-
pupil spending across districts. This
focus on per-pupil spending (equal per-
pupil inputs), is problematic in an
education system now trying to empha-
stze ceducattonal outcomes. It costs
more per pupil to bring students from
low sociocconomic backgrounds to
aceeptable levels of educational achiceve-
ment. This variation in costs assoctated
with equitable chances to attain mini-

mum cducational outcomes should be

corporated mto the equity standard,
but establishing such formulas in
reliable wavs requires a better under-
standing of input-output connections
than we now have.

Compllcating the discussion of
remedies of mequuities 1s the view that
money does not matter. Part of the
Opposition to spcnding money to offser
disparities stems trom reasonable
skepticism about whether additional
money will solve the problem. For vears
the public has observed that increasing
the money spent on cducation has not
increased student test scores. The
problem is with identifying a wise use
ofmoncy. One high-expenditure
district can be performing well; another,

poorly. Why?

"‘.*

. “fbr years the public bas oéscrvzz{

-

/éat increasing the money .spmt on

4'*,_£

> m’um’tzon éa's not increa. b dmt
é}* :ﬁs.,"»"g‘, PN e _‘u g, s

:!e.s‘t sror:.s'. } T ée ﬁroﬁem wzté _

As already noted, the finance system
currently does not focus on school and
district performance and thus creates no
incentives to analvze and understand the
sources of high versus low performance.
This ts another example of how produc-
tivity tmprovement 1s not a goal for the
K-12 system. However, not understand-
tng the relattonships berween inputs and
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outcomes 1s not only an mmpediment to
the etficient expenditure ol resources.

[ also prevents emprrically-based
estimates of whar is rcqulrcd to cqu.llllc
opportunities to learn among students
from vascly different homes and com-
munities, leavmy the resolution of the

question to tdeology nd power politics.

As an open svstem, public education
depends for its contmued survival on
satstving groups that provide 1ts
political and financial support. 7k
system’s lack of attentien to these groups - see
discussion of export or outplacement
subsvstem, below? contributes 10 the

declimng willtngress of taxpayers to merease

spendmg ont educarron. Goal loading by the

system'’s governors has fiscal conse-
quences, in that it often drives up local
taxes. Combined with the downward
sprral of increasingly lower expectations
that unstable and multiple goals set in
motion, and a general reluctance to pay
more taxes, taxpavers arc less willing to
pay for education.

Reflectrve of multiplying goals, money 1s
used to promote specral purpose programs, such
as educating the handicapped and other
soctal mandates.  These programs aiffase
focus at the school level and drvert resources from
the school's core function and front the majority
of students who do not recerve these specal

services, For example, the federal law,
F
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Individuals wich Disabilicies Act, has
put scrious pressure on the financing
svstem for K-12 education. One
problem s simply that, as noted carlier,
programs for students with special
needs are expensive. New York City, for
example, pavs nearly three tmes the
cost ol educating a special education
student as for a child in che regular
cducation program. A second problem
1s that the services tor spectal education
students are often viewed by
policvmakers and the courts as entitle-
ments while programs for students
without disabilities are seen as more
discretionary. Thus, the law creates
perverse incentives for local school
districes to classify more students as
special education students than educa-
tionally warranted in order to get more
funds. \When these factors are com-
bined wich the reluctance of taxpavers
to fully fund the needs of all students,
students without disabilities are likelv
to be educationally shortchanged
relative to students with special needs.




Although money is a powerful incentive, gOVErnors and managers
rarely use financing to create incentives for schools to achieve
explicit goals, such as using resources more effectively.

m The current system for raising and allocating resources creates
serious inequitics in the resources available at the school level, but
our lack of attention to the relationships between inputs and
outcomes leaves us unable to differentiate damaging inequities

from harmless differences

@ The system’s lack of attention to its customers, especially the
taxpayers, contributes to the declining willingness of taxpayers to

increase spending on education.

m Moneyis used to promote special purpose programs that diffuse
focus at the school level and divert resources from the school’s core
function and the majority of the student body not receiving those

special services.

TEACHING AND LEARNING

This is where the work gets done rather than mdustry-wndc.

thac defines the unique place of the An astonishing number of factors
education system. I the system fails at coalesce to create schools that fail to
this level, it fails overall. This sub- learn and improve—t.c.. that “learn co
system has three central problems. stay the same.”

Schools are siructured to remnforce cont'nu- @ Unstable goals and multiple goals
18y, Hot CORTINUOHUS nprovenent. Dcspxtc encourage those rcsponsiblc for
literally hundreds of reform ctforts over teaching and learning to ignore
the vears. the core technology of the external demands in order to mect
tcaching and learning process has not their primary responsibilitics.
really changed in a century. There s .

- & : _ m A web of top-down regulations
constant change m schools, but it tends

& created by managers excernal to the
to be cphcmcral and at the margins. : i
a s school marginalize the effects of
Individual teachers and schools nnovate L : .
variations in management within the
and improve crudent learnmy. but these - .
: school. The cffect of these strictures
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successcs are fragile and idiosyncratic.
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“Despite literally bundreds of
reform efforts over the years, the
core technology of the teaching and |
learning process has not really
changed in a century, There is
constant change in schools, but it
tends to be epbemeral and at the

margins.”

is to reward compliance, removing or
limiting teachers” initiative and
responsibilities for improving their
teaching practices. This hicrarchical
relationship between schools and
management is reproduced and
reinforced by the prevailing relation-
ship between teachers and students at
the classroom level. Teacher-centered
struction (“chalk and talk™}, the
prevailing mode of instruction,
defines the role of che student as
passive learncr who looks upward to
experts for “answers.” This teacher-
student relationship 1s reinforced by
teachers” own vears as students, vears
that create tndelible mental models of
what teaching should look like.

m Conventional curricula encourage
conventtonal wavs of thinking.
Although there are significant cfforts
to improve curricula, the learning
programs still tend to be fact-ori-
ented, compartmentalized, and
fragmented. Thus, students do not

develop scnse-making and problem-
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solving capacities or abilities to see
alternative perspectives and whole
stories. Teachers, who work daily in
this curricular environment, lose the
habits of thought and creativiey

needed to improve the school.

Feedback mechanisms within the
teaching protession that let teachers
benchmark and improve their pertor-
mance are poorly developed. As
shown earlicr. a feedback loop re-
quires goals, measures to detect gaps
between performance and goals, and
mechanisms for closing gaps. The
first problem is goals for teaching
(standards of good teaching). These
arc only now being defined: the
National Board of Professtonal
Teaching Standards is conceptualizing
and developing measures of what
constitutes good teaching for differ-
ent age groups of students and
ditfercnt subjects. The other prob-
lem 1s the means of correcting poor
teaching performance. The profes-
sional development of teachers is
poorly aligned wich teaching perfor-
mance, operating as a ricual means to
salary increases rather than as a means

to suppott umproved teaching,

B The lack of evaluation and other

quality controls on practices mar-
keted as “beteer practiccs" undercuts

teacher demand for innovartions.

m The technically weak pre-service

training that many teachers recerve
feaves them without an analvtic
framework for makimg a sclective and
~ffective use of innovations, further




diminishing their demand for this
knowledge. Also, as Albert Shanker,
President of the Amertcan Federation
of Teachers. wrote in T#r New Jork
Times, "Almost everv other profession
has a better system of mduction for
new members than teachers.. 1
teaching 1s ever to be a protession n
the sense that medicine and Law are,
beginning teachers need a chanee to
learn what constitutes good practice
with the help of accomphished col-
leagues mstead of being forced to
t-igure everything out for themselves.”
(Shanker, 1995)

The organization of work and norms
that govern teachers’ professional
relationships undercut the collabora-
tive work that can umprove teaching
and learning. The usual organization
of teaching of onc teacher to a
classroom excludes the learning
possibilitics and formal feedback
that team teaching or team prepara-
tion can providc. Reintorcing solo
work are the norms that govern
teachers’ profcssmml relactonships.
These norms (c.g., Little and
McLaughlin, 1993 are “hands-oft”
in terms of one another’s profes-
stonal practices, any other stance
being construed as an invasion of
classroom privacy.

m Working and instructional hours
virtually preclude the levels of dailv
preparation. student feedback. colle-
gial coardmation. and professional
learning requited ta mamtan and

Improse teachers pvrfnrltmm'c\.

Contrary to popular belief. not only
are American students in school more
hours a dav . sce Figure 1.1 on page
18 . American primary and secondary
teachers spend more hours in the
classroom per week and per vear than
most other countries where teaching
hours arec measured. For 16 OECD
countries, U.S. primary school
teachers are se -ond onlv to the
Netherlands i the number of hours
in the classroom per vear: our junior
and sentor high school teachers are
second only to Turkev in terms of
teaching hours { Education at a Glance:
OFCD Indicators, Larts: 19955, In 2
serics that looks at 19 countries
{Nelson and O'Brien, 1993), the
number of teaching minutes per weck
for primary school teachers ranges

from 1000 minutes for Japan to
1330 for the United States—a
difference of 10 instructional hours

per week. Ar the primary level,
American teachers have the second
highest number of required working
hours ' classroom + non-classroom
hours . per week of the 19 countries;
at the secondary level, they have by
far the highest. Unlike tcachers in
comparator nations, American teach-
ers also have to use some of their
non-classroom tune on non-instruc-
tional actvities such as lunch. recess.
and study-hall supervisory duties, sull
further reducing the non-classroom
time available for preparing lessons,
grading papers. and working with
colleagues.
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The Public Agenda Foundation
[993

v .prcssurc-cookcr environment with

found that teachers worked in a

hicele tme to share resources, informa-
tion, and experience amony themselves.
Teachers, as they deseribed it were
locked into a stressful sttwation for
many hours and then released to go
home. There was little opportuniey to
retlect on the dav and to draw on the

experiences of colleagues.” p.§.

The sncentives i scbools and classreoms

neither 1spire maximum and sustamed effort
from students, teackers, and administrators nor
drect and focus therr efforts around what stould
be the essential mussion of the scheol: tacking
and learming. Principals. teachers. stu-
dents, and parents are co-producers of
student learning. The role of incentives
in the school is to mobilize the cfforts

A school is not only a WOrép/aft.
It is @ communal gnd a

socializing institution, its mission
being to prepare the young

for buman society.”

of all partics around learning. Incentive
issues wichin the school differ from
those between the school and parents,
and only 1ssues within the school are
discussed here. The school-parent
relattonship o diseussed ina later

section.
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Studies show imporran differences
in how zoned comprehensive high
schools, public magnet schools, and
Catholic schools motwvate their mem-
Lers and structure relationships among
members. These differences are
strongly related to Jdifferences in norms
and values that arise out of the larger
communitv and the educational bureaa-
cracy. Motnational difterences are
correlated wich differences tn student
outcomes .y, Hilt et al. 1990: Brvk,
et al, 1993,

A school is not only & workplace. Tt
is a communal and a socializing nstiru-
tion, its mission being to prepare the
vouny for human society. “Socializa-
tion” includes the acquisition not just
of knowledge and skill, but also of
values and acceprable patterns of
behavior toward others. The deep
politiaizarion of ¢ducation attests 1o
this broader role of the school: parents
and the community care about the
values manifest i che scnool because it

bridues the famule and the larger soqiety.

Catholic high schools and public
magnet schools tend to organize around
more shared goals, thus productng more
communal relationship patterns. Com-
prehensive kigh schools tend to orga-
mize around mdmidualsstic and compeu-
rive tnterests and the admintstratne and
burcaucratic interests of external
funders and regulators. These ortenta-
tions reduce the number of common
goals around which principals, teachers,

and students can organize therr jomt
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cfforts  Brek. et al., 19935, Tocus
sutfers. and so does the commiument of
the members of the school to cach other

and to the CRTETPIISC.

The communal funceion of schools
implics judging a student’s academic
performance partly on awillimgness to
commit one's best etforc—rto work
toward the goals of the community.
And in fact the prevailing motivational
pattern in Catholic schools seems to be
that “No one fails here who works
hard.”  Comprehensive high schools
organized around individualistic values
tend to have a sorting perspective:

“Some will fail here no matter what they

do,” a view stressing inherent ability as
opposed to effort and inevitably alienat-
ing some number of students (and
those who teach them) from the school.
The motivational patterns of these
schools, which often serve fanulics of
higher socto-cconomic status, reflect
what the competitive parents of these
students want.

Some comprehensive schools tend
to convey a view that “No onc fails here
who shows up” Brvk, et al,, 1993},
This motivational pattern reflects a
burcaucratic orientation and, unfortu-
nately, since manv schools displaving
this view tend to serve families of lower
socto-economic status, a silent con-
spiracy of low academic expectations for
students berween the school and the

P.ll‘L‘h(S.

Fhese differences i prevatling

n\()[l\.ltl\)l’hll p.u(crns Sh(\\\‘ ll“ mn

“Some comprebensive schools tend
to convey a view that ‘No one farls
here who shows up.” This motiva-

tional pattern reflects a burean-

cratic orentation ... and a silent
conspiracy of low academic expec-
tations for students between the

school and the parents.”

ditferences in how the teaching and
learning function is treated. Compre-
hensive schools tend to assume that the
child is an adult capable of making
academic decisions and therefore
accountable for those decisions. A
fatlure to choose wisely is seen as the
student's individual fatlure. In contrase,
magnet and Catholic schools tend to
have centripetal curricula chat draw all
students toward learning certain core
skills and perspecuves. The strong
emphasis on a common core of aca-
demic experience and only modest levels
of student chotce attenuate some of the
powerful difterentiating influences at
work in comprehensive public schools.
In these schools, greater curricular
choice reinforces prior in,quities, m
that less advantaged students are more
likely to choose nonacademic over

academic courses.

As soctalizing and communal

mstitutions, schools are expected to
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attend to the moral values and behaviors
of children. Although public schools
have extensive codes of conduct and
elaborate systems for adjudicating
misconduct, they are relatively silent
about anv larger socialization goals,
Public schools often look like Grant's
(1988 portrait of a comprehensive
high school, where the central norm s
learning how to manipulate the rules to
maximize self-interest. Lightfoot
(1983) describes an affluent suburban
public high school where the primary
emphasis was on individual success,
defined as academic achievement now in
order to ensure economic success later.
By contrast, Catholic schools aggres-
sively mold students’ actitudes and
values. emphasizing sccular echics of
honesty, reliability, fairness, and respect
for others, the adults in the schools
being expected to shape adolescent lives
through personal interaction and
individual example.

The factors that create schools that stay the
same, thetr prevailing incentive regimes, and
lagpe-scale socral forces (such as the increasing
labor force parncipation by mothers) marginalize
parents as co-producers of their children’s
learning. Parents’ levels of commitment
to the school affect those of their
children. Parents are shut out and shut
themselves out of the school, creating a
vicious circle. The top-down control of
schools encourages school staft to look
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up rather than out, leaving parents with
the (valid) sense that they have to take
on the whole bureaucracy to get any-
thing done and sometimes producing
what to those within the system scem to
be excessive attacks. Since top-down
management linues the authoriey and
discretion of teachers, 1t simultancously
fimues parental power and therefore
commitment . Teachers wich licele
discrevion within the school can do
little to accommodate the different
nceds of parents.

However, parents also shut them-
selves out, a lack of time being one root
cause. Today many more mothers work:
both mothers and fathers are working
longer hours and commuting longer
distances; and the growth in single-
parent fanilies means more households
with no second adult to share the work.
The result has been what is often called
“burden shifting,” parents implicitly
wanting the school to take care of their
children without bothering them too
much. Parental resistance to homework
ts an example. This attitude interacts
with top-down control in a vicious
circle: when teachers reach out to
parents, they get lictle response; when
parents reach out to the school. they hit
a vertical wall.
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m Schools are structured for continuity rather than for continuous

improvement.

m The incentives in schools and classrooms do not inspire maximum
and sustained effort from students, teachers, or administrators or
direct and focus their efforts around what should be the essential
mission of the school: teaching and learning.

- Factors within and outside of the educational system marginalize
* parents as co-producers of their children's learning.

- Ry

“

ADAPTATION AND INNOvAaTION @ National and state assessments of

This subsystem counteracts the student learning are in place. De-

tendencics 0(0[1’18[‘ Subsystcms to SCrlPthC statistics on the system are

persist rather than change. It measures constantly tmproving. However, there

the performances of subsystems and the
svstem as a whole: it supports mecha-
nisms (such as benchmarking) which
encourage schools and policymakers to
aspire to and achieve the highest stan-
dards; 1t scans the environment for
changes in customer needs; and 1t
fosters and diffuses productivity-
enhancing innovations.

Unfortunately, the education system

does a poor job of assessing why, when,
and how it needs to change. As a result,
schools and other units in the system
etther stay the same or change for the
wrong reason.

This subsystemt 1s very undeveloped, a fact
that belps explain why the system 15 not showing
strong productivity garns.

is litcle measurement of the perfor-
mances of most subsystems, such as
governance or management. Even
subsystems as unglamorous as hiring
and purchasing and maintenance
should be measured, process comple-
tion times, quality, and costs being
pedestrian but basic. Policymakers do
not make cffective use of increasingly
available international comparisons.

m The lack of feedback trom the
system’s customers other than
postsecondary education undermines
the system’s ability to detect changes

in external needs.

W Improvement processes that are
becoming standard in the privace
sector. such as benchmarking, are
rarely used. Conducted properly.
benchmarking 1s a powertul strategy
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Positive incentives to supply and
demand knowledpe about better

pmm'[e are missing.

tor locating and importing world

class standards, wherever thev occur,
For example, Convex Computer
analvzed the facilities management of
Disnev World to learn about best
practices; Nerox selected L.L. Bean as
best-mn-class i the warchousing and
materials-handling function to
Improve its own warchousing opera-
tions: Corning Glass, which has a
manufacturing unit designed to meet
customers’ emergency needs, analvzed
best-in-class hospital emergency
wards to understand how to organize

teams for crisis work.

@ R&D mnvestments in education are

minuscule relative to recurrent costs
and relative to R&D imvestments m
private sector industries and other
public sectors. ., See Figure 1.3 on
page 21.% The mvestments whieh are
made are quite inetfective m terms of
tmproving industry-wide pracuces.
Positrve incentaves 10 supphy and demand
knowledge about better practice are mussing.
Comparisons to the incentives in the
health sector are revealing and sobering.
In health. the soctery and patients rev cal
unbounded evpectations for—and
conlidence mn—medical R&D. as
cvidenced by conttnued higher funding
levels For the Nattonal Institutes of
Health and tor vartous “wars”™ o dread

Jiseases.
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The Profl‘ssmml and financral
rewards for medical innovation are many
and potent, mcluding Nobel Prizes.
prestigious protessorships, and finan-
crally attractive patents. The costs of
mnotvations, unless designated experi-
mental, are covered by third party
pavments @ nsurance ;. providing mcen-
tives for hospit‘ll.\ to purchase new
technoloyies and tueling a4 compeutive
dvnamic that acts to diffuse mnovations
through medical institutions. Doctors
have ncentives to seck out new knowl-
edge. Although it works crudely, therr
payv svstem rewards knowledge and skill,
and staving up to date helps doctors
reduce their vulnerability to financial
loss through legal sutts for negligent
practice. And pre-service and n-service
medical training programs have mcen-
tves to incorporate new knowledge into
the teaching curriculum. Since leading
rescarchers and specralists staft the
academic medical centers, best practices
quick’y become incorporated mto
current definitions of acceptable medi-
cal traming, and doctors’ demand for
up-to-date knowledge encourages
continuous traintng that teaches best

practice.

Some incentives in health work too
well 7e.g., every hospital buvs an MR1
mstead of pooling resources and use®;
others. not well enough “e.g.. many
doctors fal to keep up in their ficlds).
However, they interlock to generate a
relatively steadv demand for and supply
o new knowledge and better practice.

The carhier analvsts of factors that




combine to create schools that stav the
same is an analvsis of a sector with weak
or no demand for knowledge and
mnovation. On the
supply side, education
has manv ideas. bur a
weak technical base—n
other words, not much
of a cumulative body of
tested and commonly
accepted knowledge and
practice.

Schools structured to
stay the same and low
standards for innovations
combine in a vicious cirele o
underent the supply and
demand for innovations. As
the discussion of
teaching and learning
showed, there are few
incentives in schools to
seek information about
better practices.

As damaging, there are virtually no
quality controls on 1n ovations. The
lack of standards undermines trust in
educational R&D and therefore demand
by teachers, parents, and funders for
innovations, which in turn ultimatelv
reduces supply.

Although the sector certamly has
some carcfully evaluated and demonstra-
bly effective tnnovations, standards for
and assessments of nnovations are
generally very weak. As Carnine 1993
states: "In education, untested tads

sweep through the profession, gamimyg

authority by the number of schools
using them. not by proven gains in

tearning.... Educators need to establish a

process that distin-
guishes berween
clatmed mnovations

and proven reforms.”

The education
sector has no accepted
norms ot standards for
evaluating mnovations
betore they can be
marketed, such as the
counterparts of experi-
mental trials in medi-
cine. We have more
standards for marketing
hamburger than we do
for mtroducing changes
in the schools. The
sector has no accepted
expert judgment, as
represented in the Aew
England Journal of Medicine or the consen-
sus development process of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, and no
analogue to the Federal Food and Druy
Adminiscration. It has no analogy to
Scotland’s Her Majesty's Inspectorate
of Schools, which plavs an important
role in interpreting curricular standards,
dcfming what constitutes good profcs-
sional practice, and building consensus
about best practice.

The cost of the lack of standards
and evaluations ot educational innova-
tions 1s icalculable. T results moa lack

of confidence in the mnovative process
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on the part of taxpayers, policvmakers., ages habies of ritualistic, pro forma
parents. teachers. students, and other responses 1o new practices.

customers, a tactor that probably helps .
. P S t The long-term casnalty of this dewnward
to explun the low national R&D budget , T
, = sprral of weak demmand, small supply, and
in education and teachers” and parents : -
virtwally no guality controls 1s the technical base
reststance to change 1 the schools. : -
) ) < _ in the sector: Although the process 1s
Stnee freld testmy usaally improves a , . >
LT impertect. the health sector steadily
product. the tact that educational :
, replaces less cHu.tln with betrer
mnovations are not required to meet
. practices. Over time this process builds
certam standards in freld trals prior to
a cumulative and powertul knowledge
marketmy ronically dooms many , . =
N ‘ ) : base. We sec no such process m the
otherwise potentrally good ideas once .
.S ; education sector. In 1ts absence the
thev are lmplcmcntcd. The lack of . .
‘ _ .. sector periodically revives practices that
standards and evaluations ol tnnova- C . )
. .. were demonstrably inetfective in therr
tions creates cynicisin 1n those asked to o o , N
, o , earlier incarnations. Merit pay for
integrate them into their practice— _ ‘
. teachers is an example.
teachers and prmcxp.lls——.md encour-

“THe BoTrom Ling:

The adaptation and innovation subsystem is very undeveloped a
fact that helps explain why the system is not showmg productmty
gains.

Positive incentives to supply and demand knowledge about better
practice are missing. v R

Schools structured to stay the same and low standards for innova-
tions combine in a vicious circle to undercut the supply and
demand for innovations.

The limited supply and unmonitored quality of innovations inter-
act to dramatically slow the development of a cumulative knowl—
edge base in the education system.
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OTHER FUNCTIONS OF THE
K-12 SysTteEM

Problems in the other functions of
the system—student placement, hiring
and purchasing, and maintenance—
largely derive from problems tn the
subsystems discussed carlier. Resolving
problems in the carlier subsystems will
tacilicate solving problems in these
three.

Outplacement

The outplacement function is
analogous to the sales and marketing
actvity in companices. [t ensures chat
customers outside of the school accept
tts students. The willingness of indi-
viduals or agencies outside of che
svstem's boundaries to accept the
system'’s product begins the feedback
link that lecs che system obtain new
inputs and continue organizational life.
Even organizations that do not sell cherr
products or services still depend on
outside users, clients, or publics for
acceptance of what is produced. In the
case of public schools, such groups
include employers of graduates, institu-
tions of higher education, parents of
students, and the larger taxpaying
public in communities and states.

This subsystern almost does not exast.
Except for higher education, there is
virtuallv no feedback between the
svstem and 1ts customers. Schools are
not set up to help cheir graduates encer
markets other than postsecondary

BEST C0 PY AVAILABLE
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education; thev rarely understand
markets other than the postsecondary
market; they have virtually no developed
dialogue with their broader set of
customers; and the measures that they
have on the qualities of cheir graduates
are primarily useful and interprecable
only to institutions of higher education.

This function 1s almost missing for
several reasons. Sibools do not derve therr
revenues directly from therr ummediate customers
and bence financial survival is not directly tued
10 the satisfaction of clents. Since schools

derive cheir financing primarily from

locally-elected school boards and stace
legislatures, they tend to look “up” for
signals about their performance, not
“out” at their primary customers.
However, governance bodies usually
abdicate from leading a dialogue that
produces a shared commitment to a few
goals for schools. Thus, the signals
that they send back to the schools tend
to be blurred. scrambled. and often
conﬂicting.




The number of the svstem’s customers 1s
large, and they have diverse and conflicting
preferences that the system's povernors bave farled

to couselrdate and resolve,

& [n terms of emplovers, ne astitu-
tonalized signals interprecable by the
schools flow tfrom emplovers back to
the K-12 schools except data on
emplovment trends. These data
retlect supply as well as demand
factors.

@ Schools do listen to their higher
education customers. Selective
higher education insticutions have
clear requirements. They want public
schools to sort students and to set
high standards for those on the
academic track. Thus, thev reinforce
the existing system. SAT ard ACT
examination scores signal students
and their parents about their likely
admission chances. However, these
examinattons are deliberately designed
to be unrelated to any specific cur-
riculum and thus give K-12 schools
virtually no gutdance on what arcas
under their control thev should
improve. The requirements of open
admuissions stitutions, such as
community colleges. are much less
clear: in face, their open admissions
policies really mean that chey will take
anyone.

® Parents have a bewildering array of
requirements: custodial care; entrance
tO a prestgious university or collcgc;
equity of educational opportunities,

or, more extremely, equaliey of educa-
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B We know lictle about what students,

vonal outcomes; preparation for a
1o, a preterence usually held with
licele parencal understanding of
changes 1n the cconomy that affect
the level and tvpe of education thar
their child needs; acculturation to
certan cultural traditions ¢y,

European. African, Hispanic, Asian,
Amertcan Indran - socal activities,
such as dances: active sports pro-
grams with winning teams; moral
development, "moral” betng defined
in various wavs, depending on the
nature ot the parents’ moral views:
“discipline”—learning to stay in
bounds and to take orders; the
development of the tnnovative,
curious, humanist individual. The
list could be longer. and it certainly
gets worse when we recognize that
different parents want different

combinations of these objectives.

as opposed to therr parents, want.
retlecting our general lack of knowl-
edge of customers’ preferences, the
prevailing view ot students as passive
vessels into which learning 1s poured
and thus without needs and prct‘er-
ences. and the view that students’
prefercnccs are often not in their own
“best tnterests” and thus do not need
to be elicited.

The communuyﬂaxpayer§ group has
an amorphous mix of requirements:
soctal control—keep the kids off the
street; preparing productve contribu-
tors to the cconomy; socializing the

voung as law-abiding and participa-



tory citizens: and mamntaming the
soual hicrarchyv. This group 1s

generally apathenic about the schools.

barely participating 1n local school
board clections and thus leaving the
tield open to \\'cll-org‘mlzcd minort-

ties who can usually capture the

school board. The beliets of the
general public about the schools are
relatively undifferentiated and shaped
more by their general social and fiscal
views than by any realities of the

community's schools.

y
$
%

3 _-satlsfacuon of these clients.

a:m‘*f-*

. M~ This subsystem almost does not exist. Except for higher education,
o there is virtually no feedback between the system and its customers.

l& Schools do not derive their revenues directly from their immediate
customers ‘and hence financial survwal is not directly tied to the

o .
3 The number of the system’s customers is large, and they have
dlverse and confhctmg preferences that its governors have failed to

Hiring and Purchasing

The hiring and purchasing function

=X
3

3
I
M

recrutts students. teachers. administra-

tors. and support staff: purchases or

obtains curricula. textbooks. teacher

o

gutdes. workbooks. supnlies. and
equipment ‘laboratory, gymnasium,
playground. vehicles. computers’: and
purchases or constructs school build-

ings.

There are three major problems

with this subsvstem.

The productiviy cham cinputs-

tr.msfnrm.ltmn-outputs starts \\'l[l]
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this subsystem, However, retlecting the

fact that the system as a whole does not
focus on continuous improvement.
purctasing and biring criteria do not support a
pror/urm'/{vfoms. Many nput decistons
are made. not on the basis of the most
effective use of resources relative to
outcomes. but on fairly mechanical
criteria. such as student/teacher ratios,
or on political grounds. such as those
that atfect textbook selection tn many

states.

The criterta used 1n biring and purchasing
reflect low standards. The low
credentialing standards for new teachers
impose the most extensive damage on
the svstem. In most states those who
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want to teach have to pass an examma-
tron that 1s no more than an advanced
baste skills test, a test ol pertuncron

professional knowledge m fields such as

“Many input decisions are mad,
not on the basis of the most ¢ffec-
tve use of resources relative to
outcomes, but on_fatrly
mechanical criteria, such as
student/teacher ratios, or on

political grounds...”

child development and pedagogy, and a
test of subject matter knowledge. Itisa
paper and pencil. multiple choice.
machine-readable examtnation without a
performance-based component. This
examunation screens out the hopelessly
incompetent: it does not select in the
trulv competent. As damaging. these
tests define acceptable traming tor the
profcssion. Poor teacher preparation,
usuallv laid at the door of schools of
education, is properly attributed to the
education system itself and the stan-
dards that it sets to enter the profes-

sion.

Well-tratned teachers are kev to
continuously tmproving schools. 11
policymakers and the public trust the
credentialing standards. they will be

more willing to vive schools the au-
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tonomy and discretion that they need to
improve thetr pcrf‘orm.mcc. F.owever, as
we have already seen in assessments of
stte-based management, autonomy s
not sufficient. Teachers must have the
technical knowledge to be able to make

effective use of discretion.

The standards for textbook selec-
tion vary from state to state. but
selection often occurs by commuttee.”
Although the textbook publishing
industry s often blamed for fragmented
and unchallenging texts, they, like
schools of education, are responding to
signals from the education system itself.
Fragmented and bland ("inoffensive™
texts reflect committee processes—

multiple agendas and contlicting values.

The criteria by which inputs are selecied are
often not aligned wuth each other: “Align-
ment” refers to a consistency of the
standards by which different mputs are
selected. Thus. curricular frameworks,
textbooks. assessments, teacher
credentialing standards, and criteria for
selecting administrators should align
with or reinforce one another. However,
assessments are often out of line with
curricular frameworks; credentialing
standards do not secm to connect with
much of anvthing; and the basis for
selecting administrators tends to be
managerial, not educacional, expertise.
Alignment problems reflect talures in

goal-serting.




the system.

‘each other.

m Although the productivity chain (inputs-transformation-outputs)
starts with the hiring and purchasing subsystem, purchasing and
hiring criteria do not support a productivity focus.

B The criteria used reflect low standards, the low credentialling
standards for new teachers imposing the most extensive damage on =N

B The criteria by which iroputs are selected are often not aligned with

Maintenance

Maintenance functions are inher-
ently conservative in that their purpose
ts to keep the organization going as it
is. This function deals with physical
plant, vehicles, grounds. and equipment;
disbursement of supplies: personnel
functions—such as promotion and
compensation; and keeping track of
accounts recetvable and payable. Like all
organtzational functions, maintenance
has its own characteristic dynamic chat
it tends to pursue beyond the point of
maximum advantage for the system as a
whole. Maintenance of a reasonably
steady state often seems to be carried to
the point of organizational rigiditv.
unnccessary policies and procedures
being imposed in the name of control
and stability. In fact. maintenance unies
are chrontc problems i both private

and public sector organizations.

Horror stories abound about trying
to get schools repaired, bills paid, or
teachers transferred, especially in urban
school districts. However, there are few
good analyses of this function, and
reliable generalizations are not possible.
What 1s clear is chat chis function
enforces or sets conditions that help
create and maintain schools that "stay
the same.” Changing these conditions
requires changes in the governarce and
manage' ent functions and in manage-
ment-union relationships.

The mamtenance subsvstem does not align
the professional development of teachers with
evidence of improved teaching performance.

De facto professional development s
usually a ritual means to salary in-
creases, without requiring that the
training be connected to improved
tcaching pcrformnncc Or using tratning
strategically to support continuous
tmprovement at the school level.
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11 sets classroom and toral work hours for

teachers that preclude the level of darly prepara-
tion, student feedback, collegral coordmation, and
professional learmng reqired by reachers to

marntain and miprove their perfornance.

It relhes heavily on the less effective niaans of
motivating the adults i the system: lgal
complianee, which mcludes a fear of punishment

for infrachions, and extrinsic rewards, which
weclude pav, promotion, and praise. Rules and
regulations are somewhat effecrive in
setuiny pcrformance standards, but even
under these ciccumstances the allowable
minimum tends to become the maxi-
mum level of performance. If the
motivational base for pertormance is
compliance with a rule, there ts no
motivation to cxceed that requirement,
rendering rules and regulations notori-
ously ineffective in motivating the kinds
of spontaneous, cooperative, and
inventive behaviors that go bevond job
descriptions but do much to increase

organiz.monal SUCCCSS.

.

“It [ maz'rzt.?né_ktzj relies z_c’;.?vg'/)/..
on the less effective mmni?}" -
motivating the adulls in the

system: legal compliance, which

includes a fear of punishment for
infractions, and extrinsic rewards,
which include pay, promo}t’oﬁ_, -

'é’ ’ » . P
Fapd praise.” gl
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The teacher unions reinforce the
use of these less effective ways of
motivating educators. Thke untons were
established to protect teachers from
common management abuses and to
allow for collective bargaining. Today,
although national and state bodies are
often supportive of and eloquent on the
nced for change and continuous 1m-
provement m order to vield berter
results and maintain funding, many rank
and file members and building level
"shop stewards” are still operating in
traditional modes. They encourage
their representatives to operate like old
industrial unions that protected senior-
ey, discouraged collaboration with
governors and managers, and placed a
higher priority on political action than

on improving results.

The prevarling pattern of management
top-down control and many local branches of
the teacker umons make 1t almost unpossible for
this subsysten to use the most ¢ffective motivator:
wntrinsie rewards. Teaching can offer
intrinsic gratification from secing
children learn, opportunities for origi-
nality, role elaboration, initiative, the
use of judgment and discretion, and
service to others. However. the role of
teacher 1s heavily circumscribed and
routintzed. as indicated by phrases like
“teacher proof.” The standard pattern
for managing schools will have to
change before the maintenance function
can create the conditions that the
intrinsic rewards of teaching require.
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m It sers classroom and total work hours for teachers that constrain
daily opportunities for professional improvement.

m [t relies heavily on legal compliance and extrinsic reward for moti-
vating the adults in the system, motivators that are less effective.

m Top-down management and many local branches of the teacher
unions make it almost impossible for this subsystem to use the

THE BoTtoM LINE:

The maintenance subsystem does not align the professional develop-
ment of teachers with evidence of improved teaching performance.

most effective motivator: intrinsic rewards.

Basic FINDINGS

The analysis looked for characteris-
tics of 4 productive education system:
focus. aligninent of functions around
the focus. mternal adaptation to correct
performance shortfalls. adaptation to
Chﬂng(‘f\ m C.\(Crndl rl‘qlllr('ln(‘n(.\'.
con[inuous |mpr0\'cmcnt PrOCCSSCSS.
and incenttves that encourage these

hallmarks of productise svstems.
It found:

& a Fuled governance subsvstem and

therefore faled tocus:

B « management subsvatem unable to
align funcoions around a tocus

because that focus was missing;

@ 2 tnancng subsistem usting muna
mechanically, not to encourage

pruducm-m- IMprovements;

W a teaching and learning subsystem

structured for continuity rather than

continuous improvement;

W an outplacement subsystem that
virtually did not evist, leaving the
system without feeback on changes m
external requirements: and

W a serioushy undeveloped adaptation/
innovation subsystem. undermining
the system's ability co adapt nternally

or to continuously iImprove.
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PART |V: PRIORITIES FOR IMPROVING

K-12 PRrRoDUCTIVITY

The root causes of manv of the
problems in American education lie 1n
these functions: yovernance. manage-
ment. and finance: teaching and learn-
ing; and adaptation and mnovation.
Problems in hiring and purchasing.
maintenance, and outplacement scem
largely dervative of problems 1 these
other funcrions.

This section descrilres a connected
set of changes, targeted on the most
compromised functions of the educa-
tion system. Because these [unctions
are interconnected tn multiple wavs and
atfect other svstem functions. changing
ail three 1s necessary tor improving the
productivity of the system. There

should be no luston that changing oniv

one—or one only a hittle bit—will make
much difference. This does not mean
that all three have to be chunged simul-
taneouslv. Some sequencing s advis-
able. However, there bas 10 be a change
strategy that includes the sct of changes.

The Consuttiun makes six recom-
mendations. 1 he fiest five a¢ a2 set tocus
on direction tor the svstem's actars,
mcentives $or them to follow that direc-
tion. and the antonemy and stronger
technical base necessary to srespond cifec-
tvely to incentives. In other words,
thev address the mstrusionai arrange-

ments rnlunred to:

m detine goals for the svstem's actorss
B motivate them to achieve them; and

® gine them the tools—the technical
knowledge and freedom of action—
they need to achieve them.

The sixth recommendation ad-
dresses all of us in our individual
communities. [t defines the roles that
we have to play to support these
changes at the local level,

ERPEIN

Asic RECOQMMENDATIONS
e e NN

v, Lo A

Renegortiate the governance an
Management contract.

Extend accountability of schools
for student learning to account-
ability of major functions of the
systera.

Use the education financing sys-
tem to improve educational pro-
ductivity. :

Create the couditions that let
schools learn.

Set up quality controls for invo-
vations and develop mechanisms
for legitimating better practices.

Make a contract «srong ourselves
for the next generation.
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This section does not make .\}‘C(l'-l(
recommendations or implementation
suggestions. The ens stoned changes are
sufﬂcwml.\' fundanental and mrercon-
nected that substancal debate and
techinical analvsis are required prior to
developing action plans. There 15 no
wdea here that has not been tried m

other countries. other industries, or

- --ast\,—-‘:

other occupations. Some ideas are
already being tried in some states and
some schools. However, educatton in
this country goes on under manv
conditions. and broad ideas have to be
configured to work under those condi-
tions. All changes should conform to
standards of etfectiveness. This implics
continuous learning: trials, measure-

ment. .H].ll\'SlS. .md rcdcslgn.

1. RENEGOTIATE THE -
GOVERNANCE AND
MANAGEMENT CONTRACT

Absent marked improvement in
voal-scttmy and standard-serting for

the vosten efforts to inprose other
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funcorens of the svstem will not have
much eftfect. The absence of stable and
timired goals disables the svstem’s
abilities to set performance standards.
[0 assess 10s Pcrl-orm.mcc. and to take
corrective actions when performance
falls below stand. ~d. the reason being
that all of these activities require a
target. Faled woals are also asouree of
inefticiencies in the other tunctions,
that there 1s nothing stable or sutth-
ciently hmited around which therr

operations ¢an be altgnca.

However. approaching the problem
of yoals and standards by trving to
establish limited and stable goals at
national or subnational levels mav be
doomed for the very reason that goal
chaos exists i the first place. For
decades Americans sought idenaiey as
“Americans and subscribed ar least to
the mythology of common 1nterests.
The concept ol the “common school”
represented this social agreement. For a
number of reasons common dentity.
values, and interests—or the myvchology
of common Interests—are giving way to
spectalized values, interests. and identi-
ves. The decpening politicization of

the schools. as indicated by contlices

over values, reflects this more sweeping

socnal attempt to evert diveraty and
‘}‘l‘\‘l.llil.vd wWdenany. We are simulea-
ncously becoming more international

and more parachul and tribal.

This larger problem cannot be
solved within the education sector

FHowever 16 warns us that using goals to

BEST C%PY AVAILABLE
1




deal with the svscem's real and destruc-

tive goal chaos mav not work.”

For the public K12 svstemi, the Consor-
fimt rece mends that an agreement be struck
that exchanges antononiy for accountabiliny
Attonomy refers to the antonomy of
supplicrs 10 start seboods, subject to state
licensing requirements and po.ssil\l\' o
performance vontraces with the
community s educauonal agents: the
attonomy of supplicrs 1o manage schools,
except for 1ssues such as conflicts of
InLerest, cquity, or cconomies of scale
that are betrer managed at levels above
the indwvidual school: and the antenomy

of custonters to choose schools.

Autonomy for suppliers of public
schooling and their customers should
reduce the lethal polities chat now
surround schooling. Consensus has
cvaporated, but in spectal wavs. There
1 apparently overs helming agreement
about the baste purposes of education
and the core subjects that schools
should teach. Consensus has disinte-
grated around socual values, such as
discipline, dress. praver. sexuabity, and
the value and role of the family. The
most divisive and destructive politics
cducation revolve around these issues.
Autonomy for the supplicrs and cus-
tomers of public education lets families
with particular values select schools

which reflect those values.

. ' .
Some states nee arendy tnad e sy\u'\ oty o -based

the Commiutter tor §conomie Development 1004

Rty -

“For the public K-12 system thé"

| Consortium recommends that arn’s,
" - - 2 -"y
. qgreement be struck that exchanges”

|

autonomy for accountabilit
.. . M e,

Accountabiliry refers to the responsi-
bilitv, assumed in exchange for au-
tonomy, for the school to meet estab-
hished performance ¢riterna that reflect
the mnterests of three levels of the
soctety: the community, the state. and
the nation. Failing to meet 1ts pertor-
mance rcsponsxbllitics should have
consequences n the form of the revoca-
tion of its state license and, if 1t 1s
operating under a pcrformance contract
with a local school board. tn the cancel-

latton of its contract.
In other words. the point s to:

B use accountabiliey mechanisms to
assure that schools meet standards
for which there 1s substantial consen-

sus ¢ high standards of learning in the

. and

W use autonomy for supplicrs and

foundation subjects

customers to avord contlicrs where we
have heele consensus. Autonomy far
supphers and families gives vouce to
subgroup preferences. i that familics
can select schools with values consis-

tent with their own,

v ' [T A
Seeain et fovanba haE an ot fcassaiiing Vs

N .
sstes these elfores tond to huve mudtipic non-avademi

anals and academic goals ton vague te serve as pertormance ctandards For evample Pennsvivamas has 83

learner cutosmes 1ot meude nonscadene goris such s an sandents

e oty e othores

Pl
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AuTonOMY OF SUPPLIERS

TO START SCHoOOLS

The tax-supported, public svstem 1s
alrcady moving m this direction. Home
schooling 1s growing, as are charter
schools. As of January 1995, 154
charter schools had been approved in
nine of the eleven states with charter
school laws, 85 bemg new schools and
49 converstons of existing schools. In
1995 an additional 14 states may
constder charter school legislation.
Early data on charter schools reveal
diverse and innovative tnstructional
programs, such as teaching multiple
subjects in the context of a common
theme {citizenship, for example): multi-
age grouping of students: or a focus on
specific subjects, such as the arts or
sciences {U.S. General Accounting
Office, Charter Schools, 1995

Since taxpaver dollars finance
charter, as well as traditional, schools.
how state licensing requirements for
chartering a school are designed 1s kev
to the integrity of public education.
Aside from issues of health and safety.
requirements must be consistent with
the U.S. Constitution and Supreme
Court rulings in terms of the separation
of church and stace.

AUTONOMY OF SUPPLIERS
To MANAGE ScHooOLS

If schools are to be held accountable
for their performance, schonls should
have that level of management au-
tonomy required to meet performance

72 ' USING WHAT WE HAYVE

standards. School-level autonomv. in
the form of site-based management, 1s
increasingly used in the states. Site-
based management arrangements vary m
terms of the autonomv that schools
have over the orgamization of instruc-
tion: planning and structure: the hiring
and firing of staff: and allocation of
resources to the school and within the
school. For example, some charter
schools operate as legally independent
entitics, such as nonprofit corporations
or teacher-owned cooperatives. Others
operate with no more autonomy than

many traditional public schools.

Technical analyses and experimenta-
tion will help determine which decisions
should be allocated to the school and
which retained at higher levels. Experi-
ence in other countrics, such as the
United Kingdom. shows that certain
decisions should not be delegated to the
school level. These include decisions
that entail conflicts of interest. such as
the decision to close a school: econo-
mies of scale, such as the funding of
costly laboratories better shared among
adjacent schools; or the assurance of
equrty, usually poorly handled at school
and local levels.

AuToNnoMyY oF CUSTOMERS
T0 CHOOSE SCHOOLS

OF the total students enrolled in
grades 3-12 1 erther public or private
schools in 1993, 81 percent were
enrolled in assigned public schools, 11
percent 1n public schools that their
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families had chosen. and 8 percent in
private schools  U.S. Department of
Education, Nattonal Center for Educa-
tion Staustics. Lducation Poliey [ssues:
Statisnical Perspectives, Table 1. p.i, Mav
1995,

Of those who chose their child’s
school in 1993, the three primary
reasons for public school parents were a
berter academic environment, special
academic courses, and convenience.
Almost 30 percent of poorer parents
chose on grounds of convenience. versus
16 percent of wealthier parents (U.S.
Department of Education. National
Center for Education Statistics, £duca-
t1on Policy Issues: Stanstical Perspectives, p.2.
Mav 1995;. The fact that parents
differ in thetr value preferences means
that parental choice does not necessarilv
protect community, state, and national
interests in well-educared graduaces.
Whatever the basis ior parental chotce,
buyers also nced regular and objectnve
measurement of the variables of concern

to them. a requirement now poorlv met.

ACCOUNTABILITY TO COMMUNITY,
STATE, AND NATIONAL PERFORMANCE
STANDARDS

Education is one of the goods and
setvices for which we, as a soctety, care

about consumers’ choices because of the

civie, economie, and other implications
of those choices. Accordingly, most
state constitutions have equity clauses
in their education laws. A democracy
depends on an intormed and educated
clectorate, and education increases the
health status “World Bank, 1993} and
economic growth of a society.

It is generally accepted that commu-
nities and states have an interest in well-
educated graduates. The national
interest is more controversial, partly
because natronal, as opposed to federal,
ways of protecting it have not been well
defined. The Consortium argues that
the nation, not just the states and local
communities, has an interest in account-
ability. The effects of a weak education
transcend state boundaries. Companies
need workers with more skills.* dispari-
ties in wealth becoming increasingly
related to disparities in education.
Those states with weak education
systems contribute less to the country’s
econciny and leave the voung, who otten
migrate to other states. less able to
accommodate economic change, more
apt to need government assistance, and
less apt to form stable families. Re-
sponsible civic participation requires the
ability to follow complex issues: trade
treaties, environment versus growth
debates, health reform. or the redefini-

tion of America’s international military

* The shift from mass te leuble production. the internationabization of the cconomy. and the role of trade
w the 118 economy all des 2 up kil requirements For example, between (950 and 1992 the sum of the
value of trade nnports + cxports as a percent of the gross nanonal product i reased from about 9 to about
Ju percent More trade meany mate products and setvices that have to meet the exacting requirements of

ntermational customers
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role. Poorls educated vorers atfect the
qu.llit\' of our politic.\l Jdebate and our
nattonal, as well as state and local,

feadership.

“There are two basic
accountability mechanisms . . . . i
One is learning assessments for !
different prades . . . The other is a |
national examination that has to

be pasm{ in order to praduate
from étgé school. Although

national in scope, these mecha-
-mmsms siou/i ot be federal.” .
- .' 5\%‘%’ ook

Accountability mechanisms with

CONSCYUENCEs Protect communiy, state,
national. and custcomer tntereses, The
publication of information about school
pertormance that 1s required for ac-
countability provides fanulies with the
basis tor informed choice. Goals sull
have to be defined i order to design
proper accountabilite measares, entail-
ing substanuial pohitical work. Althouvh
the main navonal interest lies i stu-
Jdents’ Pcrl'orm.mccs on the core sub-
jects used in economic and enie hte.
vtates and communities will have
addictonal goals for which they wll
want 1o hold schools accountable—for
v\'.lmplv. thetr drupuul and pushout
rates, Thus. problems of consisteney

.md 'Hnl(.\ .mmng community state, .II‘IJ
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national goals will emierge and will have
to be worked out. However, once this
political » ork 1> completed. the goals
should be less vulnerable to mstabilicy
and mulupheavion because they are
stabilized and embedded i the mea-

sSures.

There are two baste .lccnunt.\bility
mechanisms that protect the national
interest m a1 well-cducated citizenry.
One s lc.u'ning assessments tor ditfer-
ent grades, 1 process that already occurs,
although too sporadically. through the
Nattonai Assessment of Educational
Progress. The other 1s a natrondl
examination that has to be passed n
order to graduate from high school.
Although national in scope, these
mechantsms should not be tederal.
Assessments and examinations should
be constructed by autonomous national
bodies that include teachers, subject

matter .xpccr.xlist.x. and testing experts.

To help schools prepare their
students to meet learning standards,
content and performance standards for
particular fields should be available.
Their use by states and schools should
be voluntary. Starting with the Na-
tronal Council of Teachers of Math-
emartics, pmll‘ssmn.ll Organizations in
most of the major curricular areas have
acted on their own initiative to draw up
these standards. Thev have done so out
of 4 growmy concern for professional-
sm and a recognition that socretal
forces such as the emergence of a global
cconamy are changing the knowledge
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.lnd bkll].\ ‘hll[ \lll\{('n[h nk'l.‘k'{. -r]\k‘bf
frameworks do not contain the content
specificicy common to natronal cur-
rieuba i other countries ar to the
curricula of some states. Thev leave
substantial room for state and local

ll][(’l‘}.‘rL‘[d[ ton.

Accountability mechanisms have to
have teeth, Some states work with
“bankruptey” procedures. The apphica-
tion of such procedures should be
precedcd by the use of "swat teams” of
technical experts to help schools m
trouble long before the situatton
reaches that of bankrupeey. Other
possibﬂim‘s now being considered
include caretully specitied performance
contracts between schools and school
boards, with explicit agreements about
the grounds for closure of the school.

Several European nations, such as
the United Kingdom. the Netherlands.
Sweden. and New Zealand, pursue
forms of this kind of governance and
management Contrace. Their expert-
ences should be used in an analvsis of
the costs and benefits of specitic
alternatives. The Netherlands gies
substantial freedom to form schools.
but any school formed must use one of
three curricular plans ‘Cacholic. Protes-
tant, or humamst and 1s held account-
able for 1ts students’ performance on
nattonal examinations. Recognizing
that autonoms stithout accountability

leaves the nation and community

wltlmu( ANV Mcans ot ASSUI"IHS qll-lllt\'.

virtually 4l countries have examinations,

These are teacher-set and teacher-

marked. some beng navional and some
provinge- or state-level exanunacions.
Countries vary in how they enforee a
school’s rc.spon.slbllu_\' to meet nacional
standards. The United Kingdom has
upgmdcd ICs INSPCCLION svstem, initial
and mn-service teacher traiimg, and
tratning ol head teachers to increase the
chances that schools can meet therr
pcr(brnmncc rcspomlbllmcs. The
Scottsh experience suggests thac
“enforcement” 1s more proﬁtable if it
consists of frequent feedback on pertor-
mance and carly technical tntervencion
in responsc to problems. Each school
TEPOrLs 1(S €XAMINALION scores annually
to the regional authorities. making
perform,\nce problems visible early and
allowing the regtonal authorities to
incervene with technical help quickly.
Although every school 15 also inspected
every five vears by Her Majesty's
Inspectorate of Schools. experience
shows that tf a school fails an inspec-
tion, it is too late. The school will
already be in virtual recervership.

Renegotiating the governance and
management contract for the public
ochouls will affect the current distribu-
tion of power between levels of govern-
ment and between the legislative and
executive branches at cach level. De-
pending on the decails of the contrace,
it can redistribute power (o the broad
Sl‘\-ll‘[.\' to '.Urln 5\"]0015‘ l[ gi"\‘ﬁ n]ll(h
more autonomy to schools, The role of
local school boards becomes unclear.
although the 1dea of contracts between
individual schools and the school board
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Uccountability mechanisms bave
to0 have teeth. Some states work
with ‘bankruptcy’ procedures.

.. .Other possibilities now being f
considered include carefully

specified performance contracts

between schools and school boards,
with explicit qgreements about the
grounds for closure of the school.”

|
|

would define a clear role. In ancicipa-
tion that regulations and mandaces will
be considerably curtailed. the districe
office can be considerably downsized.
handling certain functions for reasons
of economies of scale or contlicts of
mterest. The district office also com-
petes with outside suppliers m provid-
ing certamn services that autonomous
schools purchase. Under this scenario.
the state becomes important in several
wavs: licensing schools. financing them.
and, depending on how termination
rrounds are worked out. revokiny
licenses on evidence of the farlure to
meet national and other standards. The
state or a verston of district central
offices mav plav the role of continuous
performance monitoring of and techni-
cal assistance to the schools hike the

Scottsh region. ] authorities.

The federal fevel has o muted but
critecal. role. Tt Facilitates the consen-
sus-building required for national woal-
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setung, standard-settiny, and therr
embodiment m national assessments
and examinations, but works through
AULONOMOUS OF SCMI-AULONOMous
nattonal bodies that include teachers. It

finances the operations of these bodies.

2. EXTEND ACCOUNTABILITY
For ScHooLs TO
ACCOUNTABILITY FOR THE
MaJorR FUNCTIONS OF THE

SYSTEM

Schools are held accountable for
student learning by means of assess-
ments and examtnations in selected
subjects. However. it should now be
clear that other subsvstems powertully
atfect the capacities of schools to meet
their obligations. Thus, the principle of
accountability should be extended to
other major functions of the svstem.
Implementing this principle requires
deciding which activities of cach major
function most affect system improve-
ment and developing measures inexpen-
sive enough to allow trequent measure-
ment. For example, an annual assess-
ment of governance might include
measures of whether the governors have
mereased or deereased the focus in the
svstent, as indicated by the number of
new regulattons chey have passed, the
number of old ones thev have rescinded,
and the number of mandates only
}\crxphcr.lll_v related to learning they

have lmpnsed on the schools.




These measures should have two
purposes. One 1y to help those respon-
sible for the activity improve by seemy
how theyv are }\vrllormln‘gY relative to
certam standards. Another purpose s
to create benchmarks for the svstem ac
nattonal, state, communiey, and school
levels. The Organization {or Lconomic
('n-u}\cr.l(mn and l)c\clupnwnl

QECD  has created education mdica-
cors  Lidnucatron ar o Glanee for nattons-—
for example. a measure of meer-nation
Jdifferences i the rattos of teaching to
non-teachmg statf. There s substantial
evidence that national policymakers in
the OECD countries compare or
“benchmuark™ the efficiency and effec-
tiveness of therr p.\rticuLlr svstem
against chat of other countries. An
.nmloguc to this international svstem s
2 US. system. where the staces are the
units of compartson. and a stace-level
svstem, where schools or communicies

are the units of comparison,

It 1s not alwavs clear how actors
responsible for ditterenc functions can

be held accountable for their Pcrt'or-

mance. For cx.lmpln\ the yovernors tor

the svstem are cither clected or ap-
polntcd by those who are elected. Thus,
in theory the ballot bos constitutes the

accountability mechanism. However,

those who vote m local school board
clections usually consuitute fewer than
ten pereent of the registered voters, and
votes tor state and tederal legislators
reflect 4 combimation of mnterests,
education being only one. Indicators
aostems are 4 sart, m thar over tme
thev begin to define “responsible”
practice. “efficient” pracuce, and
“effective pracuce.” thus slowly chang-
my the standards to which ditterent

actors m the svstem hold chemselves.

3. Use THE EDUCATION
FINANCING SYSTEM TO
IMPROVE E.DUCATIONAL

PropucTiviTtYy

In education, the relationships
between inputs. processes that trans-
form mputs. and outcomes v hat are
called “education producnon tunc-
tions” are not well understood.” This
lack of knowledge remains a serious
impediment to the cfficient expenditure
of resources m what in 1993-94 was a
$285 bullion public clementary and
secondary cducation mdustrv. Tt also
prevents cmpiric.lll\'-bnscd estimates of
what 15 required to equalize opportuni-

ties to learn amony students from vastly

Some edins ators et that there are patterned relationshipe between educational processes and outomes

that can vield comparable results across teaching sitwations The mteractions between the teacher, subject. and

audent are beheved 1o be so compien as 1o sield ne generaitzations kach educattonal stuition s thus

st Fatie, success s tandom and nothmg is to be learned trom amvone clse’s experienies even trom thase

of other teachers Flus vee seems amplavsible when the health and education sectors are compared s hard

. , .
1o bebteve that the mterwtions btween patients balorcai sucems, tinesses and alternatine treatments are

aenitio ity fees complen than those between studonts Tearmmy svarems, leaming problons and teaching

However the hoalth sweotet continues to improve sis abihty 1o understand and imanage these interactions
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Jitferene homes and communities.
[eaving the resolution of the question o

rdeology and poser polities,

Historicallv, tew incentnes. other
than simple icencves for addigonal
spendmy, have been bulomeo saee nd
formulas tor educatton. However a
I]n.mcmg svstem can be used not only
to prm'ldc funds for . public service but
also o provide appropriaic mcentnes
for the relevant actors to strinve for

Jdestred ends.

“Funding formulas could be used
to link a steady reduction in
regulations and mandates to a

reduction in non-teaching staff”

™

Destgning such incenuves requires
technical expertise. but the objective
would be to provide three tvpes of
imcenoes. One Is L0 Create meentives
for school distrects ulumacely schools
to keep ther books i wavs that clanify
where the money yoes. The budyets of
many districes are a0t set up co relate
costs to activities. For example, when
outstde auditors tried to help New York
Crtv estimate special education and
bilingual program costs, they found thae
the Board of Education was usmy
277000 different |cdgvr accounts to
track spending in s §5 divisions,

bureaus. and offices and 32 school

78 ' USING WHAT WE HAVE

districes New Jork Zimes, pe 400 Muguse
I4, 1994 . New York Crey s not

unique. The problem is that the cost
accounting categories at districe el
are not organized to answer important

}‘i'odll((l\'l[\' ‘md PUllC\' L]m‘.\(mn\.

A second tope of mcentive, possibly
m a framework of consorta of states
and the federal government thac pool
R&D montes. would focus the R&AD
communtty on issues of productiviy.
The objective would be to improve
technical knowledge about producuviey
pavotts to alternative mputs and more
productn'c Wavs of ustng inputs, the
resules being used in the destgn of
school f-unding formulas. For c.\'.nnplc.
multi-media instruction. based on whart
we know trom the COgNItIv e sctences
about how people learn, promises to
create a powertul learnmyg environment.
By detinmg the role for the teacher as
coach. 1t uses the teacher for non-
routme-—t.c., higher value-added—
work: 1t develops students” higher order
cognitive skills, badlv needed in todav's
world: and 1t engages the students in
learnig, thus motivatmyg them as co-
pmduccr.\ of thewr owy, fearnmg. I
studies show that these results from
“hot house™ expertments such as at the
Daleon Schoal m New York Crey
replicate more widely, funding formulas
can be destaned to encourage schools to

begin incorporating these technalogies.

As another c\'.lmpl«u Table 4.2
showed that the ULs., relative 1o other

countries, has at all levels of the educa-



'
« Prurtex provideaby eric |1,
, 3

tonal svstem a dl\pmportlon.m'l\' farge
<hare of non-teaching saft to teachers.
Given that elementary and secondary
v\iuc.nmn aQoounits l-nr Ilh‘ ln.l]nl'l[\‘ Ul-
the staft in any educational svstem, the
probabilities are high that this high
rat1o of non-teachmy st o eachers
for all levels .\p}\hc.\ to the K12 level
At the evereme,applving the Belaran
pereent ot non-teachmy st to the
United States would have reduced the
1992 U.S. non-teaching statt by about
40 percent, or one milhion slors. A the
came time, the large non-teaching staft
stems in large measure from the number
of regulations and mandates  funded
and unfunded in ULS. education.
Funding tormulas could be used to link

4 steady reduction i regulacions and

m.mdn(cs o a rcduction n non-(c.lclnng

staff. This strategy would nor onlv
merease focus m the svsten. but also

tree Up resources tor other purposcs.

How these resources should be re-
allocated again depends on carctul
studies ol productive uses. Reducing
reachers’ ttme 1 the classroom s a
strong candidate, but only il carctul
«tudies show that teachers i countries
with smaller mscructional loads use the
released time for improving therr
pracece. Another candidate 1s reducing
vudentiteacher ravtos. Mehough the
evidence on class s1ze 1s mixed. wich
wome studies showmg hude or no
benelienal elfects of smaller class stzes
on student learning, a recent analvsis
based on ciareful statistical modelmy

tdicates that smaller class sizes on-

hanee student fearning Terguson and
Ladd. forthconung . N 1985 random
ASSITNNICRT experiment the STAR
cvperiment m [ennessee shows that
children mocarly elementary school
achicve at a \lgmt.ic.unl\ higher level in
Jasses of 15 than they don classes of
25, The SANS Are even greater tor poor.
mmoriiy children Mosteller, forth-

coming .

The chird type of incentive is for
schools to improve, such as programs
already being tried 1n states such as
South Carolina. Indrana. and Texas.
These programs reward the schools with
the best performance, as tvprcally
measured by gains i student test
scofes. Since the meentnes are orga-
mzed around the shoel, these programs
should encourage organizations chat

learn: rewards organized at the level of
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mdividual teachers defeat this purpose.
These programs raise problems. such as
the methodologial challenge of ac-
counting .ldcqu.l[cly {or the ditferent
socioecononic backgrounds ot the
students. However. this 1s a technieal
problem that can be solved with what are
called “value-added” measures of
achievement. A more fundamental 1ssue
emerges trom the carly rescarch on sice-
based management. Fhe technical base
for improving 1s so weak or so poorly
Jisseminated chat even schools that want
to improve do not have rehiable gurdance
on how to do so. Thus, incentives to
improve may not vield much unul che

techmcal base unproves.

4. CrReaTE THE CONDITIONS

THAT LET ScHooLs LEARN

Renegottating the governance and
MANAZEMENT CONCRACE 15 4 NECEssary
condition for helping schools learn. A
changed contract would give schools the
management discretion required to
adapt and tnnovate; it would set pertor-
mance standards that would provide
targets for schools: and 1owould secop
accountability assessments that shouid
generate some performance pressure on
schools and thus demand for perfor-
mance-enhancing knowledge and
strategics.

Several factors produce schools that
learn to stay the same and suppress
demand tor better pracuice. Changing
no one factor will be sutficient to
reverse this situation, and most changes
are not solelv within the control of the
whool. The objective 1s to make
ctfective use of renegotiated governance
and management contracts. Thev
pro\'ldc the autonomy to change and
performance pressure o change ac-
countability . Ocher changes are
rcqulrcd to create conditions for staft

[earning.

@ Work within the school has to be
reorganized to multiply protessional
interactions around improvement.
Working in professional teams. racher
than solo. is one obvious means. The
importance of teams tor creating
orgamgations that learn underscores
that pertormance rewards should be
tor the school or for teams. not for
individual teachers. Merit pay tor
individual teachers undercuts team
formation. Another means is school
cluscers chat creace “learning cells”
for teachers: these can be geographi-
cally contiguous schools or members
of reform networks, such as the
Coalition ot Essential Schools. Sull
another 15 introducing benchmarking

into schools. inherently a4 team

Sckoals should be pudeed not in terms ot the absolute average test svores of there students. but rather in

tetms of how much learming has been added by the school. Schools with students from the apper middic

dasses will have higher svores by virtue of famiiy background slone schooks wih stodenes feony the fower

Tasaes are bkely to have tower average woree Valueadded menares bighhight whools whow sadonts do bereer

than would have been espected and those thar do worse, given the chatacteristics of the students that they

swihve
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activity tocused on locatng and

incorpnr.u my best practice,

Professional interactions require
ume. Increasmy them may require
reducing teachers’ mstructional time—
at the least, making much more etfective
use ol teachers non-mstrucuional time.
The mstructronal hours as well as toral
W nrkmg hours  tor UWS. teachers are
verv hugh relinve 1o other industralized
countrics. An objective time audit
would reveal the time currently avatlable
tor activities other than instruction.
Reducmg instructional hours 1s ot
only minimally under the control ot the
school, even with budget discretion, but,
because of its potential budger implica-
tions, requires a carcful analysis ot the
conditions that have to be in place tor
reduced mstructional time and translace
into skill enhancing iteractions among
teachers.  However, of wnalvies show that
fewer boutrs i the classroom enfance teackers’
prachice, the costs almest certamnly can be covered
by reallocarinp resources from nen-nstructienal
staff 1o teacking staff’

m Clear and high standards for teaching
are a necessary condition. High
standards for teachmyg have muluple
virtues. When used in credertialing
examimations for new enerants, they
signal expected performances in the
protession, informarion that schools
of education can use to structure
their traming programs and goals
toward which student teachers can
serive. Credentiabing standards are
the most effective wav to smprove the

quality of swchonls of Cduweation, in

§2

that schools whose yraduates cannot
pass the examunations required to
practice erther improve or close their
doors. When used m board certifving
exanunations for experienced teach-
crs, high standards create a merse
basts for pav mcreases and promotion
o positions such as muaster teacher.
Fhev also give teachers who meet
these standards—and the activities
which thev engage—much more
credibility with the public. These
activitees include teaching, debates
about introducing innovations, and
setting nattonal and state examina-

tions and curricular trameworks.

R
“Credentialing standards are the
most effective way fo improve the
quality of schools of educarion, in
that schools whose praduates
cannot pass the examinations

required to practice either improve

or clost their doors.”

However, therr contribution to
creating schools that learn lies in
upyrading the technical knowledge.
skills, and professional norms thac
practitioners bring to their practice and
creating standards aganse which daily
performance 1s judged. In other words,
thev can act as improvement goals for

teachers in thor duly pracuce. The
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Soationat Board for Professional Teach-
my Standards v well advenced
creaumy bosod cortitiomy cuammations
of this vopes Phose ovanmimations are
now beamming to be maditied for
certifvime new teachers. by omie the
TR of good ¢ achang that these
standards epresent Soagdd become
Ak Laown md ande estoed wban

the peodoswron,

8. Setr Up QuaLiTy
CONTROLS FOR INNOVATIONS
AND DEVELOP MECHANISMS
FOR L.EGITIMATING BETTER

PRACTICES

Productiviee m a sector s strongly
related to the strength of that sector’s
techmea! base. The techiieal hase i
education is voih weark and Lacks th
cumulative quality asseciaed wath
rechmically more robust isdustries. No
issuc seems 1o stay seteled. The educas
von sector s bl poliacized mopar
Decause so many issues can ondy be
decrded on ideological. not technical,
wrounds  The sostem sulter from e
much seactered and unevaluated change
and roo hieede svstemarie, well-evaluatdd

Chge

A prior tv for mereasing techmal

progress m the siitod s estabieshiong,

B2 P for knos g s ien mee knoed

cdee il practices can be erused and

under w it conditions: and
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W2 oneans of reaching consensus withm
the plnh'wmn.xl conununtty about
1
Best pracuces undcr }‘.lrncul.ar

cornhitins,

These steps are not wtfrewent tor
Creatiig g ostrang techical base, bure
they are prvrrquisih'.\ 1o other needed
stepy. such s cubstantially arreased
fevels of RaD mmesomient. Pheo atack
the pustfiabie back of conbidenee mthe
mnovative crocess on the tart ot
ENAIRULS pobicemakors, parents, weach-
ers. and studente—a factor that helps
coplam the os nattonal Rab) budeer s
education and reachers” and parents’

resestance to \'l\.ll'lﬂ\‘ mn (hl' .‘-\'I\Oa"i.

Different industries, not juse healeh,
have faced the seandards and consensus
problem. and desorming comparable
mechanisms for cducation should be
based onan analvsis of the expeoences
of these mdustrres. For evample. the
consensus development process ot the
Natronal Instreutes of Health s but one
wav of reaching consensus within the
i‘rni'\'nwmi comnuents about best
practices. The technical base should
reflect international knowlcdee and best
practice, post as the techneal base w
health reflects research conducted all
aver the warld Thus the knowledae
and practiee to be judeed slould be
mteenational although field and other
iraals ll otten have o be tepeated to
pavss effectiveness under Amienican
nditions The cricern tor pudaing

Lo ledee and practee should be
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PAruntext providea by enic [

n

i

developed with practitioners as o ell as
technical experts. What do schools find
thev need to know m order to trust nes
knowledae and to invest the elfort
required (o use a4 new pracuee! These
CEITETLL CAl OPCrate as “check hists™ tor

schools to use 1 adopuon decisions.,

6. Make A CONTRACT
AMonNnc OURSELVES FOR THE

NEXT GENERATION

Each ot . s, in one role or another s
4 stakeholder of the U.S. education
svstermn. In our role as citizens we set
the basic constramts for education. As
a result, we take on rcsponsnbllm- with
cducators and pohc}m.\kcn fur estab-
lishing the conditions that let schools
improve and students learn. This
Jdocument was written i part to help
cruzens understand che oot causes of
some ot the prnNcnh 1 education so
WE AN UsE our power Lo support
changes hkelvto vield long-term ben-
\‘|'|t.

Following are cight prinaiples that
should be L(p( i nd i am attempt
to make broad-based systemic changes.

m Evaluate reforms using a systems
perspective. Citizens and educators
nced change in education. but not the
kind of change typreal todas. The
basic assumprion of a svstems ap-
proach to increasing productiviey i
«chools 1s that atrention must be paid

“The criteria for judgping
knowledge and practice should be

developed with practitioners as

well as technical experts. What do
schools find they need

to know?”

both to individual subsvstems and to
the wav in which thev relate to cach
other as parts of the greater whole.
Citizens, and certainly the educators
who have to implement reforms. have
the right to ask for evidence that
retormers have done therr svstems
homework.

Are reformers working ac the level
\)I- S}'ﬂlp[()lﬂs Or roout C-‘\.ISCS? HO“'
do thev know? What conditions have
to be i place for the reform to
succeed? Are thev i plice? How s
the reform expected to affect the
Jifferent subsvstemns af education:
What resistance £ the reform 1s
expected” Have the sdeas behind the
reform been implemented elsewhere,
and if so. is there eredible. as opposed
to anccdotal, evidence on problems
and pavolTs from the reform? If
those proposing the reform cannot
answer questions such as these
convincingly, it would be advisable to
reject the proposal
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| Resist attempts to use the schools to
solve the community’s social prob-
lems. The Commutres for Economi
Development 1094 srates this
prmuplc well, "Nanv ook o dthe
swchool mstead af to parents and
community as the front e of
defense aganst every soctal or health

S A resule sdhool ater

]\ml‘lrm .
schoor v accomplishing neher s
acadenie nor s soctal qoals
Schools are often the onlv check-
pome” for wdenutiing children s
health and socul problems. And i
manv communttres, school burldings
are the most logical institution in
which to locate services. But the
sehools are only o tstitenion, and
theer iest misston iy to

ceducate.... These socnal’ services may

be placed in the schools. thev mav be

delrvered through the schoals, but they
should not be made the responsibider ot
S\'\\‘I'.Il

VOUNLTIECS. \ll\'h ALY (icrm.m\'. Use !'h\‘lr

the schools.” '.‘}\.4- 3

schools in evacte thes wav After the
academie dav, stodents use school
prenmuses for spores, club mectings,
and additional classes of different

kinds.

There are no quick fixes. Overanis
successes thar disappear as quickh s
thev aree produce disorienting oy
that hurt long-teem performuance. bor
schools to achieve permaneni im.
provements, the groundwork inust be
cazelully fasd wind developed.
Moreover, retorms thar will work

we the oy v i Ihwi:nnr_l‘ foator
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pcri'nrm.m.'v ternporarthy as the
wohool sttt iearns and adjusts to the
(hmg\'. Shorg-term ":ml,wlcnwnt.umn
Jips” ire common i business and
\hould not b&‘ \&‘l/t‘d u}.mn JAs cndvm‘c
ther a retorm p!.m s bl A
major change takes tme. Trving o
rush eeform hures s abihine 1o rase
Pl'rt.()rn'l-"'\(l' " lh\' 'l"ng term
Communities should focus on a few
key academic goals. When ou oy to
focus on evervthing. vou focus on
nothing and onlv disere searce re-
SOUTCCS dw I-l'(”n [h(‘ care Pur}‘(’hl‘
of improving acadenme performance.
Communities need to decernime ther
highest prionities and direct resources
and cime o solving these prioray
problems. It 1s ditficult o choose o
f-OCu.\ O SO s J3l [h\' 1‘\'}‘(‘!1\(’ ﬂl‘
others. but schools cannot change

everything at onee

Suevers show \lgml.lc.m( Jiffer-
ences 1 how educators and the public
view therr schoals, The provess ol
scetirg prinrities should be based on

a number of dialogues amang the

stakcholdsrs.

Move from shifting blame to sharing
rcsponsibility. When Jucators and
administrators arz atracked, thev
naturalis become detensoe and.
eventually, afrard of trving new
reformes that might benetic the
students. When there are problems
with a new reform cflort teachers,
sdministrators, parents, students, and
other community members Jhould

work togsether (o detormme what can
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be fearned trom the experience that
can be used to mcrease the chances of
success with future change efforts.
Evervone is part of the problem
and part of the solution. Most
communitics shift the tesponsibiliny
for education to the schools bur every
parent—and cvery citizen —should be
accountable tor therr role i advanc-
my student learning. The communin
needs to be imvolved 1n issues as
mundanc as cnlbrcmg hmitson TV
watchmyg at hoine, making work time
available for parents 1o attend school
events, or sponsoring older children
in tutoring programs. The whole
community should work to improve

all the education options available.

m Let change happen. Many communi-
tics want their children educated the
same wav thev were and beteer results
at no extra cost. All this mav not be
possible at once. Change for 1ts oun
sake is not necessarily good. but since
more of the same 1s unlikely to get us
where we want (o go, we must c.\pcct
things to be different. Getting beter
results mav require substantial
rc.l”oc.umn Ul- resources. For ex-
ample. teachers need more tme to

v current in their fields, to work
cunaboratively with colleagues, and to
abserve cach others’ classrooms o be
more elfective. However. parenis
tend to resist these changes in the
Ielief that of teachers are notin the

classroom. thev are nor vorking

“Everyone is part cy’ e proé/tm

T _‘&F
and part of the solution. . ,twg/

parent— and every ¢ tfz—— pav e
should be acconntable’ _f e ra/c
‘ ? " . -
in advancing student T
. o A‘L

® Insist on produccivity improvement.

The entire community should link
their support for school budgets to
icreases 10 school cfﬁcncnc’\' and
student performance. Every policy
should be evaluated agunse ies abiliey
to vield improvement in student
learning. In addition, parents, busi-
ness leaders. and policymakers should
ask for data that evaluates efficiency
in performance across the major
subsvstems. not raerely teaching and
learning.

m Help expand the role of students as

co-producers of their own learning.
Recogmaing that time-on-task
powerfully atfects student learning,
the pubhc should msist that students
make a greater contribution to the
learning process tand to the cost of
their education” by duing more
homework. Until schoals hold
‘\fud('nf‘ maorre nl\'(()llﬂl.‘b'(‘ "'Jr
horewotk and require more tine on
core academic subjeces. the public will
noi a get o full revuen on s

vy eetmept
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THe ResrPonNsiBILITY I OURS

We cannot shark from the n‘\}‘\)lhl‘l‘lll(\ ol wivmyg the nevt yenenation the best
education possible withm the resources avahables The productoy challenge
T e that we stretch vur magmations and etfores to create a CapaI for
naprovement. America s onlt as smart as s neve generation and as “killed as the
students it prepares, We can attord no fess than to spend wisels the hmited
resorrees we have to help aff vouny people become betrer fearnets, Detter vitizens,

better workers, and beteer prepared to adjuse to uncertint and change.

Q
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PART VI: ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

In 1992, 0 businessman with a lone record of nvoliemento i pubh\' cducation

\Ulls"l\[ [ €] \{t‘h'l'”ll”\' !\n\\ \merican n{u\'.umn \t\lll\{ CONLIHY Vosd .IHJ HIPTOVY
ha i

(]ll.llll\.‘ _§

G Carl Ball, chatrman of Geo. 1 Balll Ineand president ol the Ball Founda-
ton. noted thae i s meermational seed business had mvested as liede m horoead
ture rescarch as the nation myests moamprovimyg education. his company would have
gone bankrupt vears ago. Mr. Batt met with Dr Sue Beervman, then director of the
Institute on Education and the Economy at Columbia University's Teachers
College. who with her co-author Thomas Batlev hid juse completed a major study,

THe Donble Hlchx of Lfucation ad the { conem.

This study showed that the ULS. cconomy was changmy rapadlv and in wans
that meant chat American schools had to change whae thev taaght. to whom, when.
and how, Thas, the probiem of change and the capacity of the education svstem o

change emerged as formidable ssues.

With funding from the Ball Foundation. D Berrvman, now a sentor education
spectabist a the World Bank. brought together national experts ftom diverse tields:
public sestor management, productivin, finance. education, health pohiev. systems
analisis, orgamzational change, and private sector management. One obyectine was
to understand che apparenc nability of che cducational svatem to change i produc-
tive, rather than random, wavs. The other was to tdenuifs fovers that, by virtue of
attacking the root causes of the sustent's probicnis, promiacd 1o move the svstem m

] PTU\{U((I\ |t}'-|mpnn 1ny dll’t'((ll\n.

The panel convened five times over the past 2 F2 vears and reviewed drafts of
this report. Not all panel members ageee with evervehing that i this document,

but all agree with 1es basie premise and lindings.

The Consortiu 1s grateful to Sue Beervman, who was the catalvst for much of
the work vonducted by the Consortiam and thie princpal duidiog of this report
The Consortium also s grateful tons advsony board whe provided ongomy

cypertise and leedback to mprove this linal document.
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Specral thanks gaes 1o our funders—the Ball Foundation, which provided the
basic operating support over three vears: Ciucorp, which funded the dissemimation
of our Lindimygs: the G Victor and Margarec . Bt Foundation: and the Robert
and Term Cohn Fanule roundation. Fhe Consortium also recognizes the contnibu-
tons of the ["r.nnln_,:h.nn. NMass.-based .:nn.\ulnng Firm Innovation Assoctites,
whose cypertise msvstems analvsis helped shape the chinkmg of the panel. and The
Widmever Group, which recruited and coordinated the advisory pancl and edited

and designed che toal sepore,

Fhe views and opmions expressed m the document are those ot thes author and
the Consortium members and do not necessarth reflect those of the funders or the
World Bank. amy of 1t attiliated mstitations, or members of 1ts Board of Evecunve

Directors and the countries thev represent.

Following are brographies of Consortum members and 1 hist of our advisory

board.

CONSORTIUM ON PRODUCTIVITY
IN THE SCHOOLS

SUE E. BERRYMAN, cHAIR

Sue B Berrvman s o Senvor Education SF\'(IJ!lnl with The Waordd Bank m
Washington, 1.C..where she provides technical experuise for the Bank's invest-
ments 1 education statoms i the Middle Fase, Sorth Mveas Basrern Barope.

Central Astn, and the countries of che former Souer Unton

From 1985-1992 she directed the Insticute on Educavion and the Economy at
Teachers College. Columbia University, in New York Ciey, a research institute chae
tocuses on the imphications of changes m the U8, economy and workplaces for che
U8, education and traming sestem She s and Gias been miember of 4 number of
mittonal sdvicare boards  She hatbeen a member of the ludg\"s Paned for the New
York State verston of the Baldridge Award and an nsieed speaker at many conter-
ences on education and emplovability in the Umited States. She has restihied
eseral times Tor Jiffercnt commuittees of the US. Congress and served on several
Nattonal Acadermy of Scrence and National Acadenmw of Engineerning p.m:’ls. such as
the Acadenn's Committee on Postsecondary Educatron and Tramming for the
Workplace. Her most tecent book, co=authored with Thomas R Badev, 1o 74¢
Deuble Helrx ef Lducation and th Feonomy
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From 1973-1985 she was a Behavioral Screntise with the RAND Corporation.
Before jomnimy RAND, she was on the faculy of the Universiy of Minnesota,
worked as 4 tesearch assoctate 10 the Direcror’s Division of the oak Ridge Natonal

[aboratory, and taught at the Harvard Business School

After Ining m Singapore, Hony Kong, and Japan. De. Berrvman obrained a
Magna Cam Laude Bachelor's degree trom Pomona College. graduate craining in
anthropology at the Unwversity of Pennsvlvania, and her doctorate from the Socual

Relattons Department of Johns Hopkims University.

LAWRENCE D. BROWN

Lawrence Brown 1s Professor and Head of the Division of Health Policy and
Management in the School of Public Health at Columbia Universitv. De. Brown
writes on competitive and regulatory issues in healch policy and on the politics of
healch care policvmaking. He s currently /with Catherine McLaughlin) evaluating
the Robere Wood Johnson Foundation's Community Programs for Aftordable
Health Care and their Program for the Medically Uninsured. He has served on the
editorial boards of several journals and was editor of the Journal of Health Politcs,
Policy and Law from 1984-1989.

He was a Professor in the School of Public Health at the Universiey of Micht-
gan, has been a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, and has served on the
faculties of Smith College. the University ot Virgima, and Harvard University. He
recened his B.A. degree from Harvard Unnersity in 1969 and his Ph.D. in govern-
ment from Harvard University in 1973,

RICHARD F. ELMORE

Richard Elmore 1s a Professor of Education at the Graduate School of Educa-
von, Harvard Unwversity. He s also a Semtor Research Fellow of the Consortium
for Policv Research in Education, a group ol universities engaged in research on
state and local education policy. funded by the U.S. Department of Education,
Otfice of kducational Research and Improvement.

His research focuses on state-local relations i education policy. school organi-
zation. and educational chorce. Recent publications include titles such as: “Cur-
riculum Policy ™ “Public School Choiee as a1 Poliey Tssue™ “Restructuring Schools.
Reform and Retrenchment ™ “School Finanee Politics m Cahiforma™; "Forward and
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Backward Mappmy: Reversible Eogie m Analvsis of Public Poliey 70 and " The

Policical Econonn of State Tntluence m Bducavon.”

Professor Elmore was previoush on the faculte of the Graduate School of
Public Mbaes, Unnveraine of Washingron 1975-85  where he recenned the
University s Distoingaished Teachimg Award, He was also on the Baculte ot the
College of Education, Michigan Stte Universiie T936-1990 0 Fle was a visiting
professor at the Graduate School of Public tinance, Unnversite of Califoren,
Berkelev and dhe Insutate of Pablic Admmistraton and Oraanzation Theory,
Unpersity of Bergen, Norwaw, He held positrons m the Ot tice of the Secretary,
Deparement of Healdh, Educanion.and Weltare and m the Ottice of the Commins-
woner, UWS. Oftfice of Education 1969-1971 -

He teaches regulardv i programs for public sector executines. Ths government
advison postiions have included the Citv of Seactle, the State of \\'.a.\hlngmn. the
LLS. Department of Education, and the Natonal Research Counait of the National
Acadenmv of Scrences. He holds degrees in poliical science from Whitman College

AB and the Cliremont Graduate School MA L and a doctorate m education

policy from the Graduate School of Education. Harvard University,

ROBERT L. KAHN

Robere L. Kahn is Professor Emerrtus off Psvchology and of Publc Healdh at
the Universine of Michigan, Fle s also Research Scientise Emeritus an the Survey
Rescarch Center of the Insutuce tor Sociad Rescarch, of which he was formerly

Ihrecror.

Dr. Kahnoos g psvchologist PhabD 19520 Michian with a long-standimg
mterest 1 organtzational theors and rescarch. His research has concentrated on
the derermimants of organtzational eftectiveness, on organtzational stress.and on
organizattonal change. His most recent escarch s astudy of mterdiscipinan
collaboration as 1t has developed in the research networks sapported by the
MacArche: Foundation.

Dr. Kahn's mterest m the organizational problems of public schools began witch
; ] } X
his own carly experience as a high school teacher m Detroit, and chat interese has
persisted. With colleagues ac the Tnstitute tor Soctal Research he mtated o
program of rescarch on g school students which has developed into a nationwide
annual assessment of constaney and change Jurimyg the adoleseent vears Nimonyg lus
. b .

recent rescarch stadies s a longicudimal ivestgation of public swhoeol teachers, m
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which ther aspiration and expectations Jdurmy teacher trammyg were contrasted

with there responses Jurnyg the ey vears ol teachmyg,

Dr. Kahn as a fellow of the Amertean Academv of Ares and Sciences. the Amert-
i Nssociation bor the Advancanent of Saence, the Acadenn o Bohavioral NModi-
ce Research. the Ameriean Psychologieal Assocnien. and the Amertean Statsteal

Sesocnatton. Among his honors are the PhubD. hon. from the Universiy of

Amsterdam, the Lewm Award For Social Pacchology, the Disoinguished Faculo

ward of the Unnersite of Michigan, and fellow ships the Nedherlands Insutute

|

Yor Advanced Study and dhe Center Yor Advanced Studs m Behavioral Saenees.

HELEN F. LADD

Helen T Ladd 1s 2 Professor of Public Pohiey Studies and Economies and
Director of Graduate Studies i the Terey Seantord Institute of Public Policy at

Duke University,

An evpert on state and local publlc fmance. D Ladd has written eveensinely on

education finance, the property tax. tax and eapenditure limitations, mgergovern-
mental ard, state cconomte development. and fiscal problcm.\ of U.S. viues. In
addition, ske has co-authored books on discrmunation i mortgage fending and the
capitahzation ol property tanes and edited 1 volume on tax and expenditure fhmtta-
tons. FHler most recent book  with fohn Yinger 18 Amencd's didng Cuties Fisial

Health and the Desgpn of Erban iy

She spent the 1U94-95 academic vear as a Visiony Fellow ac the Brookings
Institution 1n Washimgton, D.C.. Based on a conlerence she ran at Brookings. she s

curcently editing a volume on pcrform.mcc-b.\scd dl;‘Pl’O.lChL‘S to school reform.

She 1s active 10 the Assoctton for Public Policy Analvsis and Management and
the National Tay Assoctation. which she served as president in 1994-95. In addi-
ton. she 15 on the editorial board of various journals. and consults on tav polics
and lnlcrgm'crnmv.‘n'.'.l relations for all three levels of government. With others,
<he recentdy completed amagor sty for the Minnesota Leashse Commussion on

Planninyg and Piscal Policy.

She has taught at Dartmouth College, Welledde College. and Harvard Univer-
aity, friest in the Ciov and Rrgmn.nl Planning Program and then i the Kepneds
School of Government. She graduated with o B Jdeeree from Wellesley College
m 1967, recened a master's degree from the London School Evonomies i 163,

and carned hee PR i cconomics from Harvard Uiiversite m (974,
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FRANK R. LICHTENBERG

Frank R.-Lichtenbery 1s proi}sn)r and head of the cconomies group at the
Columbra University Graduate School of Business and 4 Research Assocrate of the
Nattonal Burcau of Economic Rescarch in the Bureau's Producinin and Technieal
Change program. He has conducted research on a vanety ol topies, including
productmty. corporate control. technologreal change, research and numerous
scholarly journals and in the popular press. His book Corporare Likcovers and Produc-
vy, an analvsis of productivite eftects of the corporate mergers and acquisitions
ot the 1980, was Pubhshcd by MIT Press.

He has been a 1989-90 Rescarch Fellow at the Jerome Levy Economies Inses-
tute at Bard College and a 1936-87 American Staustical Assoctations National
Science Foundation/Census Bureau Research Fellow. He has been awarded a
number of rescarch grants, contracts, and fellowships, including a Fulbright Fellow-

ship.

He has testified before Congress and served as a consultant to private organi-
zations and government agencies, mcluding the Securities Industry Assoctation; the
RAND Corporation; the U.S. Bureau ot the Census; Pfizer. Inc.; the New York
City Water Board; Touche Ross and Co.; and the American Federation of State.
County, and Municipal Emplowcs.

Dr. Lichtenberg has taught at Harvard Universins, the University of Pennsvlva-
nia, and the University of Adelaide Australia™: been a Research Fellow at the
Brookings Institution: and worked at the U'S. Congressional Budget Oftiee, the
LS. Department of Justice. and the US. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

He recewved a B.A. degree with Honors in History from the Universiy of
Chicago in 1973 and a M.A. and a Ph.D. 1n Economics from the University of
Pennsvlvania in 1982, Dr. Lichtenberg hives in Westchester, New York with his
wife, Michelle, and his sons, Andrew and Alexander.

RICHARD J. LIGHT

Richard J. Light teaches statistics and program evaluation at Harvard, with a
special focus on programs in education. His work emphasizes how to collect and
analyze information to improve management. Dr. Light received his Ph.D.in
statistics from Harvard in 1969 and was appointed a professor in 1975, His book
Summing {p {co-authored with David Pillemet ;. published 1n 1984 by Harvard
University Press. describes technigues for summarizing information from disparate
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rescarch studies to improve program management. His book By Design (co-
authored with Judy Singer and John Willett,, published in 1990 by the Harvard

University Press, presents modern methods for assessing the effectiveness of

educarional inttianives.

At Harvard, Dr. Light 1s currently Director of the Seminar on Assessment.

This is a consortium mitiated by former President Derek Bok that brings together

faculty and senior administrators from 24 colleges and universities to carry out
research on college cffectiveness. Now in its fifth vear, this Seminar continues with
the support of President Neil Rudenseine. Tt cspccmll,\' encourages innovations to
strengthen the college expertence for students. Two formal reports have now been
issued. one m 1990 and the other in 1992, Dr. Light also currently teaches in the
Kennedy School’s Executive Program for Senior Managers tn State and Local

Government.

Outside of the university, Dr. Light has recently been president of the Ameri-

can Evaluation Association. an organization of scholars, scientists, and managers
working to improve public sector services. He has chaired the Panel on Programs
for Youth for the National Academy of Sciences in Washington, and serves on the
National Advisory Board for the Program Evaluation Division of the U.S. General
Accounting Office, the research wing of the Congress. In the fall of 1991, Dr.
Light was honored with Paul Lazarsfeld Award for distinguished contribution to

sctentific pracuce.

Dr. Light earned a B.S. degree with Highest Distinction from the University of
Pennsylvania in 1962. He earned his M.A. degree from the University of Pennsyl-
vania in 1964 and his Ph.D. in Statistics from Harvard University in 1969. He
lives in Belmont. Massachusetts with wife Patricia and two daughters.

FRANK J. PIPP

Frank J. Pipp is a retired Group Vice President of the Xerox Corporation,
Stamford, Connecticut. Currently, he is a Director of the following compantes:
Delphax Systems, Inc., Advanced Hi-Tech, Inc., Nypro, Inc.. Spectra. Inc., Saber
Equtpment Corp.., SynOptics Communications Corp., and is Chairman of the
Board of Xvlogics, Inc.. He also continues to serve Xerox in a consulting role.

He has been a judge for t"~ Malcolm Baldridge National Quality Award from
1988 through 1992 and for 1991 and 1992, scrved as Chairman of the Judges
Panel. Currently, he 1s a member of the Board of Overseers.

!
-
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Mr. Pipp jomed the Nerox Corporation m 1971 ater 21 vears with the Ford
Motor Company. At Nerox he held various management posizons. meluding
Assistant General Manager of the Manutacturing Division, Vice President of
'.\l.\mli'.lctul'ing Statt and Procurement and Senmior Vice Prestdent and General
Manager of the f\l.\mll'.lcturlng Division. In 1973, he was .lppomtcd Group
Director. I\l.mul'.\c(urmg. Jingmeering and Supply. for the company S London-
based subsidiary, Rank Nerox Limited. Mr Pipp returned o the Uniced States i
1978, and was named Corporate Vice Prestdent and President., chrngr.lphlc
.\l.mu!'.u'turlng Group. In Mav 1930, M, I’IPP became 1 Corporate Group Vice
President, and i October 19380, hic was named President of che Reprographie

Technology Group.
£ I

I June of 1981 Mr Prpp became Prestdent of the Reprographic Business
Group, which included the worldwide groups of manufacturimg. engineering,
product planning, and service. In January of 1984 he assumed the position of

Group Vice President of the Corporation.

Mr. Pipp was born m Iron Mountam, Michigan. He receved his B.AL degree m
cconomics th 1948 trom the University of Michigan and has attended courses in
engincering and business admimistration at the University ot Chicago and the
Unrversity of Loursvitle. He served for two vears m the ULS. Naval Air Corps. M,
Pipp and his wife, Glor, restde i Fairtield Countv, Connecticut. They have two
aldren,

JOSEPH SENSENBRENNER

Joseph Sensenbrenner is a consultant m the application ot advanced privace-
sector Total Quality Management and Svstem Thinking approaches to publie-
sector service delivery, Total Quahity Management. a philosophy and program of
management developed m the United States by Wi Edwards Deming and Joseph
Juran and associated with leading Japanese and U.S. mdustries, 1s being widely
adopted by corporations wishing to compete effectively on the basis of quality and
cost. He is recognized by The Quahiny Review as one of the 1988's " Ten Most

Influencial Figures in Quality Improvement.”

As three-term Mavor of Madison, Wisconsin, Mr. Sensenbrenner was the First
public official to adopt these techniques on a citvwide scale. From 1983 1o 1989
he proncered service improvements in virtually every munseipal acuviey of the
caprtal ctrv. Madison's advance m police, strcets, dav care, data processing. and
other arcas have drawn considerable attention from private and public-sector

leaders Lln'oughnut the country and from the nesws medua.
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He has been Deputy Attorney General for the State of Wisconsm. Division
Admustrator for the Wisconsm Department of Tustice. and the Chiel of Statt for

Wisconsin's Governor Prarck | Lucev

Fle recerved hrs B cum Linde. from Willums College m 1970 and hus
Doctor of Jlll'l.\Pl'lld\‘n\‘L‘ from the University of Pennsvlvania m 1973, His wile,

Marv Fllvn Drarys 1s an actorney, and they have two sons. David and lnscph.

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS

G. CARL BALL
Apvisory Boarp Co-CHAIR

G. Carl Ball joined the familv owned company, Geo. J. Ball, Inc., a horticultural
firm located in West Chicago, llinots, m 1947, He was clected Charrman of the
Board in 1962 and became President of the company i 1970, Mr. Ball also ts
President of the Ball Foundation +m Glen Ellvn —a professional research organi-
zation directed at the identification and development of human potential through

.lpntudc and ability testing and rescarch.

M Bull served as Charrman of the Board of the Cornidor P.u'(m‘rslnp for
Exeellence m Edacation. is a Director of the Hlmors Math and Science Academy.
and serves on the IMSA Alliance. an advisory committee which extends the IMSA
program throughout the State. He also 1s a board member of the Board of Over-
seers of Hlinots Institute of Technology, West,and 15 a member of the Board of
Trustees of Aurora University in Aurord. mots. He ts a council member of the
National Industry Council for Sctence Education  NICSE ™. Mr Ball served on the
National Academyv of Scrence’s Committee on the Federal Role in Education

Rescarch.

Mr Ball was born and grew up m Glen Ellvn, Hlmows, He served as a pilot in
the Asr Transport Command and Northwese Airlines, Northern Regron. m Alaska
and the Aleutian Islands from 1942 to 1947, He had attended Renvon College
from 1939-41. and after World War 11 resumed his education at the University of
Winots, carning a Bachelor of Science degree in 1947, M Ball hives in Glen Ellvn
with his wite, Vivian Elledge Ball. The Balls have three children: George Dexter,

Anna Carolme, and George Carl, Jr.
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P. MICHAEL TIMFANE
AbvisorRYy Boarp Co-CHAIR

Mre Timpane s the former President of Teachers College, Columbia University,
3 g )
the world's most comprehensive graduate school for the preparatton of educational,
3 g prep
psychologreal, and health professionals. He served previously as Dean of Teachers
(’.ollcgc and as Deputy Direceor and Director ot the federal government's National
Institute of Education. He has conduceed rescarch on educational Policl\' as A

sentor staft member at the Brooking Insticution and The RAND Corporation.

Mr. Timpane has edited and coneributed to several books on education and
soctal policy. During the past decade. he has been involved in many aspects of the
renewed business involvement in education, writing about these 1ssues for founda-
tions, pertodicals, and the Commuttee for Economic Development  Business fmpact
on Education and Child Development Reform, published in May 1991,. He co-directs
with Michael O'Keefe the Program for Education in a Changing Societv. an annual
seminar scries on national education policy affiliaced wich che Aspen Institute.
Through his work at the Aspen Institute and as advisor to state and federal
policvmakers, he has been much involved in the development of national goals and
standards in education, new formulations of policy with respect to comprehensive
service for young children, higher education, and national educational reform. He
has served as co-charr of New Jersev's Quality Education Commission and serves
on the boards of the American Council on Education, the American Association for
Higher Education, and Children’s Television Workshap.

Mr. Timpane received a magna cum laude B.A. degree m history and economies
trom Catholic University in 1950. He earned a MIA. degree in history from the
same institution and a M.PA. degree trom Harvard Universiov in 1970. He and his

wite, Genevieve, have four sons.

STEVEN GOLDMAN

Steven Goldman originates from New York and graduated from Queens
College of C.UNLY. with a Bachelor of Arts degree in psychology. He taught high
school mathematics in the carly 1970's and carned an M.B.A. in 1975 from Baruch
College of the City University of New York. From 1976 - 1984, Dr. Goldman was

Supervisor of Manulacturing Standards at Signoue Corporation in Glenview.

Hlinots. and 1n 1982, he carned a Ph.D. m Industrial/Organizational Psvehology

from Ilinois Insccute of Technology m Chicago. Illinos.
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In 1985, Dr. Goldman was named Director ot the Ball Foundation mn Glen
Ellvn, Hllinors which is a research and carcer counseling organization. The Founda-
tion conducts research on the idenufication and development of human potential
through the use of .1pt|tudc measurcment and also provides carcer counseling to
mdividuals needing academic and/or career direction. He has been instrumental in
establishing the Consortum on Productivity i the Schools and the Sebeol Design Collabora-

1ve, two educational itiatives sponsored by the Ball Foundation,

Dr. Goldman 1s a meinber of the American Psvehologieal Association, American
Educational Rosearch Assoctation, American (‘,oun.xcling Assocnation, American
Insutute ol Industrial Engimeers, and the Greater Chicago Association of Indus-
trial/Organizational Psvchologists, where he also serves on the steering commitree.
He has authored numerous reports and articles and presented before professional

assoctations.

Dr. Goldman serves on the Wilmette Youthk Commuisston and is a member of
the Board of Directors of the Corridor Partnership for Excellence in Education.

He also 1s a member of the President’s Council of Illinois Institute of Technology.

Dr. Goldman lives in Wilmette with his wife, Madeline, who is a computer engineer.

They have one daughter, Lisa. who is a treshman at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison.

THOMAS BAILEY

Thomas Bailey ts the Director of the Institute on Education and the Economy
and an Assoctate Professor m the Department of Economics. Education, Philoso-
phv and Social Sciences at Teachers College. Columbia University. Since his work
has focused on both education reform and innovative tramning and organizational
developments in the workplace, he has extensive experience with data analvsis,
fieldwork. and on-site evaluations relating to both schools and workplaces. An
expert on the educational and training implications of changes in the workplace. he
has served as a consultant to many public agencies and foundations, including the
U.S. Department of Labor. the U.S. Department ot Educarion, the U.S. Congress
Office of Technology Assessment. the Alfred P Sloan Foundation. the William T.
Grant Foundation. and several state and local cconomic development and educa-
tional agencies. He has led research and evaluation activities on emplover training
for organtzations such as Levi Strauss, MeDonalds, and the Internattonal Ladies
Garment Workers Unton and assisted in the curriculum development of vocational
schools such as the Fashion Institute of Technology and Textile Clothing Technol-

ogy Corpm‘.mon.
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Dr. Baley has evaluated and reported on the vouth .1}\}111'nllcc.\|n}\ model. the
mtegration of academic and vocational educacion, emplover partictpation school-
to-work programs, indusery-based skills standards and cerutication, and education
for all ANpUCEs ot the mdusery i sach }\ubllc.mom as “The Inregranion of Work
and School: Education and the Changing \\'nrkpl.u\\” “Can Youth .-\}\}\rrnncc\hip
Pheive m the United Staces,” and “Educanon tor AL Aspects ot the Industry:
Overcoming Barrters to Broad-Based Trainmy ™ His articles on traming m che
teattle and ‘ll‘}\ll'x‘l idustries have .lm\um‘d m a4 wide varrery of academie and orade
ournals. and he has authored or co-authored books on the emplovment and
trammy of mmirgrants and the eveent and ctfects of on-the-job erammye. His
book. written with Sue Berreman, Z#e Dowble el o Education and the 1 conomy.
avamines the poorly understood ik berween the needs of the workplace and the
contemporan anderstanding of cftecone learning and has been extensivelvoat
prol_cs.\mn.ll development conterences and 1 courses schools of education. His
most recent book,  Classroones i the 1t f‘t'liﬂ/‘m': [f/!l/r/qwr fnvolvement i Schoal-10-1ork

Transiron Pregrams. analvzes the roles of emplovers i the education system,

INNOVATION ASSOCIATES, INC., (1A)

An Authur D Litde Company., I\ is the pionccr and premier consultlng and
tratimy fnm enabling enterprises to become learnmy organizations. A focuses tos
fearnimy organization evpereise i the arcas of leadership and exccutive development
of high-performance teams. and leadershep for mplementation of Large svstems
change efforts. 1A provides consuluing, public and n-house traming programs, and
customized programs to a diverse client base. mcluding AT, Federal Espress,
General Toods. IBM. Motorola, Xerox, Intel, and Monsanto, as well as other

Fortune 1000, government. and health cate industry organizations. A pareners

\\I[[] clncnt.\ to [I'Jn_\“t‘r s ()l'g.ll]llul[l(‘l]«ll lc.lrmng u‘chnolng\ .H]d [OUl.\ cn.lbling

clients to reach therr most errtical busmess objectnes, including groweh, mple-

mentiny change and mnovauon, and achteving argantzational and {inancial goals.

C. SHERRY IMMEDIATO

Sl v Immediato 1s 4 Sontor Consultant with Innovation Assocnates. Mter a
decade of work with corporate clients, she consults primarily o health care and
education organtzations, as well as on cconomie development issucs with a4 locus on
developing effective working relatronships among competing stakeholders. Ms,
Immedito’s spectal interest s workinyg with communities to explore tssues which

lr.m.\ccnd ()I'ﬂ.lnl[.lll()ll.l‘ l\uund.\rlc.\.
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Orver the past thirteen vears. M, Immediato has specialized m translating the
conceptual underpmnings of orgamizational learnmyg-aspiration, collaborative
conversations, and preparation for complexity mto dav-long meetings and multo-
VCAT SURITCQICs. Tvpical consultng relationships melade co-designing and imple-
MEeNtng OrgANIZILON strategy to complement business imperatives, support cross-
functional teams 1 addressing svstem ssues, and coach executive teams in therr
own development process as well as ciaining sessions on the disciplines which

tNCrease urg.mnz.monnl lL‘.H‘nln}I C.ll;“lclt\'.

Prior to jotnmy Innovatton Assoctates, My, Immediara worked 1n venture

; =
capieal and cconomie development 1. both industry and yevernment. She was also
~ member of the organization behavior faculey of the Radclitte College Manage-

ment Program.

Ms. Immediato has Master degrees i Busimess Administration and Public

Policy from Harvard University

JENNIFER M. KEMENY

Jenniter Kemenv s a Sentor Consultant with Innovation Associates. and has
consulted with Fortune 500 tirms in a wide vartery of industrics, both nationally
and abroad.

Ms. Kemeny's work 15 aim .d at sentor management teams f.lcing cross-func-
tronal issues which have major business and organizational impact. Her major
emphasis of late has been team learning, helping a variery of organizations make
major organtzational breakthroughs as they shift their inter-relationships from
adversartal to advocacy and learn to resolve differences through a more systemic
perspective. As an expert m syseems thinking, Ms. Kemenv develops leveraged
mterventions that lead to long-lasting performance improvement and create organt-

zational understanding and commitment.

Prior to joining Innovation Associates, Ms, Kemeny worked at Peat, Marwick,
Mitcheil & CO., consulting 1n the strategie use of information systems. She has
also been an Adjunct Professor at Leslev College 1n Cambridge, MA in che Gradu-

ate School of Education.

Ms. Kemenv has a B.A. from Dartmouth College, and did docroral work in che
Svstem Dvnamics department of the Sloan School of Management.
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