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About Achieve, Inc.

Achieve is an independent, bipartisan,
nonprofit organization created follow-
ing the 1996 National Education
Summit, when the nation’s governors
and corporate leaders came together
to focus the country’s attention on
the urgent need to improve the

performance of America’s schools.

Achieve’s three principal purposes are to:

SCrve as a resource center to states on stand:lrds,

assessments, accountability and technology;

help states benchmark their academic standards,
assessments and achievement against the best national

and internatonal examples; and

provide sustained public leadership and advocacy
on behalf of the movement to raise academic

standards and improve student performance.
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Dear Colleague:

A little more than three years ago, the nation’s governors and business [eaders camie together at the 1996
National Education Summit. The Summit provided an opportunity to jump start education reform ettorts

around three core principles:
m Reform begins with a commitment to set the highest academic standards.
m Quality assessiments are essential to measure progress against those standards.
m [mplementation of comprehensive systems is required to guarantee tull accountability for results, start-

ing with real improvement m student achievement.

In order to sustain the pace of reform, Summit participants also agreed to create a new nonprofit, inde-
pendent organization called Achieve to assist states and business leaders in this work. As we review our
progress, it is important both to acknowledge what we have achieved during the past three years and identity

the steps we need to take to aceelerate our reforny cttorts.

Virtually every state now has academic standards i place. Businesses are increasingly demonstrating their
o'l o

support for standards-based reform by demanding records of high school performance — not simply diplo-
mas — before they hire graduates. This is meaningtul progress, which must be followed by immediate
actions to increase the rigor and effectivencss of the saandards, align high—quality assessments with those stan-

dards. and provide accountability for results.

Because education is first and foremost a state-led activity in this country, we have called the nation’s
governors back together. The governors will be joined once again by business leaders whose parmership
this cftort is vital to broad-based public support. This year, key educaton leaders, whose work is eritical to

the goal of raising student achievement, also will be tull participants in our deliberations,

The following materials provide essential information that will help us examine and tormulate our
commitments on critical issucs. It is time to chart a course for improvement and make the changes necded
in teaching, learning and accountability that will help our children reach their full potential. We look for-
ward to working with you at the 1999 Nadonal Educaton Summit, where we will eraft the agenda for

the coming years.

Sincerely,

7 A

Gov. Tommy G. Thompson Louts V. Gerstner, Jr.
State of Wisconsin IBM Corporation

1999 National Education Summit
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The State of the States: A Progress Report

A Decade of Reform

The 1990s and, indeed, the 20th century are
ending on an historic and positive note tor educa-
tion policymaking. This is not because everything
is fine in our schools — we know this is not the
case. It is because in litdde more than a decade,
politicians, education leaders and business leaders
across the country have tormed a consensus about
how to improve our schools. Standards, assess-
ments and accountability have become the educa-
tion refornt strategy of choice, and unlike most
cducation retorm proposals, it looks as though the
1dea of standards-based reform has considerable

staying power.

The need tor higher academic standards
became a national issue in 1983 following the
publication of A Nation ar Risk. This tederal
report delivered the jarring miessage thae most
Amcrican youngsters were achieving far below
their potential, and their mediocre performance
posed a sertous threat to the nation’s cconomic
prosperity and civie well-being. Momentum con-
tmued to build in 1986, when the nation’s gover-
nors ssued Time for Results, a bipartisan report
calling tor greater educational flexibiliey at the

local level in return for sericter accountabilicy.

1989 Summit

In 1989, President Bush and the nation’s gov-
crnors held the first-ever National Education
summit i Charloteesville, Va. Raising academic
achievement in schools was at the top of the
agenda. The Summit produced an unprecedented
set of broad cducation goals and committed the
nation to a 1O-year cffort to measure progress
toward those goals. The goals emphasized the
importance of young children’s readiness for
school, high school completon rates, adule literacy

and school safety. But the thread running through

Section |I:
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all of the geals was the importance of improved

student learming.

The 1989 Summit was particularly notewor-
thy for two reasons. First, it was a sign that gover-
nors were moving beyond their traditional seate
leadership roles into the national policy arcna,
torging a bipartisan agreement around a national
set of goals. Second, the very coneept of goal set-
ting signaled a shitt away from the traditional
emphasis on educatnonal inputs toward an

;lpp]‘O&lCh that measures and values l'CSl]ltS.

Atter the 1989 Summit, some states began
the demanding process of defining state aca-
demic scandards and building public support for
standards-based reform. Business leaders also
began to focus their eftorts on improving stu-
dent achicvement in cach state. But standards
setting proceeded slowly and ficfully. By the
time of the second National Education Sununit
n 1996, few states had clear, measurable aca-
demic standards in place, and cven fewer had
systems for holding schools accountable for

mecting those standards. The result:

B The acadenic achievement of most Amer-
1can students continued to be shockingly
low. Scores on national and international
tests as well as reports from universities
and emplovers indicated that most younyg
people were entering college and the

workplace madequately prepared.

B Across schools and school districts. students
were held to dramatically different stan-
dards. Low standards were a particular
problem m poorer communitics, where dis-

advantaged students often were not




expected to ake challenging courses and

reach high levels of achicvement.

B As Amcerican families became more
mobile and students changed schools at
much higher rates, the lack of consistent
standards across states and school districts
made the tansition very ditficule both tor
students who moved and tor their new

classmates.

B Without clear academic standards and
achicvement targees to serve as a guide,
critical clements of the education system
such as curriculum, assessments and
teacher traming were not aligned well

and sometimes \\’Ul'kL‘d at CTOSS=PUTIPOSCS.

® Parcnts and the public were growing
increasingly concerned about the quality
ot pubhc schools and questioning how
their tax dollars were bemyg spent. Some

began to look for alternatives.

1996 Summit

In March 1996, the naton’s governors
camie together once agam, this ame with
prominent business leaders, to orgamze the see-
ond Natonal Education Summic i direct
response to these problems, The 1996 Natonal
Education Sumne, held ar the IBM Exccutive
Conference Center mn Pahisades, NUY., contin-
ued to focus on results over inputs bue shiteed
the emphasis from broad goals to specitic, meas-
urable standards. Every governor invited onc
CEO who was a key player i che stare’s educa-
rion reform, and together they pledged o
undertake specific action steps to define aca-
demie standards and hold schools accountable
for resules. Governors pledged to develop aca-
demic seandards and canslate them prompely
mto state policy, and business leaders pledged to
make academic achicvement, as retlected m stu-

dent rranscripts, count i the hirmg process.

1999 National

Eftores in both of these directions have been

extensive and nnpressive,

The participation of business leadership i the
1996 Summit brought a new sense of energy and
urgeney to the table. For most companies, com-
petition and a fast-growing cconomy meant that a
decade was too long to wait tor signiticant educa-
noml improvement. But the mvolvement ot the
business community also added an clement of
political support and legitimacy thae was not there
before. National business leaders were staunch
supporters of cttorts to set goals, detine stindards
and measure progress in educanon. These ideas

already were part of their culture,

Since the movement tor higher standards
began, states and school districts across the coun-
try have tocused attention on student achieve-
ment and on the regular flow of information
showing whether stcudent learning s mmproving
over time. While m 1989 some states resisted
comparing their students” pertormance, climing
the comparisons to be untair, todav, many states
welcome this informacon and, like businesses,
see a benetir to benchmarkimyg therr students”

pertormance to that of others™.

Why Another Summit?

Over the past decade, the education land-
scape has been changed irrevocably. Education
has risen to the top of the st of the public’s pol-
tey mterests. and e has stayed chere. The current
reform effore has been the longest and most con-
certed i history. Enormous progress has been
made i forming a consensus on the need tor
challenging stndards and i eftores to define
what standards should mclude. But the job is tar

trom tinished.

With standards now set m nearly every
state. there 1s an urgent need to make them the

daily realiey of schools and chart the course tor

Education Summit




serious changes in order to reach those stan-
dards. As quickly as possible, we must answer

cructl questions:

B What changes need to be made wichin
schools to ensure that all students meet the

new standards?

8 How do we prepare teachers to teach to
higher standards, and must we ratse stan-

dards for teachers as well?

B What tvpes of rewards and consequences
for performance need to be m place o
encourage schools and students to take the

new standards seriously?

A How do we promote greater choree and
diversity among schools while maintaining

strict accountability for resules?

m How do we cosure the kind of strong pub-
lic support necessary to succeed i these

ctforts?

These are the challenges that lic ahead as
states and commumities strnive to achieve the
higher academice sendards they have set. Teis in
this context that governors and business leaders
have mvited education leaders to join them ma
third National Education Summit to examine
what's working and agrec on what remains to be

done to make America’s schools second to none.

Section |I:
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Progress Since the 1996 Summit

The 1996 National Education Sunnit suc-
cesstully brought more than 90 governors and
business [eaders together to pledge cherr support
tor higher standards and greater accountability in
schools. Each group commmitted to take specitic

actions in the years that followed.
Governors pledged to:

® Put higher acadenne stndards in place.

] C:I'CQIIC bL‘fl’L‘l' ASSESSICNS to measure

achievement ot those standards.

® Estabhish accountability systems whereby
perfornance would be reported publicly
and schools and students would be held

responsible for results.

Business leaders promised to:

B Expand state and local busimess coalitions
to support cffores to raise academic stan-

dards and achicvement i schools.

B Change hirmg practices to pay closer
attention to students” acadeniic achieve-
ment, thereby sending the signal that hard

work 1 school pays off in the workplace.

B Make the quality of states” educational
standards and performance a key factor
decisions to open new taclities or expand

CNISTING Ones.

1y a historie move, governors and business
leaders at the Sumimic also committed to form a
new national organization to help state policyimak-
ers develop and implement rigorous standards,
assessinents and accountability systems, This organ-
ization, Achiceve, Ine.. was officially chartered in
1997 and 1s led by a bipartsan board of dircctors

made up of governors and corporate CEQO:s.

1999 National

Setting Standards

Beoween 1996 and 1999, retorm advocates
underrook a tremendous amount ot work in stares
to set new achievement standards n the core aca-
demice subject arcas. In 1996, only 14 states had
adopted standards m English. mathemanes, science
and history/social studies. As of the 1999 Sunmt,
45 states have adopeed standards tor what students
should learn 1 cach of the core subjects. and four
others are i the process of completing such stan-
dards. Within the nexe year, we expect that 49
states will have academic standards m place in

their schools in the four core subjects.

The purpose of standards is sumple: to clearly
communicate to schools and the public what stu-
dents are expected to know and be able to do at
kev checkpoines during therr education. Accom-

plishing this goal has been hard but valuable work.

Most states began ambiriously, tking the
opportumty to engage cducators and the public m
a rich discussion of what matcers most in chil-
dren’s educanon. Standards setting became not
simply a bureaucratic actnivity conducted inside
state govermments, but rather a democratic one,
designed to foster dialogue about the knowledge
and skills students need co be successtul and the
changes needed 1 schools to enable students to

meet .\'UCI] L‘.\pC(fll[’iOll.\'.

In o many states. setomg standards has sparked
debares and disagreements about what should
and should not be expected of students. Calitor-
nia s a notable example. The Legislature estab-
lished a special commission and charged 1 wath
developing new standards for California’s
schools. The comnussion, which included
teachers, university professors. business leaders,
reprosentatives of community groups and others,

took the task very seriously, looking across the

Education Summit
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country and around the world to better under-
stand what was expected of seudents in other
states and nations. The commission took more
than two years to finish drattuing the standards,
and during that period, debates raged across the
state about the content and rgor of the pro-
posed standards. The arguments were so heated
and the stakes so high that a variery of national
organizations and scholars from across the coun-
rry weighed . Californians still may disagrec
on some of the details that made it into the final
set of academic standards, but most agree that
there are few issues in education more worthy
of such public dialoguc than what we expect

students to learn.

The debates within states have been fucled
by a series of national reports tssued by groups
such as the Amernican Federation of Teachers
(AFT) and the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation.
These orgamizations have developed their own
criteria for what high-quality academic standards
should look like and have graded the standards in
cach state based on those criteria. The reports
have attracted signiticant media atcention and
raised the levels of dialoguc within states. They
also have created some contusion, as the organi-
zations have not always agreed on what strong

standards should look like.

Achieve, as part of its mandate from the
governors and business leaders who crcated 1t
after the 1996 Sumimit, helps states take a serious
look at the quality and alignmient of their educa-
ton standards and tests by comparing these to
the best examples in che United States and
abroad. Through Achicve’s benchmarking initia-
tve, more than 20 states have received candid,
confidential information about how to improve

their standards and assessments.
Although the debartes have slowed the

refornt process in sone seates. the resuleing

heightened awareness and more sophisticated

Section I:
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dialogue have led to more effective retorms.
Over the last several vears, 46 states have
revised their standards after considering con-
structive eriticism and lookimg at scandards
other states. Since the AFT began issuing its
report in 1995, 21 states have improved therr
standards dramatically i the AFT s view. There
15 more room for improvement, to be sure —
only 13 states” standards receive high marks
trom both the AFT and Fordham. But states
have managed to make substantial progress in a

relatively short period of nme.

Commitment to Standards
50
40
30

20

States that have adopted standards
in the four core subjects

1996 2000

Sources: Achieve, American Federation
of Teachers

Measuring Achievement

In most states, the push o ser seandards has
been tollowed closcly by the development of
new assessnients to measure how well students
meet the standards. In 1996, 39 states gave at
least one assessmient at the statewide Tevel. Such
assessments usually were used to take the tem-
perature of schools and districts, rather than to
measure and report achievement agamst stan-
dards. Otten, the only exams with consequences
tor pertormance were the minimum-competency
tests that less chan half of the states required stu-

denes to pass to carn a high school diploma.
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As standards have made thar way o
schools, states have designed new assessments to
measure therr standards. By 2000, 48 states wall
assess reading and mathemaaes in clementary,
middle and high school. A majoriey ot these stare
assessnients report student performance againse the
state standards. The other two states, Towa and
Montina, require districts to micasure and report

student achievement.

States have been slower to develop standards-
based teses 1 saience and social studies. Only 17
states mmeasure these subjects e clementary, middle
and high school, although 12 more plan to do <o

in the nexr several yvears.

States and school districes have always relied
on test scores as an indicator ot student perform-
anee, bue the Lase several years have seen a push
for more rigorous tests that measure performance
more accurately agmnst the standards staces have
put in place. With the pursait of higher stan-
dards. we have seen a move away from “norm-
reterenced” tests that simply report studene
performance based on how students compare to
the “average.” Instead, most states are moving
toward tests designed to measure student per-
formance against a set standard — being “above
average”™ ona bell curve is no longer good
enough. Students must now demonstrate rthae
chey have fearned what they were supposed to
— not just that they are domg better or worse
than ocher students. And, with standards-based
exams, educators have the tools they need to
catge students” progress and focus nstruction in

order to help studenes meet the standards.

With the rise of new state assessnients, we
also have seen a move away trom tests that rely
solely on mulaple-choice questions. Instead, staces
are building in perfornance items designed to
measure studenes” abilities to write essays, solve
complex mach problems and show how they

arrived at cheir answers.

1999 National

Investment 1in Assessment

Total estimated annual spending on assessments, 50 states

TITHM $165 million

2000 EEXR{EGHITEYS

Source: Achieve

DIespire stites” Mvestment i New fests, serious
questions renain abourt the quality of the new
ASSCSSINICNES stares are using and the extent to
which they align with states” standards (see pages
13=14). But judging trom the innal vesules in
nany states. it seems the new tests are more chal-
lenging than the old ones. Not unexpectedly, of
the states that have mstituted new assessiments
since the carly 1990s, nearly all of them have
reported scores that were lower than scores on
Previous tests; i many cases, the scores were sig-
nificantly lower. As states continue to raise expec-
cations, the real mcasure of success will not be
what test scores look like i the first vear, bue

whether they improve significantly over nme.

Establishing Accountability

As the public has grown increasingly con-
cerned about educational qualicy, more states have
taken steps to hold schools and scudenes account-
able tor pertormance. The most commonly used
aspeet of states” accountabilivy policies is public
reporting of test scores and other performance
data. Thirey=six states now issue sone torm ot
report card that measures the performance of cach
school based on o variery ot indicators, including
assessent results. Ten vears ago, only a handtul
of states publicly disseminaced achievement daea

on a regular basis.

Although the qualiey and quancity of the
information being reported varies from state to

state, the fact that achicvement daea 1s now

Education Summit




publicly available has begun to change the

nature of conversations in statchouses and
school buildings. Educators and policymakers
are focusing on results, asking tougher questions
about why results are not as high as they should
be and beginning to pay closer attention to
what needs to change n schools to raise

achrevement.

School Accountability

When it comes to establishing real accounta-
bility for results, public reporting is only the first
step. The next logical step s to dispense rewards
or consequences for performance. In this arena,

the number of states drops dramatcally:

B 1Y states use a rating system to publicly
idendify low-performing schools and then
provide assistance to those schools to help

them improve;

B 16 states have put consequences in place tor
schools that tal to make adequate progress:

and

B 14 staces provide rewards to schools that
make significant progress from year to

yoar,

The good news s that these numbers rep-
resent significant progress over the last several
years. In 1996, only seven states issued rewards
to high-performing schools. Few provided
assistance to low-performing schools, and only
I'1 had sanctions in place for those that were
persiscently low-performing. It is also worth
noting that scveral states recently have passed
accountabiliey legislation or are in the process
of developimg such legislation, so the number
of states with rewards and conscequences likely

will grow in the near future.

The reality, however, is that most states do

not have serious miecasures in place to hold

Section |I:

schools accountable for resuls, And of those that
do. relatively few actually have used ther author-

ity to intervenc in failing schools.

Student Incentives

Most states have come to recognize that put-
ting standards and tests 0 place, and even holding
schools accountable tor overall gains in perform-
ance, 1s not enough. States also are creating
incentives for students to meet higher standards.
Twenty-four states have put graduation tests
place that studenes must pass to receive a diplona
(three more states plan to do so i the next sev-
eral years) and six states have mstituted policies
that counter “social promoton.” requinng stu-
dents o mecet che standards in key grades betore

being promoted to the next grade.

States that are attaching high stakes to stan-
dards and tests are doing so to motivate students
to work harder and, vlimately, to help ensure
that all students mecet the standards. However,
simply putting new ¢xit or promoton gates in
place withour providing students with the help
and support they need o mieet the standards s not
prudent policy. Only 19 states are requinng and
funding schools to provide low-achiceving students
with targeted assistance such as tutoring and sum-

mier school.

In many wavs, the school districts with the
greatest barriers to raising student achievement —
thosc 1 the big cities struggling against poverry
and limited English proficicncy — have led the
way i holding students accountable for mecting
higher standards. In Houston, othcials have buile
the district’s policy around the Texas state assess-
ments, requiring students to mect the state stan-
dards tor mathematics and reading betore moving
to the next grade. Chicago’s stand against social
promotion, requiring mandatory summer school
tor students who score too low on stndardized
tests, also has recerved natonal actcention, At least

35 ot the nanon’s largest urban school systems

Progress Report




similarly have adopted policies to end social pro-
motion, and 21 have isticuted summer school

programs for students who tfall behind.

Role of the Business Community

At the 1996 Summit, business leaders pledged
to support states in ther eftores to raise cducation
standards. Specttically, CEOs agreed to expand
state and local business coaliions to provide
political support for standards-based reforms and
to make student achievement a factor in hiring

dCCi.\'i('m.\.

Partnering for Reform

Since the Summnt, the Business Coahtion for
Education Reform, a group of 13 national busi-
ness organizations managed by the National
Allance of Business, has increased its neework of

state and local business coalitions trom 100 to 6O()

members. These coalitions are dedicared to work-
mg with educators and cleceed officials to improve
studene achievement. Business coalitions have
played siniticant roles m shaping cducacion
reform policies chroughout the 1990, and in sev-
eral states — Kentucky, Marvland, Massachusctes,
North Carolina, Texas and Washington — the
involvement of business has been eritical to the

success of the retorms to date,

In Washington state, the Partmership for
Learnmyg was created and funded by the business
community with the sole purpose of supporting
the state’s eftorts o put higher standards and more
demanding assessments in place. The organization
has led a statewide public engagement campaign
to inform parents of the new expectations and
keep them on board i the tace of disappointing

initial test results.

Incentives and Consequences

Accountability measures implemented by states

Number of states with ...

Public Required
report tests for
cards on student
schools promotion
or
graduation

Mi9ss 1999

Sources: Achieve, Education Week,
National Governors' Association

1999 National

Extra Sanctions Rewards
funds to for low- for high-
help low- performing  performing

performing schools schools
students
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Making Academics Count

Getting into a good college may motivate
some high school students to work harder, but
many students fail to see any tangible reward tor
mastering dithicule coursework. In fact, rescarch
demonstrates that 84 percent of high school stu-

dents say they would work harder it they knew

The campaign also is working to improve the
quality and usetulness of igh school transcripts.
A task force of corporate human resources direc-
tors, higher cducation admissions ofticers, educa-
tors and business leaders are reviewing current
high school transeripts and developing recom-

mendations for making them more usctul and

that employers were paving closer attention to meaningtul.

their academic performance.

Business leaders know that external incentives
tor students are essential. One of the most visible
business-led activities that grew our of the com-
mitments made by CEOs at the 1996 Sumimit has
been the campaign to encourage cmployers to
review student transeripes and academic records
when hiring. This effort, the Making Academics
Count campaign, is a direct response to a specitic
challenge put betore the 1996 Summit attendees:
Send the message to students that hard work in

school will pay off Tater.

In 1996, few American companies systentiti-
cally reviewed the academic achicvement of high
school students as a regular part of their hiring
practices. In some cases, the intormation was not
readily available to employers, or if it was avail-
able, it was not very uscful. In other cases, there
were perceived legal barmers to reviewing aca-
demic records and using them i hiring deaisions.
The Making Academics Count campaign was

launched to address these challenges.

IBM, Eastman Kodak and BellSouth are
among the companies that have provided national
leadership for this important cttort. The goal was
to have 10,000 companies of all sizes asking tor
student records and other profiles of acadennc
performance as part of their hiring practices. As of
August 1999, that goal has been achieved, and the
number of employers participating is expected to

keep growing.
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Are We Seeing Better Results?

The central purpose of serting standards and
developing asscssments and accountability systems
is to raise student achievement. So e is reasonable
to step back frony all the work i staces and dis-

tricts and ask whether it is making a ditference.

Signs of Progress

There have been some significant bright
spots that scem to indhcate cducation reform
ctforts are paying dividends. Many of the states
with new assessiments have reported strong
achicvement gains since the tests were first
implemented, indicating that progress toward
higher standards 1s bemg made. Somie states also
have shown signiticant gains on the National
Assessiment of Educational Progress (NAED)

math and readimg assessimients.

North Carolma and Texas have made
impressive gains on NAEP and their own state
assessmients, and many ateribuee those gains to a
standards and accountabiliey strategy chac has been
in place tor more than 10 vears. Colorado, Con-
necticut, Kentucky and Michigan also have
improved student resules on their teses and
NAEP, suggesting that retorms in those states

might be making a ditference.

We also are seemg signs ot progress in big
city school districts around the country, particu-
larly those that have insaruted staindards and
accountability measures or have been the benefi-
ciaries of strong state policies. Chicago, Commu-
nity School District 2 m New York Ciry,
Houston, Philadelphia and San Francisco are
among the urban districes that have recorded
impressive student achievement gains over the
last several years. District 2°s maost recent per-

formance on the New York stace exams was in
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fact higher than resules from surrounding subur-

ban schools.

Pace Too Slow

Although we can point to pockets of note-
worthy gain, the overall achicvement of American
students over the last 20 years has given us hiede o
celebrate. The fnlure to spur real national
mmprovemnent is made more toubhng by the pace
of change 1 the cconomy, which s kv outstrip-
pimg any differences registered moschooling.
While 1t s bard o find dat on the overall
achicvement of American studenes that reflects
pertormance solely over the last three vears, what
we know from NAEDP. the Third International
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) and
other sources 1s that progress in student achicve-

ment through the mid-1990s was oo slow:

College readiness — It 1s clear that students
are not entering commumty colleges or four-year
mnstitutions cquipped with the knowledge and
skills they need o succeed. According o the
Thomas B. Fordham Foundanon, remediation
takes plice mall pubhc communiry colleges, m
four out of ive public four-year institutions and
i more than six out of 10 private four-year insti-
tations, In 1995, almost 30 percent of first=time
treshmen — those who eypically started higher
cducation dircetly after complenng high school —

corolled i at least one remedial course.

Success on the job — Businesses also are
finding recent graduates unprepared tor the
demunds of the new workplace: A recent survey
by the Amencan Manageiment Assoctation of
more than 1,000 companies tound that more than
one-third of job applicants are turned away

because they do not have the math and reading

continmied on page 12
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i Staying the Course in North Carolina and Texas

New evidence is emerging that strong and sustained reforms focused on standards, assessment and
accountability can raise student achievement dramatically. North Carolina and Texas in particular have

been praised for making great strides in improving student achievement. Both states have realized
impressive gains on their state assessinents and the NAEP assessments. And there is evidence that disad-

| vantaged students are progressing much more rapidly than ever before: o

| Dr. David Grissmer of the RAND Corporation analyzed the two states” education reform efforts to '

| identify key factors in their progress. In a report published by the National Education Goals Panel, Griss-

mer found that the rapid achievement gains are not related to traditional policies such as increased spend-
ing, smaller classes or more qualified teachers. Instead, he argues that the impressive results have come

|- about as a result of the comprehensive and sustained approach each state has taken to improving its schools,

\ B Grade-by-grade standards with aligned textbooks and curricula;

i relying heavily on standards, assessments and accountability as the foundation for other reforms.

What specific reforms have North Carolina and Texas undertaken that seem to be making a difference?

| W expectations for all students to meet the same standards; :

o B statewide assessinents closely linked to the standards;

B accountability linked to the assessments, with rewards and consequences for performance; i

! ® deregulation and increased local flexibility to meet the standards;

| Achievement Gains 1n

i North Carolina and Texas
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® computernized feedback systems and achievement data used for continuous improvement; and

® reallocation of resources to schools with more disadvantaged students.

Other states have implemented some of
these policies, without always seeing similar
results. What sets North Carolina and Texas apart
is the comprehensive nature of these policies
and, just as important, the ability of the states to
sustain these policies over time. Even as political
administrations have changed, governors and
business leaders have stayed the course.

t

It is clear that putting in place a comprehen-
sive approach to reforming schools with stan-
dards, assessment and accountability as the
centerpieces is not easy, and sustaining such an
agenda over the long haul is even more difficult.
But the successes enjoyed by North Carolina and
Texas in raising achievement prove that this is
the strategy that will make the real difference for
children.
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skills they need to do the jobs they seek. Just three

years ago, this figure was only 19 percent.

NAEP — No more than three out of 10 stu-
dents in the fourth, cighth, and 12th grades could
perform at the proficient level or above on the
NAEP math and science tests. The history results
are even more disappointing, with only 17 per-
cent of fourth-graders, 14 percent of cighth-
graders, and 11 percent of 12th-graders scoring at
or above proficient. The best NAEP results came
in reading, with 31 percent of fourth-graders, 33
percent of eighth-graders, and 40 percent of 12¢h-

graders scoring as proficient readers or better.

TIMSS — Evidence from TIMSS, a major
international study of mathematics and science
ccaching and learning m morce than 40 nations, is
cqually disturbing: While American students did
relatively well on the fourth-grade math and sci-
ence assessments, placing near the top of the par-
ticipating nations, they dropped to below the
iternational average i cighth grade and shd
down ncar the bottom of the performance charts

by the end of their secondary schooling.

States With Significant Achievement Gains on NAEP Tests

»
States that have shown statistically sigmticant progress on
the NAEDP grade 4 reading assessment, 1992—1998
(CO, LA, UT)
States that have shown statistically sigmiticant progress on

the NAEDP grade 8 nathematics assessmuent, 1992=1996
(AR, DE. HIIN. ME, ML, NE, RI, TX, WV)

Source: National Center for Education Statistics
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. Stites that have shown stanstically significant progress on both the
NAEP grade 4 reading assesmient and grade 8 miathematics assessn

(CT. KY., NC)

D States that have not participated in NAEDP or have not shown
agnificant progress on NAER assessments
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Challenges Ahead

Perhaps the greatest indicator of progress over
the last decade is also the most underappreciated.
The need for higher standards in our schools 1s no
longer the subject of great debate. Policymakers of
most 1deological stripes agree that standards, assess-
ments and accountability systems are the necessary
foundation for improving schools. Business leaders
have stepped forward to support these ctforts,
tully appreciating the role that standards play in
their industries. Voices of protest within the edu-
cation conumumty have become the exception,
not the rule. And public complacency about the
quality of local schools has given way to a sense of
urgency and support for higher standards. In
essence, we have moved from the question of
whether we need more challenging standards to
how we are going to mect them. This has

brought a whole new sct of challenges to light.

Achieve has called the 1999 National Educa-
tion Summit to focus public attention on these
challenges and help governors, business leaders
and education leaders share effective strategies for
dealing with them. What are these challenges, and

what will it take to overcome them?

I. Continuous improvement of standards
and assessments

If standards and assessments are going to serve
as the roadmap for all other school reforms, it is
absolutely essential that they be of hugh quality.
Otherwise, states may find themselves unwattingly
moving in the wrong direction. States must not
consider the job finished once the standards are
set. Standards and assessments need to be bench-
marked and upgraded continually, or they will

become madequate indicators of achievemient.
Although nearly all states have put standards

and assessmients in place, serious questions about

the quality of standards and assessments remain:
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Progress

Rigor — Standards that are set too low will
not challenge students to work harder and will
not encourage schools to improve at a fast-
enough pace. In fact, such standards could have
the reverse effect. Recent evaluations of standards
and assessments conducted by Achieve indicate
that most states have not set their academic expec-
tations high enough, particularly when compared
with those of other industrialized nations. For
example, while the top-achieving Asian and
European countries expect their students to learn
algebra and geometry in middle school, very tew
American states make this the focus of their math

standards and assessments at those grade levels.

Quality vs. quantity — In an effort to
accommodate a diverse set of views about what
should be mcluded in standards, some states have
fatled to make tough decisions about what is most
important for students to learn. The result: volu-
minous standards that compel teachers to try to
rush through the curriculum to cover everything,
rather than encouraging them to focus in greater

depth on the most important topics.

An equally grave mistake is writing standards
n such vague language that they can be inter-
preted very differently within a state. This has
been a particular problem in states trying to walk
the line between state standards and local control
of curriculum. Standards that arc too broad con-
vey very little useful information to teachers and
parents about what is most important to learn, and
they give no indication of what will be tested on
the state assessiments. The result: contused students
and parents, frustrated teachers, and duninished

enthusiasm for reforms.
Alignment — Assessments that do not

measure a state’s standards adequately will pro-

vide educators and the public with misleading

Report
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resules. Few would argue with this. The problem
is there are wildly ditferent notions among the
states of what 16 means for a test to be aligned
with a set of standards. Tn Achiceve’s benchmark-
ing work with states. we have tound that strong
aligmunent is the exception, not the rule. Fora
variety of reasons, most assessiments do not meas-
ure states” standards awich an adequate level of

depth or rigor.

Comparability — Wich 49 ditterent sets
of standards 1 place (or in development) across
the country and a varicty of ditferent tests used
to measure those standards, it is impossible to
compare the achievement of individual scudents
and schools across state lines. Test resules in
Cualifornia cannot be compared to results in
Michigan, because the content of the tests 1s so
difterent. There s not much appette among
states for a top-down national test developed by
the tederal government, but chere is consider-
able mrerest among states i working together
to create such tests from the bottom up.
Achicve has launched such an cttort in mathe-

maties. (See sidebar, page 10.)

2. Strengthening accountability

Even the best standards and assessments will
lead to very hittle change if there are no cen-
tives or consequences for performance. As the
late Albere Shanker used to say, che first ching:
scudents want to know when they are given a test
or an assignment is, “Does 1t countz” When it
counts, they pay closer actention and try harder.
In many ways, the same s true of adules i the

cducation systen.
Accountability 1s on the education agenda in
nearly every state. The challenge now is to put real

micat on the bones of state accountability policies.

Better reporting — Although most states

sue annual reports that include test scores and
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other data on school pertormance, both the qual-
ity of that intormation and the extent to which 1t
1s reaching parents and the public vary consider-
ably. The states with the most cttective pubhc
reports use such mformation as test scores, eradua-
ton and dropout rates, and other mdicators o
dentity low-performing and ngh-performing
schools. More and more states are taking advan-
tage of the Internet and other media to reach a
wider audience with these accountability reports,
but if the imformation is not clear and understand-

able, e will have heele impacet.

Real consequences — Public reporting is a
necessary component of an accountability system,
but it is not sutticient. Wichout specific rowards
and consequences tor performance, there is not
much incenove tor schools to change. The
impressive achievement gains i North Carolina
and Texas are areributable largely to the compre-
hensive nature of their accountability systems —
students know that their performance on state
tests counts, and school officials understand that
chere are rewards tor progress and penalties for
persistent fulure. Fewer than halt the staces atch
any real consequences to school pertormance, and
only a handful have given their policies real teeth.
None has a system as comprehensive as those of

North Carolina and Texas.

Role of employers and higher
education — No matrer how extensive its poli-
cies, the K=12 education system cannot build
and sustaim an cetfective accountability system on
iy own, Yot states and districes sall are approach-
ing the reform process in this manner. Wath
few notable exceptions, cmployers and college
admissions otfices are being lett out of the
accountabihey cquation. The very mstatutions
that high school students and then parents pay
the closest attention to are not paying much
attention to the resules of states” new high school

assessnients. As noced carlier, the business com-

Education Summit




munity has begun a nationwide campaign to
encourage companies to nake student records a
factor m hiring decisions. That is an important
first step. Now 1t s tine tor the higher educa-
tion commumity to follow suit by connecting
college admissions with performance on states’

new high school assessments.

3. Helping all students achieve high
standards

Setting standards and measuring student per-
formance aganst standards are not ends in them-
sclves. The aim of standards-based reform always
has been to ensure that students reach the new,
more rigorous benchmarks. Dat trom NAEP
and the experiences of states that have intro-
duced new assessments aligned to rigorous stan-
dards tell us thar reaching these new targets for
achievement will be a substantial challenge tor
many, it not most, students and schools. When
New York state released resules from its new
performance-based reading and writing assess-
ment for fourth-graders carlier this year, more
than half the stace’s scudents falled. Even i some
affluene suburban districts accustomed to 90 per-
cent passing rates on a previous minimum skills

test, failure rates reached 40 pereent.

IR esults like these demonstrare that, tor
schools, “business as usual™ will not succeed in a
svstem driven by standards, assessiments and
accountability. States need o encourage schools to
change the ways o which they operate. In this
cttort, states should be guided by a growing con-
sensus 10 rescarch abour the traits that effective
schools share. In addition, states should consider
speaihic interventions that have shown pronmsc.
For example, students who cannot reach standards
in the typical school day and year will need
extended tme betore and atter school, on weck-
cnds, and over the summer to master content.
Students must know thar Riling to meet standards

has consequences — retention in a grade, for
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example — but they also must have a fair chance

to catch up.

4. Improving teacher quality

The mteraction among teachers and students
in millions of classrooms remains the essential
aspect of schoolmg, It takes only common sense
to know that students will not reach high stan-
dards by themselves. A seudy using Tennessee’s
state test showed that an eftective teacher makes a
40-point difference i the resules of low-achieving
students. And in Dallas, scudents chat started with
the same reading performance ended up 35 ponts
apart depending on whether chey had three offee-

tive teachers or three ineftective teachers ina row.

In many ways, however. the nation is failing
to recruit exceptional teachers, keep them i the
classroom and make chem beteer on the job.

Consider:

& Schools will need about 200,000 new
teachers a vear for the next decade,  part
to make up tor the 20 percent of teachers
who leave the clissroom within their firse

three years i the profession,

B Morc than a quarter of sccondary school
teachers i most subjects have no college
major or nmor m the subject they are
teaching. The figure jumps to over 50 per-

cent m history and science.

B Only four out of 10 teachers surveyed last
year by the Natonal Center on Educanion
Statistics reported feehng very well prepared
to implement state or district standards or
new methods of teaching. Sixey-one per-
cent of the teachers had partiaipated i no
more than cight hours of raming on deliv-
ering standards=based instruction in the pre-
vious vear, imd only 7 pereent of those
teachers believed the training had improved

themr teachmg significandly.
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Achieve’s Mathematics Achievement Partnership

In May, Achieve and 10 states announced the Mathematics Achievement Partnership, an unprecedented
initiative designed to help states work together to raise expectations and measure results using a rigorous,
internationally competitive yardstick. This partnership is a direct response to the poor performance of Ameri-
can students on national and international tests such as the Third International Mathematics and Science

Study (TIMSS).

Why is Achi¢ve working with these 10 states? Although states are committed to raising education stan-
dards, concerns about the comparability and rigor of the states strategies for improving education are begin-
ning to surface among education policymakers. For example, in some states, more than 80 percent of students
are meeting the state standards, while in other states the vast mgjority of students are failing. While states have
made great progress in developing education standards and tests, there is no way to compare results across
state lines against a common high standard. Governors, educators and business leaders want to know: Have
we set the bar too high? Too low? How do we know?

The Mathematics Achievement Partership will S o ’ ’ T
design a rigorous cighth-grade assessment that states .

: . Founding Partner States:
can use to compare their performance with each |

other. To support states as they raise the bar for 4 W [llinois ® New Hampshire
mathematics achievement, Achieve also will identify | ® [ndiam ® North Carolina
instructional materials and protessional development , 8 Maryland ® Vermont
strategies that will help teachers and students meet B Massachusetts 8 Washington

the high standards. B Michigan B Wisconsin

Over the next three years, Achieve will develop:

M, syllabus or other materials outlining the
core concepts students need to learn to meet internationally competitive mathematics standards;

B concrete guidance on how to strengthen middle school math curricula and instruction to help
students achieve at world-class levels; and

B an internationally benchmarked eighth-grade math assessment that will allow states to annually
compare the performance of their schools with those in other states.

The solutions are complex; raising entry strategy that considers both qualicy and supply.
standards into the teaching profession, for exam- Once 1 the classroom, reachers need more
ple. could deplete the pool of porential appli- opportunitics to improve their practice embed-
cants. In the same wav, opening new avenues ded in the daily operation ot the school and ned
mto teaching muse include equal attention to directly to the content they teach. The classroom
high licensure stndards. States should address cannot be a dead end when ic comes to profes-
these ssues with a comprehensive recruitment stonal development.

1999 National Education Summit
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5. Sustaining public support

Inherent in the idea of high standards is the
notion ot their public acceptance. To drive stu-
dents, teachers, schools and school districts, stan-
dards mwst be a widely valued currency. The tests
that micasure them and che accountabiliey that
Hlows from them have to be seen as fair and
appropriate. Parents have to want children to
reach the standards. Employers must see the con-
nection between states” standards and a better

workforce.

As states put new, tougher tests in place,
addressing public expectations has become a top
priority. States must make a strong case tor
standards-based reform, particularly early on,
when many students may tall short of the
benchmarks. In states such as Marvland, Massa-
chusetts and Washington, cducation officials
and the business community have developed
cffective ways of delivering their beliefs about
high standards to the public. Their success has
come down to explaming standards and teses

well and repeatedly.

Conclusion

The 1999 National Education Sunimit
comes at a pivotal tme for American education.
As we turn the corner into the nexe century, it
15 clear that a growimg cconomy and a high-
technology, intormation-driven socicry will
continue ro challenge Americans to know more
and do more. Today, 80 percent of sustainable
Jobs require some cducation beyond high
school, whereas at the turn of the last century,
only 3 percent of high school graduates went on
to higher education. Almost two-thirds of
today’s worktorce needs advaneed reading, writ-
g, mathematical and critical-thinking skills,
compared to only 15 percent of workers just 20

years ago.
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A well-placed sense of pride grows from
looking back over what has been accomiplished
in education retorm in a relatively short span.
But leaders in government, business and educa-
tion so responsible for this improvement cannot
afford to let pride be replaced by sausfaction.
While this report can point to progress in many
states, such progress has come in bits and pieces.
And though some can claim to be moving in the
right direction, no state should claim to have put
m place all that is needed. The consequences of
these missing hinks are clear in the most recent
NAEP reading results. Even with growth from
tour vears ago, in no state are more than half of
the fourth- and cighth-graders proficient readers.
The plain fact s that the demands of economic
and social changes stll outpace the ability of

American schools to deliver.

The American spirit has always been marked
by aspiration, innovation and forward thinking.
As the naton approaches the 21st century, we
should recognize how far we have come in mak-
g schools beteer, but we must finish the task we
have started. Our accomphshments to date are a
source of genuine optimism. They show how
committed Americans can be to the task at hand.
and they show that higher standards and account-
abiliey vield results. Seates, their leaders and their
citizens want higher standards, and they deserve

schools that can help children achicve them.
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Issue Briefs

Introduction

This section of the Bricfing Book is designed 1o pro-
vide a backdrop for the discussions and action steps that
are the focus of the 1999 Sunnnit. While not intended
to be exhaustive, these issue bricfs highlioht the ceutral
challenges facing governors, business leaders and edvca-
tion leaders ax they move 1o implement higher standards
and raise achiceernent i schools. For wore infornmation
on these issues, see the Resonrees section ar the back of

this book.

Strengthening Accountability

Accountability is the “engine™ of the stan-
dards movement. Now that virtually every state
has adopred standards for student achicvement and
most have developed assessmients to measure stu-
dent performance against the standards, it is time
to hold districts. schools and cducators responsible
tor results. What are the ingredients of a compre-
hensive accountability system. and how many

states have put such systems m place?

Helping All Students Achieve

The paramount objective of standards-hased
reform is high pertormance for all students. As
states and districes put higher standards and
tougher tests v place, they must pay caretul
attention to helping students achieve those stan-
dards. States waill need to provide seudents with
access to beeter courses and increased mstructional
time, including after-school tutoring and summer
school. They also will need o explore more
sophisticated uses of technology :and smaller
classes to engage students who might otherwise
not be learning, The real challenge will be o lift
the acadenne proficiency of the more than 12
million impoverished and disadvantaged voung
people who struggle with reading, mathematics
and science. These children have the mose to

gain from a system that expects more of chem.
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Improving Teacher Quality

No improvement is more critical to the suc-
cess of the standards movement than making sure
thae there s a competent, commiteed teacher in
cvery classroom. Nothig clse we do will signifi-
cantly improve schools it they are not staffed with
competent teachers. Many states and districts are
upgradmg the process by which we recrute, pre-
pare and keep good teachers. But the pace of
improvement is lagging far behind the need, and
an mmpending teacher shortage heightens the

UTZency.

Diversifying the Delivery System

Advocates of the “marketplace” strategy ot
reform argue convincingly that school choice can
potentially open up the system, create healthy
competition and offer diverse educational oppor-
tunities to a diverse student body — all within the
context of standards-based reform. Bue choiee s a
complicated and controversial issue, and not all
who favor greater choice embrace standards and
accountabiliey. The challenge for states 1s how to
provide parents and students wath greater choiees

while maintainmyg strict accountabihity tor results.

Sustaining Public Support

Pubhc support is vital to the success of
standards-based retorm, and polls have shown that
such support has been inereasing. Bur now the
movement is entering the accountability phase n
which conscquences exist for schools and stu-
dents, and some observers fear a backlash will
develop. To combat this, states should develop a
public cngagement strategy now. A tew, along
with some school districts, are blazing the ol
Theyre learning thac icis importint to provide
plenty of reliable information, encourage public
participation in the discussion and manage the

Conversation.
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Strengthening Accountability

Accountability s perhaps the hortest issue in
cducation policy night now, and for a simple rea-
son: Policymakers recognize that seeeing stan-
dards and measuring performance are not
enough. Virtually every state has adopted stan-
dards for student performance, and most states
have developed methods of measuring scudene
perfornimee against the standards. But chat alone
has not mproved performance. The next crucial
step 1s to hold educators and students responsible
for resules by atcaching real consequences to

meeting the standards.,

Although some states have had accountability
syscems 1 place for some time, few states have
put all the pieces together. As an Education Wieek
survey tound, although 48 states currently test
students and 36 publish annual report cards on
mdividual schools, fower than halt rate the per-
formance ot all schools. only 16 have the power
to close or take over tuhng schoals, and only 14
provide monctary rewards for high-pertorming
schools. The National Governors™ Association
reports that slightly more than half the staces —
27 — require or will require students to pass state
tests - order to graduate from high school. Only
SIX states require educators to take achievement
on the statewide tests into consideration when
making decisions about promoting students to the

next grade.

lt1s one thing to talk tough about accounta-
bility, but it is something clse to pur comprehen-
stve accountability svstems in place and entorcee
them. The current gap between the rhetoric in
favor ot tough accountability and the reality ot
where states are today retleets the very real chal-

]Cllgk‘.\' states f:lCC m ll)L‘;l.\'lIl'il]g IDL‘]'ﬂﬁ)l'll];lllL'C and
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attaching rewards or penalties to the resules, Tn
many cases, states have just put i place new
assessiments, and their rigor and the degree to
which they align with stndards vary. States also
need to butld support among educators — and

the public — tor the new systens.

Stares and school districts are just beginning to
artend to the elements that will make accountabiliey
systeins etfective, such as providing the professional
development that teachers need to teach to che stan-
dards. And states are just starting to think of ways to
build bridges to the business community and higher
cducation so that all sectors send a common mes-

sage to schools and students about learnig,

While it may be too carly to judge the resules
that most states” accountability systems are pro-
ducig, 1t clear ehat establishing comprehensive
accountabilicy pohaes, and building and sustaiming
support among cducators and the public for those

policies, can lead to higher performance.

Who Is Accountable?

In many respects, the renewed emphasis on
accountability stems trom Tinie jor Resnlis, the
T986 report from the National Governors™ Associ-
atton. In that report. the governors proposed what
they called a horse trade™ They said they would
relax rules and regulations tor schools and provide
them the tlexibiliey they needed to improve
schooling for their students. But, the governors
sard. they would hold schools strictly accountable

tor results.

As states move toward creating che svstems
envisioned by that report, they are doing so in

somewhat ditferent wavs, One of the key issues is
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deciding irho s accountable for results. The most
cftective and far approach is to hold accountable
both schools and students, though few states have
designed incentives and consequences for both

(sce page 25).

Many states have focused on institutions —
schools and school districts — as the units of
accountability. Thew reasoning s that schools are
responsible for educating students, and if seudents
fail to reach high levels of performance. it is the
school or district that should answer tor that fail-
mg. Morcover, they believe, districts and schools
arc more likely to try to improve themselves if
they know there are rewards for meeting stan-
dards or penaltes for not domg so. The range of
school accountability measures includes publicly
rating schools” performance from unsaasfactory to
exemplary; ottering positive meentives to spur
enthusiasim and support tor reaching higher stan-
dards; estabhishing intervention programs to assist
staft in schools with consistenty low pertormance;
and nstituting more drastic measures for schools
that fail to improve, such as closing them down or

“reconstittting” thetr management and sttt

Maryland s one state that begin by holding
schools accountable for performance and more
recently has turned its attention to incentives for
students. In the carly 19905, the state developed
an innovative, performance=based assessiment in
grades 3, 3. and 8 that is designed o assess school
performance; 1t cannot produce scores tor indi-
vidual students, as cach student tukes only part of
the assessment. Schools that are designated Tow-
performing receive mandatory assistanee trom the
state and, if they fail to demonstrate improvenient
on the assessmient over time, they can be closed

down and reopened under new management.

In order to monvate students to work harder
in school and take academic standards and assess—

ments more sertously, Maryland is now develop-

ing a series of high school tests that students waill
have to pass to graduate. For years, the state has
required thae students pass a sct of baste-skalls tests
in order to get their diploma, but in 1997 the
state board of education agreed to phase i more
challenging high school exit examinatons that
align with the high school stindards. Under cur-
rent plans. students in the class of 20035 must pass
end-of=course exams in three subjects — govern-
ment, English, and either algebra or geometry —
m order to graduate from high school. Ultumatcely.
Muryland students wall have to pass 10 tests during

high school in order ro graduate.

More than halt ot the states require students
to demonstrate that they have met the state’s stan-
dards m order to graduate from Ingh school. Cali-
fornia is one of the more recent states to approve
such a policy under the leadership of Gov. Gray
Davis. Beginning in 2004, senors will have to
pass an exit exam betore getting a diploma. Cali-
tornia’s accountability plan, approved by the Leg-
islature. also will hold schools accountable tor

student achievement.

Some states are not waiting until high school
to hold students accountable. They are moving to
curb “social promouon™ — the practice of passing
students to the next grade regardless of pertorm-
ance. At least six states and a growing number of
school districts now require students to pass a test
n order to advance to a higher grade at one or

more points in their school career.

Accountability for What?

Although the new accountability systeis are
all based on scudent performance. how states
define and measure student pertormance varies

widely.

For the most part, states use statewide reses to
measure achievement as part ot their accountabil-

1ty systemns. By the vear 2000, all states except
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[owa and Montana will have statewide tests m
English and mathemances, The teses include com-
merctlly available tests, such as the Stantord
Achicvement Test and the TerraNova: cus-
tonnzed versions of such tests that are specially
designed for states: and assessments developed by

states to align specifically to their seandards.

states also use measures bevond test scores in
caleulating pertormance. Kentucky. Louisiana and
Washimgton, among other states, measure atten-
dance and dropout rates. Several seates, such as
Indiana. Kansas, New Mexico and Rhode Island,

consider data from site visies as well.

The process by which states decide “how
good 15 good cnough™ on the seatewide assess-
ments vares. According to Education Week, 17
states compare schools against an absolute stan-
dard, nine states compare schools™ annual per-
tformance against their past performance and two

states compare schools agamste sumlar schools,

Texas takes a unigque approach to the prob-
lem of serting stndards for its schools, one chat
cotmbines a concern for high scandards with an
cmphasis on equity. The state sets an absolute
passing rate and judges schools accordimg to the
pereentage of students who pass — both in
terms of schools™ total enrollment and for
sociocconomic and erthime subgroups. The pass-
g rate schools muse reach to avoid the label
“low-pertorming”™ has nisen by five percentage
points a vear over five years, For a school to
carn a ngh raung, the overall passing race must
exceed stare stndards and so must the passing
rate tor Atrican Americans, Latinos, whites and

ceconomiaally disadvantaged studenes.

States that Jook at improvement over time

constder schools “successtul ™t they register gains
as compared to previous performance and

“unsuceessful b scores stagnate or decline. For
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example, South Carolina races schools as improv-
g it their gain in performance exceeds what
might be expected based on previous perform-
ance. Other states consider schools” demographics
when caleulating their progress over time. Indi-
ana, Kansas and New Mexico take into account
the poverty of the student population i caleulat-

g performance.

Truth and Consequences

The consequences attached to stadent
achievenment — rewards tor high performance
and interventions or sanctions for low perform-
ance — are where the rubber meets che road
accountability. But it is here where the gap
between rhetoric and reality yawns the widese,
Fiducarion Heek’s comprehensive analysis of the 50
states” ettorts to retorne public schools, Quality
Conns "99, reveals that while most states publicly
report school performance. relatively few have
established comprehensive policies with real con-

sequences for schools and students,

Reporting Achievement to the Public

Perhaps the most widely used consequence
is the least severer publicity. A majoricy of states
produce “repore cards” on schools that provide
mformation to the public about the schools”
performance on statewide exams and other
micasures. When these are made public, espe-
clally in the media, they can spur teachers and
administrators to act. But in some stites., it s
not clear how public such report cards truly
are. and therr quality and uscrulness vary
widely, One recent study found that few par-
ents, taxpayers or educators had actually seen
the school report cards and, morcover, that the
intormation they provided was not what par-

ents were looking for,

While most states issue report cards, only
19 states actually rate then schools as low-

performimg, satisfactory or excinplary, This 1s a
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critical step to establishing real rewards and

sanctions for schools, and, at the very least, such
ratings can help the public make sense of the

data on the report cards.

Anccdotal reports from states suggest that
reporting results will get educators”™ attention
and spark action. The fear of adverse publiciey
— being labeled a “school m cras™ or a “low-
performing school™ — scems to encourage prin-
cipals and teachers to act to improve schools. In
Georgia, for example, the number of schools
that have prepared improvenient plans since the
state began publishing report cards m 1996 has
mercased by 300 pereent, according to the state

department of education.

Intervening in Failing Schools

Once schools are Labeled low-performing,
what happens to them? Interventions in low-
performing schools typically come in two stages:
assistance to help schools improve and penalties
or sanctions for schools whose performance doces

not improve rapidly enough.

Nincteen states provide or require districts to
provide direct assistance to low-performing
schools. Assistance comes i many forms, but the
more cttective strategies nclude some or all of the

tollowing:

B sending external review teams to the
schools to analyze poor pertormance and

make recommendacions;

& requiring schools to develop and imple-
ment improvement plans or comprehensive
school reforms that are focused on helping

all students reach the state stundards;

B providing additional funding and/or protfes-

stonal development for school statf: and

B assigning expert principals and ceachers to
assist school Teaders and teachers in making
the changes to curriculum, instruction, pro-
tessional development and school orgamza-
tion that are necessary to raise student

achicvement dramateally.

Kentucky's Highly Skilled Educators Program
and Washington’s Mathematics Helping Corps are
two examples of interesting ways states are begin-
ning to help turn around low-pertorming schools.
Nevada, New Mexico and New York mamtain
lists of rescarch-based whole-school reform mod-
cls and require failing schools to adopt one of the
approved models, and New Jersey is funding

wholce-school reform in its poorest districts.

When achicvement tails to improve after ade-
quate time and assistance, states should take the
necessary actions to ensure that students will not
be trapped in failing schools. These actions, or
sanctions, come in different torms, and some are
stronger than others. Sanctions that states may use

include:

B revoking a school’s acereditation status;

B reconstituting schools by replacing the prin-

cipal and teachers;

B nking over or closing persiseently failing

schools; and

B allowing parents and students to enroll

other schools.

Sixteen states have the authority to reconsti-
tute, take over or close fathing schools, and seven
states grant parenes and students the option of
transferring to another school. A few states require
districts to intervene in tailing schools, and four
can impose sanctions on districts when the dis-
tricts” schools persistently underpertorny. How-

cver, only a handful of states — New York,

Section Ill: Issue Briefs B Strengthening Accountability




Oklahomia and Texas among them — have actu-
ally exeraised their legslative authority to close or

reconsttute schools.

When chere ts substantial evidence of dis-
trictwide tailure to rse academic achievement, 12
states have Tnws on the books to mtervene in dis-
rrict nmanagement. In 1996, Maryland assumed
some responsibility for the Baltimore public
schools i partnership with the ciey because so
many of the district’s schools were failing. Shni-
larly, New Jersey took control of three major
urban districts nearly 10 years ago. and is just now
beginning to relinguish authority over the districes”
schools, While the results from such takcovers
have been mixed, states deserve eredit for taking
responsibility for improving the schools whose stu-

dents are most likely to be Tow-achieving,

Recognizing and Rewarding Success

Posinve mcentives that reward schools tor
high achievement are less connmon chan ineer-
ventions, but they are an impaortant part ot a
comprehensive accountability system. According
to Edncation Wik, 14 states provide cash awards
to highly successtul schools, and several of these
states, such as North and South Carolina, couple
the rewards with public recognition. Some states
also provide waivers frony state regulations tor
schools rated “excemplry.”™ Only Kentucky,
North Carolina and Texas offer monctary
rewards to schools based on thenr performance

under the states” accountabilivy systems.

The Role of Higher Education and Business
While most of the mterest and activity around
accountability has centered on staces” K=12 sys-
tems, other imsttutions, chiefly higher education
and busimess, also have a role to play. By the sig-
nals they send to students, colleges and universities
and cmplovers can enhance or impede states”
ctfores to hold studenes accountable for ther

learning.
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To date. though, there have been few cftorts
to enlist businesses and higher education insticu-
tions mto education accountability svstems. One
notable exception 1s the Business Coalition tor
Education Reform, a coaliclon of 13 national
business organizacions managed by the National
Alliance of Business, which has spearheaded a
campaign to encourage emplovers to ask tor high
school transeripts when hiring. Their goal is to
cncourage students to take challenging courses
by showing studenes thar their hard work will
pay ottt in the workplace. The campaign, known
as Makimg Academies Count, was laanched to
tultill & commument made by corporate leaders
at the 1996 National Education Summnte. The
campaign set our m 1997 to have 10,000
cnplovers asking for school records, and e

reached s goal i August 1999,

Higher education has played an cven smaller
role m holding students accountable for mecting
performance standards. (See Kati Flaycock's essay
on page 71.) In most states, there is a substantial
gap berween what students are expected to maseer
by the end of high school and the entrance
requirenents for two- and tour-year colleges and
universities, In face, very few seates have systemati-
cally articulated the connection benween the
requirements tor high school graduation and col-
lege entrance. In Oregon, K=12 cducation leaders
and higher education otticials are working
together to try to bridge the gap. Under Oregon's
Proficiency-based Admission Standards Svstem
(PASS). scheduled to be mmplemented in 2002,
state=sponsored colleges and umversines will adimie
students based on demonstrations of specitied
knowledge and skills, rather than on course credirs
and admiassions tests. The idea is to hold students
accountable tor learning by rewarding them with
college admission it they reach challenging stan-
dards. Colorado, Georgii, Maryland and Wiscon-

sin are developing similar policies.

continted on page 26

Education Summit




Accountability: Putting the Pieces Together

A comprehensive accountability system should include a combination of incentives, rewards and
consequences for both schools and students. While states have made progress in establishing some of
these key clements, relatively few have put all the pieces together.

Two reforms in particular — publicly reporting school achievement and administering high
school exit exams for students — are taking hold, with over half the states requiring school report
cards and implementing tests that students must pass to graduate from high school.

But there has been much less movement in other critical areas. What should a comprehensive
accountability system include?

' Student incentives, such as graduation and/or promotion exams;
m report cards that report achievement and other information for individual schools;
| & ratings that classify schools based on performance;
W assistance for low-performing schools to help them improve;
| rewards for highly successful schools, including monetary bonuses and public recognition; and

B sanctions for chronically failing schools, including takeovers and reconstitution.

Only five states Indiana, Maryland, New Mexico, North Carolina and Texas — have put all

these picces together.
Accountability in
50 the 50 States
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What Challenges Remain?

Policymakers who view accountability as the
critical inchpin of seandards=based reform see it
not as an end inaeselt, bue as a potent ol to
bring about high levels of learning mmonyg all
students. Businesses have long known that
accountability is the kev ingredient to improved
pertormance. Clear and comprehensive systems of
accountability thar have real teeth will send a
powertul signal abour the importance of mecting
higher standards and should tocus resources to

ciable schools to reach the goals,

i order to make accountability systenms eftec-
tive, though. policymakers need to attend o some

important challenges.

8 Ensure the quality of standards and
assessiments. [ an accountability syseem,
assessnent mtformation is critical in driving
deaisions about students and schools. More-
over, as educators well know, what gers
tested gets taught. Bue it assessments do not
provide vahd or reliable iformation or it
they ful to measure challenging standards,
then the accountabihivy svstem’s effective-

ness 1s compronmsed.

Achieve. Tne. 1s helping saaces address the
quality of thar assessments through ies
benchmarking process. By providing candid
mformation to states about the exeent to
which assessiments measure challenging
standards and can drive improvements in
teaching and learning. the organizacion
helps states understand what they need o
do to tocus educators” attention on the

content that matters.

B Build the capacity of schools and dis-
tricts to educate students to rigorous
standards. Although ccachers and

administrators in most schools need help
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i reaching to rigorous standards and
reorganizing schools to tocus on student
learnimg, persistently failing schools posce
the greatest challenge. Signiticant and
long-rerm meervention is necessary o
help these Tow-pertorming schools
develop the capacity to succeed. Bur as
noted above, fewer than half the states

have policies to provide that intervention,

In cheir eftorts to provide the level of assis-
tance schools need, staces should recruie
colleges and universicies to play a major
role. In EI Paso, Texas: Long Beach, Calif':
and a number of other cities, universities
are teammg up with local school systems to
cnable teachers to help seadenes reach chal-

lengmyg standards.

Similarly, scudents also need support if they
are to meet those standards. Early estimares
suggest that i some states, large numbers of
students are hkely to tul the examinations
that will soon be required tor graduadion
from high school. In order to avoid such a
disaster, states need o get more serious
about intervention. Students who are not
meeting standards deserve exera time and
extra help — they should not simply be
promoted on to the next grade for another

reacher to worry about.

Establish and enforce real conse-
quences. The ulamate question states and
school districes face when establishing
accountability policies is what to do for
schools or studenes that consiseently fail to
measure up. Many states are recognizing
that 1t is untur to pass students along to the
next grade or allow them o graduate
unprepared. Instead, chey are drawing che
Ime mche sand and saying that promotion
and graduation must be carned, tor the

good of the students.
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A similar line must be drawn when 1t

comes to low-performing schools. Schools
that persistently tail to educate their stu-
dents cannot be allowed to continue to do
so indefinitely. The tutures of too many

students are at stake.

B Maintain public support. Like any
attemipt to shake up the status quo,
accountability faces resistance, and over-
coming that resistanee requires stipport. In
many places, accountability measures have
sparked a backlash — from parents angered
that their children may not graduate from
high school, from teachers who doubt the
credibility of a testing system and from
people who fear the loss of their neighbor-
hood school. Some states have reversed
course in the tace of potential opposition,
but those that have staved the course have
substantial student achievement gains to
show for it. They demonstrate that a com-
mitment to standards and accountability

over the long haul can produce results.

Section Il: Issue Briefs

B Strengthening Accountability




Helping All Students Achieve

Standards and assessments play a powerful role
n holding scudents and schools accountable for
progress in achieving high standards. They also
help identty what areas of teaching and learming
need to be improved and which meerventons are
most successful. The standards that have tiken
root i 49 states have made it clear that all chil-
dren need o be brought to observably higher lev-
cls of performance and that we must do more to
chminate disparitics 0 schools™ abilities to achieve

results for students from all backgrounds.

As the Progress Report (Section 1) at the
begmnmg of dus Bricting Book shows, states and
districts are making some progress in raising
achievement, but stll have miles to go. What
aives the most cause for hope is that pockets of
excellence can be found 1 some of the most

impoverished communities.

What are some schools doing that is causing
young people in some of the most ditheult cir-
cumstances to achieve at higher levels? Tn part,
there is evidence that scudents — especially
African Amcrican and Launo students — are sign-
ing up for tougher courses, and rescarchers and
cducators have found that students who take more
advimced courses generally improve their per-
formance on tests. The simple tact s that scudents
cannot master essential knowledge it they don't

take the necessary courses.

Interventions that have led to these improve-
ments include programs that inject more rigorous
course content into curricula, provide techmeal
assistance to teachers and staft] reshape the use of
school tinie, ofter nontraditional approaches to

learning to mecet the needs of young people, and
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use “whole=school™ retorm, which offers a com-

binaton of these meerventons,

Getting Students Beyond Grade Level
Justas a rising tde lifts all boats, a properly
miplemented standards strategy should benetic all
students, not just those wich the most porenual.
While schools and students are takimg seeps tor-
ward, the reformy movement sall has a great deal
of work ahead. To succeed in the fong run,
standards=based reform must work even tor the
most at-risk students — the more than 12 million
impoverished and disadvantaged voung people
who do not read well enough to do grade-level
work and who struggle with machematics and sci-
ence. Most of these students attend schools in
mner cities and poor rural areas, and chey drop
out at the carliest opportunity or get promoted
through graduadon, without ever having learned

the basic skills.

More than halt the tourth- and cighth-
graders in the nation’s urban public school dis-
trices fail to reach even nimimuam standards on
national tests in reading, math and sciencee,
according to the National Assessment of Educa-
tional Progress (NAEP). Urban students perform
far worse, on average, than children who live
outside central cities on virtually every measure
of academic performance. In urban schools that
coroll high pereentages of studenes who live in
poverty, two-thirds or more of students tail to
reach even the “basic™ level on national cests,
meaning that they probably cannot do work

appropriate to their grade level.

However, a recent report by the Education

Trust ofters evidence of how high standards ¢an
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yield impressive results. An analysis of 1998 stu-
dent achievement data in Kentucky revealed that
the achicvement gap separating low-income stu-
dents from other scudents could be closed 1t low-
mcome students recerved high=level instruction.
Some high-poverty schools in Kentucky even
outperformed some of the state’s most affluent
schools on che state’s assessiment. According to the

rep ort:

B five of the 20 clementary schools wich che
highest reading scores in the state were

high-poverty schools;

| «ix of the 20 clementary schools with che
highest mathematics scores in the state were

high-poverty schools; and

| 13 of the 20 clementary schools with the
highest writing scores i the state were

high-poverty schools.

What Makes a Good School?

Retorm advocates hope to break new
ground with at-risk students by changing the way
tradittonal schools are governed, organized and
operated. By rethinking how the learing envi-
ronment should be structured, educators are dis-
covering the characteristics of schools that are
most cttective i rasing student performance for

a broader range of students.

Another study by the Education Trust, Dis-
pelling the Myih: High-Poverry Schools Exceeding
Expectations, identifies the characteristics of top-
performing, high-poverty schools. By analyzing
survey data from 366 clementary and sccondary
schools 271 states, the study found six important

characeenstics common to these schools:
W cxtensive use of state/local standards to

design curriculum and instruction, assess

student work and evaluace teachers;
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® increased instructional tme for reading and

mathemaeics;

B substantial investment in professional devel-
opment tor teachers that focuses on
instructional practices that help students

mecet academic standards;

m comprehensive systems to monitor individ-
ual student pertormance and provide help
to struggling students before they fall

behind;

| parental involvement i efforts to get stu-

dents o meet standards; and

B accountability systems with real conse-

quences for adults in the school.

Other mvestgations of what makes schools
ctfective by rescarchers such as Paul Hill and
Joseph Johnson support many ot these same tind-
ings but also emphasize the importance of decen-
tralized decisionmaking and school-level control

OVCE IresOouUrces.

These principles are not new. Business leaders
recognize that some of the most successtul corpo-
rations are characterized by a clear sense of mis-
sion, cttective quality controls, a sensitivity to
thenr market and a commitment to involve
employcees in decisionmaking, What is new is that
cducators are using these ideas to reach students
who mght not otherwise succeed in rraditional

schools.

Tougher Courses Lead to Better Results

As a first step i the tanstformation process,
states and school districes must make clear that
high acadennce standards are for all scudents,
including minorities and disadvantaged students.
That means elimmating low-level coursework that
fails to challenge students and introducing more
rigorous courses sucl as Advanced Placement

classes.

B Helping All Students Achieve




The benetits of tking advanced coursework
to college-bound students have become inereas-
ingly apparent over the years. In 1983, the
National Commission on Excellence in Education
urged states to rarchet up graduation requirements
to cncourage more students to take a ngorous
academic core. As a result, from 1982 to 1994,
the proportion of high school graduates enrolled
m core academic courses and studying advanced

mathenmnes and science mcereased dramatically.

And o new study by the ULS. Department of
Education indicates that the biggest factor n
deternining whether students will carn a bache-
lor's degree 1s participation i rigorous academic
courses m high school. According to the study,
the completion ot a solid academic core s corre-

lated more strongly with carning a bachelor's

degree — especially among Atrican American and
Latino students — than high school test scores,

grade-pomt average or class rank.

The study found that of all precollege curric-
ula, the highest level of mathematies a student
learns 1 secondary school has the strongest con-
rinuing influence on the likehhood of completing
a bachelor's degree. Fimshing a course beyvond the
level of Algebra 2 (for example, tigonomerry or
precalculus) more than doubles the odds that a
student who enters postsecondary education will

achieve a bachelor’s degree.

But tougher academic courses also have an
imipact on noncollege-bound students. In the past,
schoaols have expected less of “vocational stu-
denes,” and as o resule, cherr acadenmie curriculunm
has been watered down signiticantdy. Today, the
best programs designed tor students likely o
move directly mto the workplace have hagher
academic expectations and connect the matenal
students Tearn i the classroom with real experi-

ences i the workplace.
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For example, more than 800 schools in 22
states are involved with High Schools That Work
(HSTW), a reform program that seeks to elimi-
nate “eeneral track™ courses in high school and
provide high-quality vocational training that inte-
arates academie skills for seudents who are not
college-bound. Some of these schools require all
students to tke college-preparatory courses in the
core subjects, but they approach the maternal dit-
ferentdy. providing alternative, “applicd™ courses
that cover the same material in o more hands-on
way. The students i HSTW schools who have
completed core academic requirenients consis-
tently have scored significantly higher on stan-
dardized tests compared with other students
nattonwide and are better prepared for work than
other students. In 1998, 97 percent of HSTW
scitors tikimg BellSouth's entryv=level emploviment
test passed, compared to only 31 pereent of stu-

dents from the general population.

Ending Social Promotion

The movement to mroduce tougher courses
and rase standards s Jeading stares and school
districts to address other tundamental problems
in cducation that have vielded chronie under-
achievement. For more than a generation,
schools have found it casier to move failing stu-
dents along trom grade to grade than to
acknowledge that these students simply were not
learmng what they needed to know. “Soctal pro-
moton” was educanion’s dirty lictle scerct — a
retflection of the low expectations schools held
tor poor and minority studenes based on the
assunmiption that these scudents eicher couldn’
[carn or didn’t want to learn. Most of those stu-
denes who didn’t drop out recetved o diploma
and disappeared mto the ranks of the under-

cmployed or the unemployed.

[ recent vears, the education and business

conmmunitics have come to realize that this fatlure
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to cducate students properly has taken a significant

toll on the overall skill and competeney levels of
America’s worktorce. Tlos skills shorttall will
become increasingly clear as the cconomy grows
more technology- and information-oriented and
c]]]plo'\/crﬁ ;1rrcmpt to hll high—ski” p().\‘iti()n.\' with
an ever tighter talent pool. Morcover, the costs of

this education failure i Jost income and vari-

ous soctal problems — are staggermg. Groups
such as the Hudson Insticute paint a bleak portraie
of a “biturcated U.S. labor force™ — an cconomy

split between “haves™ and “have-nots.™

Recendy, state and local policymakers have
rencwed their comminnent to building incen-
tives for students. A recent report from the
National Governors™ Association notes that 27
states now have or will have in the near furure
exims that all students must pass in order to
recetve a diploma. And according ro an Educa-
tion Week survey, six states — California,
Delaware, Louwsiana, Ohio, South Carolina and
Wisconsin — have instituted pohicies that con-
nect promotion decisions to test scores. Several
other states are following this lead, including
North Carolina and Texas, which recently
developed new policies aimed at ending the

practice of social promotion.

Districts are setting such policies on theiwr
own, too. Since 1992-93, according to the
Council of the Great City Schools, 35 of the
nation’s 49 largest school districts have established
policics to combat social promoton. The most
widely known of these districts 15 Chicago. which
declared in 1997 that nearly 41,000 students in
grades 3, 6 and 9 were required o attend sum-
mer school because their test scores, and in some
cases their ateendance, failed to meet mintmum
standards. As a resule of sunnner classes. promo-
tion rates have improved over the past two vears.

Slightly more than half of the 26,000 Chicago
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students in summer school in 1997 and 1998
were promoted. And of the more than 25,000
students attending summer school in 1999, nearly
two-thirds (66 percent) of students were pro-
moted to the next grade. according to recent data

from the school district.

Despite the need to raise achievement and
ensure that students are on wack acadenncally, the
process of ending social promotion is not without
controversy. Rescarch shows chat simply holding
students back a grade and repeating what didn’t
work the first time is likely to have negative con-
sequences, such as mereased dropout rates later
on. In addition, holding students back 1s a costly

prospect financially for school districts.

Extra Time for Learning

To reduce the number of students held back
and avord social promotion, states and districts are
establishing sumimer programs, extended school
calendars and intervention practices that provide
cucoring and academic ennchment to low achicv-
crs. Accordimyg to the Educanon Trust, 78 percent
of the successtul high-poverty schools it studicd
provided extra academic help and oftered non-

cducational services outside regular school hours.

In Missoun, 422 of the state’s 525 school dis-
tricts ofter stimer enrichment programs, wlhich
were endorsed by the Legislature m 1993 with
the passing of the Questanding Schools Act. Dur-
ing summer 1999, about one out of every five
students in the Missouri public schools enrolled in

some torm of enrichment program.

States ke Calitornia and Connecticue have
tocused cftorts to use vacation and weekend tme
to address literacy problems. Calitorma alone will
mvest §75 malhion i summer “reading acade-
mics.” And some Connecticut districts are using

their state reading granes to fund “Saturday Acad-
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ciies” tor voung children who need help in

reading, wrting and mach.

In Utah. Gov. Michael O, Leavire recently
signed a bill ereatmg a $5.2 mullion program
designed to ensure that children can read at grade
level by the end of third grade. To boost reading
skills, students who are below grade level will
receive an exera 30 days of specialized reading

mstruction m small classrooms.

One of the boldest moves to avord social pro-
motion is being made by the Boston Public
Schools, which will spend $21 nullion over the
next few vears inan ceftort to allow taling second-,
fitth- and cighth-graders to move on with their
peers but simultancously participate i an intensive
catch-up program. This “transition™ program will
give them extra hours of instruction in reading and
math plus summer classes, without the stignma of

bemnyg held back.

Reducing Class Size

Teachers have always argued that smaller class
sizes enhance teaching and learning by providing
tme for more individual student contact, bue undil
recently, research was inconclusive. i the past

few years, a Tennessee program has demonserated

Harnessing Technology to Raise Achievement

convincingly that reduced class size can in face
unprove student achievement, particularly n the

carly grades and amonyg disadvantaged students.

OF course. states must anticipate the unin-
tended consequences o a large-scale effort to
reduce class size betore they mtroduce such pro-
grams. Will chere be enough teachers and class-
rooms available to make the policy successtul? 1t
additonal teaching posttions are created 1 atfluent
suburbs, will inner=city teachers be Tured away
tfrom where they are needed most? These are
important lessons Californi learned ateer 1 man-
dated small classes in carly grades. The number of
less—qualitied teachers i the state has inereased
dramancally, for example, and so has the number

of children taught m portable classrooms.

ftis also true thae smaller classes alone will nor
lead to Tngher achievement. Quality teaching and
high academic standards are indispensable ingredi-

ents for improvement.

Innovations in Teaching and Learning
Despite the effects that extended teachig
tnie and reduced class size can have on the Tearn-
ing environment, ultmately student pertormance

depends on how teachers help students master

contined on page 34

Helping students meet higher standards requires innovative approaches to teaching and learning,

Technology can and must play a critical role in this endeavor. The goal is not simply to increase the

use of computers in schools, but to use technology more effectively as a means to an end: higher

achievement for all students.

The power of the Internet today provides schools with new opportunities to bring the curriculum

to life for students and connect them with information from around the world. Students who have

never had access to a science laboratory can use simulation software to dissect a frog, visit the surface

of the moon or track a storm based on data from a National Weather Service satellite. Students in
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Atlanta, Ga., and Rochester, Minn., are using imaging technology to “discover” the basic laws of
motion and to understand the mathematical formulas that explain the world around them. Students
collect data and work in collaborative teams — sometimes including students from around the world
— to compare their results, build data scts across counties or across nations, and act as real scientists to
test their hypotheses in different situations and review their findings.

Technology also can narrow the gap separating those from different socioeconomic backgrounds.
Whether they live in rural Vermont or downtown Chicago, students can access extensive library col-
lections and visit museums in countries around the world. Urban youngsters can visit a farm or nature
preserve online, and those who live on farms can experience the bustle of the city. The world of work
is no longer a mystery, as students meet scientists, artists, engineers, doctors, lawyers and Indian chiefs

on the Internet.

Students with disabilities also can benefit from technology. Students who are physically disabled
are now able to tour the world virtually: Technology can be children’s eyes or ears and enable them to
participate in a regular class. And students with learning disabilities can usc technology to manipulate
text and give them control over written words that previously seemed impossible to decipher.

Teachers benefit as well, ending the isolation that most teachers experience behind a closed class-
room door. Today, with the Internet, teachers can find and create networks of teachers and other
experts to provide support, recommendations and resources. Teachers in West Virginia and New York

are using their state’s intranet to develop standards-based lessons, review and refine them with their

peers, and post them for teachers throughout the state to use. New teachers are no longer left stranded,

repeating the same mistakes of their colleagues from previous years. Instead, they can easily access
resources and assistance online. And master teachers have new career opportunities as online mentors,
sharing the experience they have gained over the years.

In Chicago, where rising standards require that all students be prepared for algebra, the Internet is
providing tcachers with a range of resources, including basic content, lesson plans and classroom activ-
ities, a discussion group of peers who are implementing the same curriculum, and access to experts
from the district and local universities. Most important, the information is available whenever teachers
need it, not just once a year at a scheduled workshop. Professional development is being transformed

into an ongoing, collaborative process that is available to teachers every day.

With technology, teachers and students are beginning to work in ways that were never before
possible. Clearly, technology is not a substitute for good teaching, higher standards or clear account-
ability — nor is it an end in itsclf. But implemented properly,. technology can enhance the quality
of teaching and learning in our schools in powerful ways — especially tor the most disadvantaged
students.
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subject mateer. To hielp schools and teachers
address this challenge, a growing number of inter-
venton technigques rely on outside expertise to

impmvc ['L‘;lChil]g and COLIse content.

Some interventions focus on teaching and
[carning improvements in specitic subject areas.
For example, Projece SEED, a national mathe-
matics education organization, brings mathemat-
ics specialists fromy universities, corporations and
communitics into clementary and middle schools
to mtroduce young students to advanced topics
in abstract algebra, calculus and other higher-level
mathematics. An ongoing [0-year longitudinal
study of the program by William Webster mndi-
cates that Project SEEID has led to higher student
test scores and improved students” ability to solve
complex problems, think more entically and
develop better conceptual understanding of

mathematics.

Focus on Literacy

Other mtervention programs are designed
specitically to address the literacy needs of stu-
dents. One such program., Reading Recovery,
offers intensive individual tutoring for students
who are struggling to read. States such as Maine
have been using the program for many vears to
address reading deficiencies. Maine also has funded
mcentives and teacher-development programs to
assist teachers and school districts in mmplemenung

rescarch-based literacy retoris.

Focus on Whole-School Changes

Many states and districes are turning to more
comprehensive schoolwide programs chat provide
teacher development, curriculum enhancements
and rescarch-based approaches to learning. Suc-
cess For AllL for example, mcorporates reading,
scicnee, history and mathematies and provides
at-risk studenes with utors, fanily support and a

variety of other services anmed at elimimating
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obseacles to success. The program consistently has
demonstrated statisocally and educationally signit=
fcant Iprovenients i test scores for students
most at risk ot school failure. according to the

Amcrican Institutes for Rescarch.

Success For All s athliated wich New Ameri-
can Schools (NAS), a nonprofit organmization that
promotes whole-school change by oftering an
array of models from which districts and schools
can choose. Today, more than 1500 schools m 45
states are using NAS designs to imtroduce a
rescarch-based carriculum; present a shared,
coherent vision of the school's learning program;
and benefie from continuous networking with

technical assistance providers.

The expansion ot schools using this approach
received a boost i 1998, when Congress, under
the Comprehensive School Retorm Demonstra-
tion Progran, set aside $145 mullion per vear for
two years to allow more schools to transtorm
themselves through whole=school retorm. Calitor-
nia also recently vested $17 million 1 sate

funds to support the cftfort.

None of these models has been rescarched as
thoroughly as Success For AllL The Amencn
Instituces for Rescarch study savs that the models
are too new t have gachered a sutheient body of

rescarch confirming their effectiveness.

Stepping Up Early Childhood Education
Reesearch has shown that students who strug-
ule with reading in clementary school are far
more likely to suffer Tong-tenm academic fulure.
Conscquently, states and districts are beginimg to
mandate or finance preschool and carly heeracy
prograims to ensure that children enter school
ready to learn and read well m the carly grades.
Connecticuts carly hiceracy program, tunded i

1998 ar $19 million, targets at-nisk students i 14
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poor school districts. Oklahoma’s "Reading Suthi-

ciency Act” requires schools to draft individual
plans for first- through third-grade students who
are not reading at grade level. And Virginia is
allocating $32 million to launch “reading acade-

mics” within schools over a two-year period.

Ensuring Equal Opportunities

To be successtul, students need access to
competent teachers, adequate learning tools and a
curriculum chat is tied to standards. With this in
mind. advocates for the poor often take the posi-
tion that it i inappropriate to hold high-poverty
schools — and particularly their students —
accountable for mecting high standards untl chey
have an cqual opportunity to learn. But most
reform proponents do not see a lack of resources
as an excuse for expecting less of disadvantaged
students. Instead, they enthusiastically support
standards-based retorm in the hope that account-
ability systens based on universally applied stan-
dards will shine a spotlight on inequities and
encotrage states and communities to pay more
attention to the schools that consistenty fail to

measure up.

In the words of Hugh Price. president of the
National Urban League, “To have a fair shot at
succeedmg, the educaton poor children and chil-
dren of color get must be on par as well, They
must have the rigorous, challenging, inspiring cur-
riculum that suburban schools have and white
children 1 genceral have access to. Poor children
and children of color also must have a corps of
teachers whose qualifications and experience

match those of teachers of white children.”

Rescarchers ditter sharply on how much
moncey matters. Ie seems clear that schools with
detertorating facilities, a lack of materials and a
lower=quality staft are at a significant disadvantage.

But it is also clear that simply putting more
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resources mto struggling schools without attention
to how the money is spent will not necessarily

vield results.

States and districts need to mvest wisely and
make tough choices. ending programs that do not
work or that distract from cfforts to raise student
perfornrance. At the same time, states also must
continue to address equity challenges that inhibit
disadvantaged students™ access to quality teaching
and learning. By holding students to high stan-
dards, measuring their performance, and providing
resources and imtcerventions when needed, states
and communities that take this challenge seriously
can succeed inraising student pertormance for
students previously 1ignored and considered most

ditficult to teach.
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Improving Teacher Quality

When it comes to improving schools and
producing a skilled national workforce, good
teachers are the indispensable ingredient. Several

recent studies confirm this.

William L. Sanders of the University of
Tennessee tracked the cumulative influence of
cttective and inettective teachers on student per-
formance. Sanders defined ettectiveness and met=
tectiveness based on the value teachers add to
student test scores. According to Sanders, students
can have vastly different achicvement levels as a
result of the quahity of teachers they are assigned.
Using state testing data, researchers can predict
what they believe astudent’s mercase in scores
should be from vear to vear. Eftecove teachers
are those whose students outpace what would be
predicted in student performance: inettective
teachers have students who achieve less than
would be predicred. Sanders tound that fitth-
vrade scudents who had three very eftective

teachers i a row gained 50

¢ pereentile points
more on the stace’s assessment than studenes who
had three mettective teachers. Sanders found that
the cttects of even one bad teacher are long-
lived: Two years after the fact, fitth-graders” per-
tormance is stll atteceed by the quality of therr

third-grade teacher.

Using the same approach as Sanders, Dallas
rescarcher Robert Mendro found similarly dis-
turbing results tor students taught by teachers of
differing abilities. According to Mendro, tourth-
graders who were assigned to three highty ettee-
tive teachers in a row rose from the 39th per-
centle in fourth grade to the 76th percentle by

the end ot sixth grade. But students assigned to
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three consecutive ineftective teachers s their
pertormance drop from the 60th percentile to
the 42nd percentle during the same period.
Mendro found the same kind of imipact on stu-
dents who study mathematies in elementary

school.

Not only does the quality of teaching make a
substannial difference. the opportunities teachers
receive to learn and grow on the job also matter.
A study by Ronald Ferguson tound that every
addinonal dollar spent on more highly qualiticd
teachers produced greater mereases m student
achtevement than did expenditures that did not

tocus on mstruction.

Additonal research conducted by the Univer-
sity of Michigan’s David Cohen and others found
that Cahfornia teachers who participated in sus-
tined protessional developmient based on mathe-
matics curriculom standards were more likely to
use retorm-oriented teaching practices and have
students who achieved at higher Tevels on che state

mathematics test.

Quality Teaching Is Crucial

The public knows almost msuncrively what
these studies show: Quality reachig is crucial to
raising student performance. Opinion polls show
that Americans think improving the quality of
cducation s the most pressing issue confronting
the nation, and v a 1998 survey, an overwhelim-
g mayjority considered improving the quality of
teachimg to be the most effective way to improve
public cducaton. But untl very recently, school
improvement cttorts have tocused on increasing

standards for studenes and developing stronger

Education Summit

|_36_|



e o

assessments, without much ateention to what
teachers should know and be able to do — cssen-
tially putting the cart betore the horse. Students
will not mecr the standards unless teachers have
the knowledge and skills to help them get chere,
The long-term challenge for education retorny s
to get and keep high-quality teachers — some-
thing we don’t do nearly as well as we should. To
accomplish this, states will have to step up efforts
to overhaul the process of producing and retain-
ing good teachers — recruitment, preparation,
mitial licensure, induction, professional develop-
ment and advanced certification. States are making
progress i all of these arcas. but we need to
move more quickly. This 1s not a menu of
reforms from which states can choose: all of these

IECTIS FCQUITE Urgent attention,

A Good Teacher for Every Classroom
The United States will have to hire at least

2 mullion new teachers — a number greater
than the populations of 16 states — i the nest

10 years. More than half of these will be first-
tine teachers, according to the ULS. Depart-
ment of Education. [n che words of David
Hasclkorn, president of Recruiting New Teach-
ers, an advocacy group based i Belmont, Mass.,
this challenge s equivalent to having to replace
every doctor i the United States two and a half

LIS OVer.

Why the need for so many teachers? Firse,
corollment i ULS. public schools is at an all-tme
high and risig, thanks to the “baby boom echo™
(i.c., baby boomers having children of their own)
and mcreased immigration. Scecond, a combina-
ton of wacher resignations and rearements will
deplete the teaching foree severely in the coming
years: about 40 percent ot current teachers are in
therr forties, and a quarter are at least 50 years old.
In addivion, as states move to reduce class size, the

demand tor teachers 1s mereasing,
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Ilmproving Teacher

Improving Pay

One of the biggest obstacles to recruiting
teachers is low pay. The average teacher salary in
1998 was $39.347. and in most states, teaching
pays less than other occupations requiring a col-
lege degree. In addinion, teacher salaries rarely are
linked to pertormance in the classroom — bad
teachers carn as much as good teachers, and che
opportunitics for promotion within the teaching
profession are extremely himited. To help alleviate
these problems, somie states and districes are rasing
teacher salanes, and several states tie bonuses to

.\'Cl]OOl PL‘]'f-OI'IH:lH('C 0N state tests,

A main thrust of Connecticut’s reform serat-
cay i the 1980s was to attract the best teachers
the nation by raising both teacher standards and
salaries dramatically. The plan scems to be work-
ing. Today, Comnecticut’s teachers are the naton’s
best paid, and Connecnicut received the highest
grade in the 1999 edicon of Education Week's
Quality Conns, along with North Carolina, for
teacher quality. Connecticut also had the largest
gains on the 1998 National Assessment of Educa-
nonal Progress (NAEP) i reading and now ranks
amonyg the top halt=dozen states for its scores on

NAEP reading, math and sciencee tosts.

Developing More Innovative Strategies

One problem with the teacher supply 15
uncven geographic distribunon, which causes
teacher surpluses in places ke Miann-Dade
County, Fla., and shortages in places hke Califor-
nin and Texas. Teachers may complete an under-
graduate teacher education program i a state
with more teachers than openimgs, such as Penn-
sylvania or Wisconsin, and never know about
vacant positions in other states. However, even 1t
positions were advertised widely, new teachers
would find that state Taws can nmiake ransterring
credentals and pensions across state lines difticult

and expensive,

Quality




Another part of the supply problem s that
certain kinds of teachers are i greater demand
than others. Generally, there are too many cle-
mentary school teachers, but there never seem to
be enough specialists iy math, science., special
cducation or bilingual education. Minoriey
teachers are even more scarce; only about 14
percent of teachers i public schools are minori-
ties, while minorities comprise more than 32
pereent of K=12 students. Inner cities and rural
arcas are the most likely to sufter trom shortages

of all tvpes of reachuers.

Overall, reacher recruitment has been carried
out on an ad hoc basts racher than m any consis-
tent, strategic way. Every spring. school distmcts
around the nation compete like sports tranchises
or corporations. trying to lure talented profes-
stonals to ther schools. Increasingly, school dis-
tricts are offering signing bonuses and providing

housing allowances.

Burt states and districes are beginning to
develop more eftecuve, comprehensive, long-
termt policies than these quick-hx solutions.
These efforts include developing loan-forgiveness
programs that encourage more taleneed college
students to become teachers and stay within the
state. And states and districts are developmg alrer-
native programs that bring retirees, milicary per-
sonnel and imdividuals with content knowledge

in key subject arcas into the classroom.

They also are creating paraprofessional pro-
grams to help enable teachers™ aides to recerve the
cducation and raining they need o become cer-
aficd. A 1996 study from Recruiting New
Teachers (Bieaking the Glass Cleiling) of nearly 150
“paracducator’=to-teacher programs in 20 seates
mdicated that these programs help expand the
pool of potential teachers from minoriey groups,

have brought nearly 10,000 new teachers into

1999 National

classtooms and have far lower aterition races than

traditional cducator programs.

Retaining Quality Teachers

One of the best ways to address the teach-
g shortage 1s to keep ralented new teachers
trom leaving the classroom. According to the

National Commnssion on Teaching and Amer-

1ca’s Future — a blue-ribbon group of 26 public
officials, business and community Ieaders, and
cducators — beoween 30 percent and 50 per-
cent of beginning teachers leave the profession
within their first iive vears: the problem is worse
i urban districes. New teachers often are hired
at the last minure and have licde tme to prepare
or acclimate themselves to the classroom: they
also routinely get the toughoest teaching assign-
nients. So-called “induction programs™ chat pro-
vide new teachers with a vereran mentor help
reduce attrition and boost the reaching skills of
reachers just starting ott in che classroom. Wich-
out inducton programs, many new teachers find

.

their assignments 4 “sink-or-swim’™ experience.
A recent study by Recruiting New Teachers,
Learning the Ropes, revealed that new ceachers
who have mentoring and induction experiences
are signthicanty more likely to sty m che class-
room. However, that study also found that only
half of beginning teachers participate in any sort
of mduction ather than school oricntatons. That
may be due to the face that tew states have
stepped up their eftorts to provide support to
begnmimg teachers. A recent study by Education
Week revealed that while 22 swares have some
kind of induction progrim. only 10 of those

states provide tunding for chem.

Education Summit




Strengthening Teacher Preparation
and Licensure

Unforcunately, teacher preparacion for che
classroom is often uneven, inadequate or out of
date. Education schools are criticized tor produc-
ing teachers for yesterday’s schools. Tn most states,
cducators can become licensed without knowl-
edge of state standards. As Kati Haycock, director
of the Washington, 12.C.-based Education Trust,
notes, education schools have not made a tight

link berween field work, courses and standards.

In addition, today’s teachers face unprece-
dented challenges in the classroom. The rapid
expansion of knowledge and a demand for new
skills 1 a high-tech society means that scudents
must learn more than previous generations.
Morcover, many of these students come to school
with additional burdens: poverty, poor health,
inadequate English skills and the Like. Tomorrow’s
teachers will need to know more and have a
broader array of teaching strategics at their finger-
tips, and few education schools are preparing such

teachers.

While the need to raise the standards tor
teaching 1s undisputed, the methods for ensuring
teacher quality are controversial. The National
Commnussion on Teaching and America’s Future
argues that the focus should be on improving
teacher preparation programs. The Comnussion
savs standards for education school acereditation
should be tougher; prospective teachers should
participate in exeenstve, supervised mternships;
and licensure standards for what new teachers

should know and be able to do should be rased.

[ its 1996 report, What Marters Most: Teaching
Jor Awerica’s Futre, the Commission called tor
beteer links between teacher education course-
work and classroom teaching, expanding teacher

cducation to the graduate level, and adding a

Section Il: Issue Briefs

o T

yearlong mternship in professional development

schools, the “teaching hospitals™ of education.

Some improvements are under way in these
arcas. For instance, since 1986, about 300 colleges
have added a year to their education programs,
allowing participants to carn both a bachelor’s
degree i an academic field and a master’s degree
in cducation. In addition, to ensure the ctfective-
ness of the teacher-licensing process, 15 states
have tansterred regulatory authonty tor hicensing
from state agencies to independent protessional

boards.

Orthers use a different reform tocus. In its
1999 veport, Better Teachers, Better Scliools, the
Thomas B. Fordham Foundation proposes that
the key to mproving teacher quahty lies in casing
criteria tor state licensure and providing aleernace
ways mto teaching for those with strong academic
backgrounds but no formal education traming,
The report contends that excellent candidates tor
teaching positions (such as business executives or
mlitary leaders) often are put oft by the fength
and expense of traditional scate-approved college

and umversity teacher-education prograns.

For its part, the National Conunission on
Teaching and America’s Future does not embrace
alternative certitication or a relaxation of licensing
requirenients. Instead, the Comnussion advocates
a “three-legged stool™ approach to ensuring
reacher quality — acereditation of education
schools, strong licensing requirements and
advanced certitication of teachers by the Nanonal
Board for Professional Teaching Standards, which
sets high standards for teachimg and recognizes
highly accomplished teachers. The Commission
says teacher=preparation progras should mect the
rigorous standards of accreditation set by the
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE). The Comnussion also

Improving Teacher Quality




endorses the work of a consortium of more than
30 states and professional orgamzations called the
Interstate New Teacher Assessiment and Support
Consortium (INTASC). which has creared o st of
standards for beginning teacher licensing. More
than 20 states have adopted the INTASC stan-
dards. but to date, tewer than 10 states mandarce
accreditation of their colleges of cducation by
NCATE. States and districts also are offermg
financial incentives and rewards to ceachers who
pursue and attain certitication from the National
Board. More than 1.800 tcachers have been certi-

ficd to date.

Ensuring quabiey teachers in classrooms
may not require an cither/Zor solution. The
challenge lies in raising standards and expanding
pathways mto teaching to draw more talent

mto the profession,

Keeping Teachers on the Cutting Edge
To relieve teacher shortages and improve
reacher quality, states must retain good teachers

once theyv're hired and keep therr skills up o date.

A recent survey of more than 4,000 teachers
by the U.S. Deparamenc ot Education tound that
most reachers have himited preparation i the aca-
demic content American students should know.
Only 20 percent of teachers surveved said they
were contident in using new technologies or
working with students trom diverse backgrounds,
with Inmited proficiency in English or with dis-
abihities. The study mdicates that only 38 percent
have an undergraduate or graduate major inan
acadenmnice field and just 22 pereent of elementary
school teachers have a degree i an academic

field.

Invest in Teacher Training
Alchough states are begmning to raise licens-
g requirements and mmtroduce more ngorous

testing for new teachers, these measures will have
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little cffect on rasing the skill levels and knowl-
cdge of the more than 3 million teachers already
in the classroom. According to the American
Society for Training and Development, the
mon’s eniployers spent $55.3 billion for sttt
traming i 1995, The Natonal Staff Development
Council recommends thae 10 percent of district
budgets be set aside for professional development
and 725 percent of educators” work ume L. be
devoted to learning and collaboration wich col-
leagues.™ The National Commussion on Teaching
and America’s Future urges states to allocate at
least T percent of state and local education tunding
to high-quahty protessional development ned to
student standards. Tt also urges states to create
matching grants to local school districes that
merease their mvestments in protessional develop-

ment to 3 percent of expenditures,

School districts do in tact expend significant
amounts of money to encourage ongoing profes-
stonal development of their ceachers. Virtually
every school district provides salary inerements to
individual teachers when they complete a pre-
derermined number ot graduate courses or obtain
a graduate degree. The rationale for this was to
cncourage teachers to continue to stay current in
their ficlds and to advance their skills. However,
n practice, districts have hicde ifany control over
the content of courses oftered by universities and
these graduate courses suffer from dhe sanme prob-

lems exhibited by preservice programs.

Other than the mvestment in the salary scale,
professional development is largely neglected by
schools and districts. Federal survey data trom
1998 indicate that, typically, teachers had between
one hour and cight hours of protessional develop-
ment m the preceding 12 months. The survey
also found that the number of hours teachers
spent in protessional development related direetly
to how much they felt it improved thar teaching

— nmore tilllk‘. more illlpl'()\"t‘lllk‘l)t.

contintied on page 42
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A New York City District Succeeds

Historically, professional development has meant “in-service training” — a one-day workshop
that exposed teachers to speakers or experts who would hand down simple, often unconnected,
recipes for teachers to introduce into their classrooms. In the words of one expert, “Traditional profes-
sional development programs provided teachers with dull lectures on how not to give dull lectures in
the classroom.” Typically, professional development through course-taking has been required for
teachers to earn salary increases, but states and school districts have exercised little quality control over
the courses available to teachers. Today, with higher standards and stricter accountability measures in
place, professional development must become more “professional” and more focused on what is
required to raise student achievement.

Although the quality of professional development varies greatly from school district to school dis-
trict, new research on what works in schools suggests that teachers best improve their skills not by tak-
ing courses or going to occasional workshops but by re-examining their own practice to learn what
they can do to help raise their students’ performance. Quality professional development opportunitics
also help break the isolation of the classroom, encouraging teachers to share knowledge with each
other through mentoring and collaboration in teacher networks, school-to-school networks and
teacher academies.

New York City’s District 2 has become a national model for showing how investing in teacher
learning can help raise student achievement by changing the culture of teaching. The district makes
improving teachers’ abilities to raise student achievemient part of every activity, from how principals
are selected, to how teachers are evaluated, to how budgets are determined for individual schools.

Richard Elmore, a professor at Harvard University’s Graduate School of Education, examined
District 2’s professional development initiatives and identified five particularly effective approaches

- used by the district:

W Instead of sending teachers to summer and school-year institutes to learn about the educational
innovation du jour, the district hopes to have a cumulative impact on teachers by investing in a
few training programs focused on academic content such as specific techniques for teaching
rcading and math.

B Teachers and principals visit other schools, inside and outside the district, to see firsthand exem-
plary.practices in action. They also are encouraged to seck out and consult with their peers on
issues related to teaching practices.

B An experienced practitioner is designated as a “resident teacher” who agrees to accept a certain
number of visiting teachers into his or her classroom each year. Each visiting teacher spends three
weeks observing and practicing under the supervision of the resident teacher. During this time,
an experienced and qualified substitute takes over the visiting teacher’s class. The resident teacher
also follows up with the visiting teacher in his or her classroom to consult on issues of practice.
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B The district hires outside consultants and specially trained in-district consultant teachers to work
with individual teachers and teams of teachers to improve instruction.

B Top administrators spend at least two days a week visiting schools and make at least one formal i
review of cach school in the district per year. ;

These approaches seem to have paid off in terms of raising student achievement. Out of 32 dis-
tricts in New York City, District 2 went from scoring 10th in reading and fourth in math in 1987 to
ranking second in reading and second in math in 1996. During the same time, the muldethnic, multi-
lingual, 22,000-student district saw its immigrant student enrollnient increase and its student popula-

tion as a whole become more linguistically diverse and economically poor.

And although more than half of all fourth-graders in New York failed the state’s new English test
given last January, District 2's students posted better student achievement gains than wealthier public
schools and private schools in New York City’s Upper East Side and affluent suburbs. District 2
ranked second on the state test among city school districts. Some 63 percent of students mect or '
exceed state standards, even though 70 percent are poor enough to qualify for free lunches and 30
percent are not fluent in English.

To enact the changes outlined above, district leadership had to make tough budgetary decisions,
reallocating existing funds and phasing out practices and policies that were less central to teaching and
learning. This has resulted in increased investment in teacher protessional development. Several years
ago, the district spent barely one-tenth of 1 percent of its budget on staff development. By 1998, that
figure had climbed to 6 percent of the overall budget.

Quality matters, too. Virtually all teachers —
Y9 percent i one nattonal survey — attend pro-
tesstonal development sessions, often called staft
development or in-service rraining. But such
activities are often just one-shot workshops or
conferences and are not terribly worthwhile or
helptul. Greater investments of time and money
will not make much ot a ditterence it professional
development continues to be approached as an
add-on or 1if 1t remains disconnected from the

subject matter teachers are expected to reach.
Adopt Best Practices

Programs that are hkely to icrease weacher

knowledge and skills and contribute to improving
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student [earning have a common ser of gqualities.
According to independent rescarcher Julia Kop-
pich and Tom Corcoran of the Consortium tor

Policy Rescarch in Education, the most oftective

professional developnient programs are:

B Curriculum-centered and standards-
oriented — Profuessional developmient is
not abour process. Effecnve statt develop-
ment programs revolve around the subjects
reachers teach, the curriculum for which
they are responsible and the standards they

are helpig students mect.
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B Opportunities for teachers to become

deeply immersed in subject matter —
Teaching 1s an meellectual pursuic requir-
ing mastery of content. Yet not all teachers
are the subject-matter experts they need to
be to help their students reach the new

standards.

8 Continuous, sustained and cumulative
— One=shot workshops, one-day courses
and one-tinie lectures do littde to improve
teaching. In order to be cffecuve, staff
development programs need to be long-
term and long-range.

B Directly linked to what teachers do in
their schools and their classrooms —
Effective protessional development makes
the connection between subject mateer and
mstructional pedagogy and between the
content of instruction and mmstruction itsclf.
And it is practical — it provides informa-
ton and techniques teachers can readily

apply in their classrooms.

Without a systematic approach that provides
continuity between what teachers learn and what
goes on 1 their classrooms and schools, profes-

sional development is unlikely to produce lasting

improvements — cither in teacher quality or stu-

dent achievement experts argue. David
Cohen’s rescarch on the cftects of staft develop-
ment on mathematics achievement in Calitornia
mdicates that teachers who receive extended
training in specific, standards-based curriculum

and instruction can lift student test scores.

Most protessional development is organized at
the disurict level. However, several states, includ-
ing Florida, Kentucky, Missourt and Oklahoma,
have passed inmtiatives encouraging or mandating
certain types of professional development and, in

some cases, providing funding. In 1997, Arkansas
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began requiring school districts to provide a mini-
mum of 200 minutes of scheduled time cach
week for teacher conferences and instructional

planning and preparation.

To help states address deticiencices in teacher
knowledge and skills to meet new standards in
virtually every subject area, the Navonal Statt
Development Council recently established a
cooperative imtianve to upgrade the abilities of
classroom teachers and school leaders in 10 seaces.
The new imtiative will help state educators and
policymakers work cooperatively on strategics to
make the best investiment of billions of dollars

allocated to upgrade weacher skills and knowledge.

Remaining Challenges
As states and districts move to improve the
quality of teaching, they must meet a series of

challenges, which include:

Link Teaching to Standards

Teachers need more content knowledge to
be able to teach what we expect students to
know. All aspects of teaching, from teacher cedu-
cation to licensing eftorts to quality protessional
development, must be better connected to stan-
dards for student learning. One of the reasons
Wisconsin was one of the most improved states
on the 1998 NAEPR mathematics assessiment, state
officials belicve, was the Wisconsin Academy
Staft Development Initiative. In 1998, Wisconsin
launched this cffort to expose teachers to an
mtensive one-week, 30-hour mathematics semi-
nar with simultancous work in science and tech-
nology. The academy helps teachers focus on the
state’s mathematics and science standards and how
to teach them in cach subject arca. It then
encourages teachers to make presentations to
other teachers in therr own schools, demonstrat-
ing classroom strategies to teach the standards-

based curriculum.
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Provide Opportunities for Teacher Leadership
The next stage of teacher development will
be to introduce optional carcer paths so that the
best teachers are not promoted out of the class-
room. States and districts must work to provide
imore opportunitics tor teachers to demonserate
thetr leadership and be rewarded for their work
as mentors, coaches and leaders of professional
development within their buildings. Teachers can
help other teachers learn how to evaluate student
performance, provide rescarch-based imcerven-
vons to mcrease student achievement, and use
data trom student tests and school operations to
guide improvements n teachimg and learnmg

within the building.

Prepare Principals, Too

[t protessional development s to oceur at the
school building. principals must be prepared to
become mstructional leaders along with therr col-
leagues. An organization functions and excels
when it iy structured to ensure cffective supervi-
ston, collaboration, peer review, consistency and
individual accounbility that make the most of
cveryone's talents and mimimize individual short-
comings. Bue with the way public education cur-
rently s seructured, individual teachers ot varving
degrees of competence are isolated with groups
of students who have almest nothing to mediate
a teacher’s mediocre or neganve impact. And
principals themselves do not have the muluaple

skills o address these challenges.

Recruit and Retain Good Teachers

States must develop comprehensive plans to
bring the best and brightest into the field
through alternative pathways and programs such
as loan-torgiveness cftores at the college level, in
addition to developimg mentor and induction
programs to retuin tilented teachers. In Califor-
nia, tor example, state leaders have approved a
comprchensive teacher education mitanve thae,

amony other things, will provide more money
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tor internships winle establishing a two-vear
internship requirement tor new teachers. The
mceasure 1s intended to boost student recruitment
into teaching much sooner in their college
careers 1 order to mceet the stare’s need for more
than 300,000 new teachers tor an L'xp;mding stu-
dent population and to accommodate the state’s

smaller class size inttiative.

Strengthen and Fund Professional Development
School districts must discover new ways to
tind more tme and resources to provide quality
professional developmient opportumities tor teach-
crs within the school day and embedded i their
protessional work. This can be accomplished by
redirecting resources for unnecessary statt positions
and using tederal Title | money to develop oppor-
tunitics for ceam teaching and collaboration dur-
my the school day. Encouraging more teachers to
pursue National Board certification also can help
unprove opportunities tor greater collaboration

and professional development in the field.

Put It All Together
Perhaps the biggest challenge is developing a

systein that supports teachers and connects that
cttort to greater accountability. In North Carolina,
Gov. James B. Hunt, Jr. pushed through an ambi-
tious plan that will rise certification standards and
teacher salaries while imposing new accountabilicy
measures on ceducators, The stace’s 1997 Excellent
Schools Act restructures the state certification sys-

tem into three tiers.

B The state issues an imal certificate to
teachers after they successfully complete

preservice training,

B Teachers can carn a continuing cernficate
after three years of teaching experience.
Every five years atter that, ceachers must

renew the continuing certificate.
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B Tenured teachers who complete an
approved graduate program or demonstrate
competency as “master teachers”™ are eligi-
ble tor an advanced “Masters/ Advanced

Certificate.”

The North Carolina law also requires training
n special education for all students in teacher
cducation programs, increases the period needed
for teachers to achieve “carcer status” trom chree
years to four years, and dircets the state board of

education to “evaluate and develop enhanced
requiremients for continuing certification.” The
law also dircets the state board, in consultation
with local school boards and the governing board
of the Umiversity of North Carolina, to study
ways to make the certificate renewal process

“more rigorous.”

Rescarch shows that the best way to improve
student achievement is to improve teaching. Rais-
ing the quality of teaching, therefore, should be a
high-priority component of every state’s reform
strategy. Growing concern from the public and
from cducators and policymakers about the need
for more teachers with deep content knowledge
will only ncrease the pressure on states to develop
comprehensive programs that improve teacher

quality at every stage of the pipeline.

Section Il: Issue Briefs

Improving Teacher

Quality




Diversitying the Delivery System

School chorce — allowing students and thar
parents to pick the school they attend — 15 a very
attractive concept. So ic's no surprise that some
vovernors, legislators, local school officials and
other leaders are looking to choice options as a
way to achieve the school improvement that sull
remains clusive atter more than a decade and a
halt ot unprecedented cttore. If seudents are
expected to meet high academice standards, allow-
ing them the opportunity to choose among ditter-
cnt kinds of schools with diverse curricula might
help them achieve these sandards and mmprove

otven that chil-

o

therr pertormance — especially

dren learn i ditterent ways and at ditferent rates.

Chorce s also attractive because 1e cimbodies
the American free-market ideal that compenton
will force improvement. Given freedom of
choice, the theory goes, parents and students will
leave bad schools in favor of better schools.
Indeed, about 10 percent of public school stu-
dents already participate in some torm of choiee
program. The idea is that the bad schools wall
improve to compete for students. And if they
don’t improve despite market pressure, the bad
schools will close and thercfore won't continue to

harm students.

Three Assumptions
This optmistic scenario is based on three

assumptions:

1o There will be cnough alternative schools it vari-
atix programs for students to choose from, and they
all will Tave high standards. This would scem to
be an obvious requirement, but there is not
much unused capacity  cicher the nonpublic

or public education systems, and high stan-
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dards arc not yer commonplace or always a
high prionty tor parents. Presumably then,
new schools with high standards would need
to be created to accommodate educational

chotce on a widespread basis.

N

The suidents who currently atrend low-perfoining
selools and their parents will be given sufficient
fnformation about the alternatives 1o make an
informed choice. Onee they choose, they will need a
way to get to their new schiool. And the aliernative
schools mnst be accessible o all children, incliding
those witl special needs. At present. in many
places, there 1s scant mformation about the
various alternacves, little moncey for trans-
portation to them and few provisions tor chil-

dren with special needs.

3. o dose the cirde, low-performing public schools
should Tearn from the good schools; they will adopt
their mnovations or develop their ot i order 1o
become competitive. This is the expected out-
come of a free—market system. But after nearly
20 years of reforn, there has been very liede
replication and very hiede scaling up. Bad
schools exist a fow blocks mway from suceesstul

schools i every Amierican city.

School choice has the potential of opening
the system, creaung healthy competition and
offering 4 wide range of educational opportunitics
to a diverse student body — and to do so m tan-
dem wath stndards-based vetorm. But choice
programs present their own set of challenges and.
like other proposed solutions to the complex
problems of American education, answer some

questions only to rase others.
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Many Types of Choice Available

The broad umbrella of school choice provides

options. A school system can pick trom a contin-
uum of progrims — open enrollment, magnet
schools, aleernative schools such as the New
Vision Schools m New York City, and the
increasingly popular charter schools and contro-

VL’I'.\'illl \'Qll(ﬁh&‘]" prograins.

Open-enroliment and Magnet Schools
Open-carollment programs and magncet
schools are the most widely accepted and least
controversial forms of choice, mainly becanse they
exist within the public system. They're also the
oldest, deployed in the 19605 as a way to achieve

racial integration without mandatory busing,

Opcen-cnrollment programs allow students to
rranster to public schools outside their neighbor-
hood or district. Seventeen states and Puerto Raco
permit students to transter to schools across the
state. subject to ninmal restrictions. Eleven other
states permit such transfers only within districts or
permit districts to decide whether chey will accept

students from bevond their borders.

Magnct schools are a specalized form of open
enrollment. They are schools with special pro-
erans — often math, scicnce or the performing
arts — or with targeted curricula thae focus high
school education on a particular carcer path. such
as aviation or inance. Often located in less desir-
able arcas of a school district, they are intended to
serve as a nagnet to draw adiverse group of stu-

dents from across the districe.

The ULS. Departiment of Education estimates
that nearly 4 milhion students nationwide take part
in open-cnrollment programs, with as many as
one-hfth of the studenes in some districts attend-
ing a school outside ther neighborhoods. Even

s0, the word has not gotten out to many parents

that liberal scudent transters are available. Only 20
pereent of parents surveyed in Colorado, for
example, knew of an open-enrollment option that
had been available for several years. And evenif
they know about them, somie tamilies can't take
advantage of open-enrolliment programs because
most states require the students to find their own

way to and trom their new school.

Charter Schools

Charter schools are the latest addition to the
school choice menu. They have the advantage of
being public schools and chus don’t incur the
ety that private school choice opuions arousc.
The charter school movement was launched
Minnesota in 1991, Since then, charter laws have
passed 1in 36 other states, the District of Columbia
and Pucrto Rico. As of spring 1999, more than
300,000 students attended the more than 1,200
charter schools in 27 states and Washington, 1D.C.
Another 400-plus charter schools are in the
works, according to the Center tor Education
Retorm. Charter schools continue to gamn
momentum because they are a politically accept-
able alternative to controversial voucher programs,
which threaten to move public dollars to private
schools. They are designed to operate like private
or parochial schools and thus appeal to those dis-

enchanted with the public schools.

Charter schools get their name trom the char-
ter that an educational auchority (usually o state or
Jocal board of education) gives to a group of par-
ents, teachers, community leaders or others to
establish a school. The charter agreciment outlines
the mission of the school, its educational approach
and the types of students it is targeting, and it sets
out the conditions for operating the school as well

as the academic results expected.

Being public, charter schools must be free and

obey health, safeey and civil nghts laws, but they
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usually are exempt from many of the rules and
regulations that govern regular public schools.
Although one national teacher union and sonie
local unions, such as Boston's, have their own
charter programs, many of the charter schools
around the country are not untonized. Because a
charter school is the brainchild of the diverse indi-
viduals who obrtain the charter, cach offers a dis-
tinct size, curriculum, pedagogical style and

cducational approach.

Theorctically, it is casier for the education
authority to hold charter schools accountable for
high scandards than regular public schools because
the charters must be renewed perodically. £ the
school hasn't lived up to 1ts pronises, the authonty
can revoke the charter. For all these reasons, char-
ter schools are expected to be mnovative and thus
serve as laboratories tor school retorm — living
demonstrations ot excellence and high standards
whose mnovations regular public schools should

be cager to adop.

Early Results

To date, evidence of the educational impact
of charters is mostly ancedotal, for even the oldest
charter 15 too new to have undergone a compre-
hensive performance evaluation. The overwhelm-
ing majority of charter schools have been in
operation for only a few years, it thar. The US.
Department of Educacion has a four-year national
study of charter schools under way; in 200019t 1
expected to yield a comprehensive analysis of
achievement rends and other national data about
these schools. In che meantime, alchough much
has been written about charters, most of the
information is ancedotal and much ot it expresses

a particular point of view.

A 1997 study by Chester E. Finn, Jr.. Bruno
Manno and others based on site visits to 60 char-

ter schools in 14 states revealed chat the schools,

1999 National

on the whole, created rich Tearming environments
where devored teachers work tirelessly to impare
essential skills and knowledge to willimg learners.

The authors summarized their findings as tollows:

“What most charter schools offer is what
most families crave: small, sate places where
cvervone knows cach other, schools with coher-
ent academic missions and high scandards, schools
led and statted by people who belicve i those
missions and care about kids actually reaching the
standards, schools tull ot students and teachers
who want to be there, schools that take cheir
custoners seriously — not least because nobody

1s obliged to reman.”

A 1998 study of charter schools in 10 Calitor-
nia school districts, conducted by the University
of Calitornia at Los Angeles, was far less positive.
In 17 case studics, it compared the clans ot char-
ter school proponents with the experiences of
people involved in the schools. Tt concluded that
most schools were not being held accountable for
student achicvement; the schools did not necessar-
ily retlect the racial or ethime makeup of their dis-
tricts; and while teachers valued the freedom and
collegiality ar charters, they complauned about the

workload.

How well charter schools are serving disabled
and other special needs students s sall an open
question. Sonie charter schools — such as the
Metro Deat Charter School in St. Paul, Minn., or
the Macomb Academy in Clinton Township,
Mich. — were created specitically to serve dis-
abled children. When they are factored o a
local analysis, it looks as if charters are domng a
ureat job with special education. In larger=scale
studies. however, the numbers have not been so
positive. But that is changing. I the Lase year or
so. the charter movement has made a speaial

cftort to attract and serve these children.
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Putting Youchers to the Test

Vouchers and their alternate forms, scholar-
ships or tintion tax credits, have been growing in
popularity. In April 1999, the well-financed Chil-
dren’s Scholarship Fund — which lase year
received a $100 million endowment tfrom busi-
nessmen Ted Forstmann and John Walton —
awarded 40,000 partial-assistance grants to fanulics
seeking to enroll their children in private schools.
But tor cach scholarship recipient, the fund turned

away another 30 applicants.

The great populanty of these programs has
not dimimshed the controversy over their use. As
the name imphes, vouchers are certificates that
parents can use to pay tuition at public or private
schools. Some public school advocates oppose any
use of public funds tor private schools, contending
this will siphon needed tunds away trom public
school improvement. The contlict escalates into a
consticutional batde where vouchers may be
applicd to tuition at sectarian schools. In any case,
every voucher program enacted so far has been

challenged in court.

Despite ther high profile, there actually are
very few extant voucher programs. Two big-city
programs have been in operation for a tew years.
The Milwaukee Parental Choice Program was the
tirst, established by the state legislature in 1990,
For the 1998-99 school vear, about 6,200 low-
imconte students received $5.000 vouchers to
attend public, private or parochial schools, and
about 8.000 students are expected to enroll this
school year. About 3.700 students participated in
the three-ycar-old Cleveland, Ohio, program,

which provided vouchers of up to $2.500.

Earlier this year, the Florida legislature enaceed
the first statewide voucher program as part of a
larger education reform package proposed by

Gov. Jeb Bush. The voucher program will pro-
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vide vouchers to students at the state’s lowest-
pertorming schools to enable them to transter to
other public schools or to attend private or
parochial schools. The value of the voucher will
vary according to the student’s needs, but will be
no less than $3.000. For the 199900 school vear,
only two clementary schools rated low enough on
astate test to trigger the voucher program. How-
ever, the reform package included a tougher test

for next vear that will likely trigger the program

for as many as 130 schools.

Anzona has adopted legislation allowing par-
ents a tax credit against their state mcome taxes
tor contnbutions to private scholarship funds. In
Hlinois, parents get tax credies for 25 percent of
tuinon and fees at public or private clementary
and secondary schools. For years, Vermont and
Mame have had a voucher program i which
towns that are too small to have cheir own public
schools reimburse parents for sending their chil-

dren co schools in other towns.

The Role of the Courts

The future of vouchers at the state and local
levels continues to be as much in the hands of the
courts as in the hands of voters. Courts are
mvolved inall of these programs. Suits have been
tiled challenging both the Florida voucher pro-
gram and the Minots tax credie. The Wisconsin
Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of the
Milwadkee program; in 1998, the U.S. Supreme
Court refused to hear a challenge to i, thus let-
ting 1t stand. The Arizona Supreme Court upheld
that stare’s tax credic. However, the Vermont and
Maine Supreme Courts — and a federal appellate
court 1 a separate Maine case — have ruled 1t
unconstitcutional for the vouchers in those states to
be used at parochial schools. As we went to press,
a tederal judee allowed returning students in
Cleveland to use vouchers, but prohibited new

students from receiving them. Further expansion
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of Clevelind's voucher program was in limbo

pending a ruling on its constitutionality.

Over the last several vears, public opposition
to vouchers has waned substanually. Fifty pereent
of those surveyed opposed vouchers in 1998,
down from 74 percent five years carlier, according
to an annual survey of public artutudes toward
public schools conducted by Phi Delra Kappan and
Gallup. Meanwhile, other polls show that a

majority of African Americans favor vouchers.

The bottom line — whether students in
voucher programs do better in school — scems to
depend primanly on who is doing the evaluanion.
Multiple studies of the existing voucher programs
show conflicting resules, and icis stll too carly to
assess therr npact on the students and schools that

are left behind.

Future Challenges

So can school choice help improve schools
and raise education standards? Maybe. But first,
state and local govermuents will have to over-

come significant obstacles.

Balancing Flexibility and Accountability

The biggest challenge may be figuring out
how to provide treedom and flexibiliey simultane-
ously while holding schools accountable for high
standards. Massachusetts charter schools, tor exam-
ple. can set their own goals, and thewr charters are
rencwed based on progress in achieving those
goals. But many people argue that all charters
should be accountable to state seandards and seate
tests i the same way that public schools are held
responsible for pertormance. States must balanee
flexibiliey and accountability i a way that s equi-
table to all children and determine how to mcas-

ure those outcomes furly and objectively.
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Broadening Availability and Impact

The next challenge s to make high-standards
alternative schools available to all the students i a
state. This will require not only a mujor public
information campaign, but an outreach cttort to
persuade uninterested parents and students to avail
themselves of the opportunities. Te will require
that all schools be made accessible to all students.
This will mean ransportation to school and pro-
vision for the special needs ot disabled chldren

within the school. None of this will be cheap.

Nor will school choice accomplish the free-
enterprise goal of excellence through competition
it the schools lett behind are allowed o continuce
providing a poor cducation to the students who
choose to stay. The state will have to make sure
that those schools achieve high standards whether
they want to or not — cither by frecly adopting
the better approaches of the alternative schools or
having cttective approaches imposed on them.
The test of a free-enterprise model might be
whether choice can accomplish that goal. The test
of a high-standards cducation program. however,
may be how to achieve excellence mall schools
regardless of the choices exeraised by parents and

students.
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Sustaining Public Support

Throughout the 1990s, politicians, business
lenders and education reformers have been pro-
clannming the need to raise American acadenic
standards co “world-class™ levels. Thewr rhetoric
has resonated with a public yearing tor better
schools. Polling data continuce to show that over-
whelming majoricies of Americans say they sup-
port rsing standards. Bue unnl recently. the
standards conversation was mostly abstrace; 1t
rarcly ot to the specitics of whar students would
have to learn, why they should learn it or who
would be accountable if therr academic perform-

ance did not rise to aceeptable Tevels,

Making Standards Count

Richard Mills, commissioner of education in
New York state, recalls his puzzlement when he
visited classroom after classroom and sy little evi-
dence that teachers were using the new, higher
academie standards, although the state had disorib-
uted hundreds of thousands of copies ot the stan-
dards to schools. Mills kept asking teachers why
they weren't connecting the standards to the les-
sons they were teaching. Finallv, one teacher told
him blundy: “You don’t gerit. Unul these stan-

dards are on the test, they don’t count.™

“1 get it now,” says Mills. who has changed
the nature of the conversation by putting chal-
lenging tests m place throughour the state, includ-
ing new writing tests for fourth-graders and plans
to require all students to pass the stare’s Regents

Exams before graduating trom high school,
As Mills and others have discovered, teses and

tese results make academic standards real — and

force commumitics to consider the consequences
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that come with igher expectanons. They also
have tound that although public support for stan-
dards 1s strong on an abstract level, the actual
implementaton of new standards s a much more

difficule pill for communities to swallow,

Constder the headline in e New York Times

Just before Memorial Day 1999: “"Maost of State’s

4th Graders Fail New Enghsh Test.™ Or consider
the openimg paragraph i a Washingron Post arnicle
m fanuary 1999: “More than 97 percent of Vir-
ginia’s public schools have flunked the first round
of the state’s new student achievementr tests,
according to tigures released yesterday — a tlure
rate so high that some local school officials and
parents sav 1t threatens the eredibility of the state’s

tosting program.”

Low Test Scores Prompt Criticism

In these states and clsewhere, there has been a
public backlash agaimst rigorous assessments.
Accordimyg to Education Week, “The public outery

that followed the release of test scores 18 becoming

a familiar pattern — repeated i several states n
the past vear alone — as tough new standards for

students and schools, and tough new tests to
mcasure them, come on hne. ... How states han-
dle the sicuation has cnerged as a vitally important
issue, one that can make the difference beeween
maintining public support or confronting a pub-

e relanions disaseer.”™

This backlash has comie m part from suburban
parcnts who are used to high performance from
thewr children and schools on less rigorous stan-
dardized tests such as the Towa Test of Basic Skills

and the Stanford Achicvement Test. Ninth Edi-
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ton. Jtis casier tor parents to blame lower student
scores on the tests than to acknowledge that, undil
now, schools have not been pushing their children
to achieve at world=class levels.

Parents, often goaded on by teachers who do
not like the new tests, are complaining thae the
tests are too tough, are being torced on students
too gquickly and cost too much. Parents also claim
that to expect all students to meet high standards
is unrealistic. This backlash has resuleed i eftorts
1 many states to weaken, delay or climinate high-
stakes, lngh-standards testing programs. Those
ctforts have consumed a great deal of energy and
pohocal capital to keep the higher seandards and
tough tests on track. In Wisconsin, for example.
the Legislature killed a new high school gradua-
tion test the governor had proposed. And in
Michigan, the governor started an expensive col-
lege schokiship progranm to help persuade subur-

ban parents and students to support the state test.,

Engaging the Public

But some places, particularly those thae have
managed the public conversation on standards and
tests vigorously, seem to be dealimg wieh this
potential backlash successtully by straregically Tis-

tening to and engaging ther publics,

Justas high standards and “perfornance
assesstent’ came into vogue among cducation
retormers in the 19905, so did the concept of
“pubhic engagement.” To some school superin-
rendents, this phrase was really just a new term for
beteer public relanions. To some education
retormers and community activists, the phrase
meant tinding new ways to make schools much
more democratic, @ving parents and axpayers a
greater voice 1 running schools. For others, it
meant involving parents and communicating with
them clearlv, And for a relative few, it meant
reminding people that public schools are the
foundation ot America’s democratic and cco-

NOMIC SVSLeIs,
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111 the pase school districes and seates rarcly
have communicated ettectively with parents and
raxpayers. But as states began making sigmticant
chianges m schools, chis rrend came back to haunt
them. Pennsylvania, for example. tried to establish
outcomes for students in the carly 1990s, bue did
a miscrable job explaming them and ftell viedm to
pohitical activists, who refranmed the outcomes as
big government and anatmily. California created
what some education experts considered the bese
performance test in the country but failed to
explam i well or heed ciizen complaints: as a
resule, the mulamillion=dollar test was killed
betore it could take root. Kentueky's testing pro-
gram, a comphicated by-product of the state’s
1990 retorm legislation, came under repeated
attack during the 1990s, and the Legislcure even-
tually threw che tests out in 1998, And a nigorous
test i Delaware was killed 1 its infaney in the
nud-1990s by a Legislature that had been unpre-
pared for high rates of student failure. The Tist

could go on.

Key Lessons

Educators and policymakers in states where
public opposinion has dermled or diluted rigorous
standards and assessments have gleaned a number

of nportant lessons from these talures:

m The tests — and the standards on which
they are based — need to be explained

clearly and repeatedly to the public.

| Key groups — particularly parents and leg-
ishators — need ro know what to expect
from initial test results and by whae means

improvement will oceur,

m Classroom teachers need better information
about tests and the consequences of high
fatlure rates, as well as assurances that chey
will ger the taining necessary to help their

students succeed.
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& Business leaders have a eritcal role to play
in explainmyg the importance ot higher
standards in a changing cconomy, and they
provide much-needed contnuity as clected

officials and school leaders change.

® I higher standards are to survive, public

Cngagcmcnt needs to be an Ol]gOillg Cﬂ})l'(.

In many ways, these are the ingredients ot
good marketing and political campaigns —
straightforward explanations that clarfy why a
potential customer or voter should buy or support
something ("What's in it for me?”). But state cdu-
cation departments rarely have cither the expertise
or the capacity to conduct these kinds of cam-
paigns. In many states., it this kind of public
engagement has taken place acalll e has been lefe

to governors or the business connmunity.

Prepare the Public in Advance

“This 1s where governors need to invest
time and political capiaal,”™ says Bill Porter, exec-
utive dircctor of the Partnership tor Learning, a
business-backed group whaose primary role is to
explim and “sell” Washington state’s reform
program that centers on tough new tests and

standards.

Porter has had a firsthand look at the pavott
from a governor’s investiment in academic stan-
dards. Before moving to Scattle, Porter worked
six years tor Roy Romer, then governor of Col-
orado. Romer barnstormed Colorado durig the
19905, talking about the need for higher standards
at every opportumty. He also made sure that state
cducators involved parents and other citizens in
the creation of Colorado’s academic standards,
and that people could see how such citizen mpurt

was used to modity the il drafts.

As o resule, despire Colorado’s contentious

poliaes, strong academic standards and a new state
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test are n place today. The first test results came
out a couple of years ago and were quite low, but
Romer and others had worked to prepare Col-
oradans tor the news. Indeced, when the scores
camie out, part of the state’s message was that “the
bad news is the good news™ — reformers used

the scores to make the case for improvement.

In Massachuseees, Bill Guenther has applied
what Porter and others have learned about public
cngagement and clevated those lessons to new
levels. Guenther's organization, Mass Insight Edu-
cation, spent 18 months preparing policymakers,
cducators, parents and taxpayers tor the first resules

from Massachusetts” new standards-based test. The

message: The results would be disappointing
but should be seen as a starting point for higher

levels of student achievement.

Guencher and his allics organized leaders from
business, politics, cducation and the teachers’
unions to stand as a united front and speak tor the
higher standards and new test. They ensserossed
the state, mecting with editoral boards and
reporters to help frame the conversation n the
media. And they developed casy-to-read matenals
for parents that put the standards, tests and the

need for reform m perspective.

When the first results came out last tall, the
scores were low, but the media coverage was pos-
itive, and the backlash was minmmal. Guenther's
message to others: “Start carly to prepare tor the

test resules.”

One key to dealing successtully with the pub-
lic in chis area 1s not just starting carly but also
communicating continuously. Guenther, for
example, Is running a communications carnpaign
called "Scee for Yourselt™ to help the Massachu-
setts public see the test items and how they con-
nect to the standards and the demands of

craplovers and universities. His orgamization also is
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conducting workshops tor thousands of teachers
and admmistrators to help them understand and

use test data to improve instruction,

The stares that seem to be making the
smoothest progress i sustaining school improve-
ment are those where there are both strong polit-
wal leadership and influental outside parters
who can both push tradivnonal education thinking
and build the public support that is crivical to sus-

tained success.

Make the Messages Clear

Just as these advocares have learned thae
building contmuous communications cunpaigns
for standards and tests is crucial, they also have
learned that they must make sure seandards and
tests are ready for marker.” moehe same way thac
an advertisig cumpaign must rely on a good

product for success.

At a mimimum, chat means standards and teses
need to be understandable. When Washington
state’s standards were being developed, several of
them were quite vague and peppered with educa-
ton jargon. Steve Mullin, Porter’s predecessor at
the Parmership tor Learning, privately kepe push-
g state ofticials to sharpen the standards by sav-
mg, T don'v ger i What does this mean?™ As g

result, the Washingron standards became clearer.

States also are learning the importainee of
timing, of making a steady trinsiton to high stan-
dards. In 1996, the Maryland Business Round-
table for Education conducted focus groups with
parents and learned chat there would be consider-
able resistance to the stre’s proposal to increase
drastically high school graduation requirements. In
response, the state buile ina longer transicion
period, allowmy teachers more tme to prepare to
reach to the new requirements and more time to
prepare Marvland's public for the changes (and

the antapated niaally high failure rate).
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Get the Substance Right

Other states have beneticed also from outside
revicws of their sendards and tests, such as those
conducted by Achicve, Inc., which cnable seartes
to compare themiselves to see how they measure

up to the best in the nagon and the world.

According to Adam Kernan=Schloss, presi-
dent of A-Plus Communications in Arlingron,
Vao,at s entical tor states to get the educational
substance righe betore they bewin launching com-
mumcations campaigns about standards or tests,
“If the standards are not clear. no matter how well
we dress them up, the public will sall see them as

fuzzy,” he says.

In addition to making sure stndards and tess
are clear, retorm advocates stll have a long way to
go m convincng the public about the value of
sonie subjects. Surveys show strong support for
higher stindards in teaching the basies — reading,
writing and arithmietic. But when the public s
asked it they believe students should be required
to master algebria or iology or chennistry, chey are

considerably less supportive.

[ some places, the busimess communiry s
providing credible assistance in helping educators
explain why these subjects are vl Mass Insight
has used workers from a varicey of industrics to
demonstrate that the knowledge and skills they
use on the job are based directly on che academic
standards that students should be learning i class.
For example, a process cook from Glouceseer,
Mass.., talks about the math he muse use every
day to measure how his company can most cthi-
ciendy trn 16.5-pound blocks of fish into fish

sticks and fillees.

Be Strategic
Several ot the states and urban school districts
that are engaging the public successtully have

developed strategic conmmunications plans to Keep
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themselves focused. This work, supported 1 sev-

eral states by the business community, often
includes protessional surveys and focus groups to
measure regularly how much the pubhic knows
about a state’s standards and tests and how it feels

about them.

In spring 1999, The Business Roundrable
provided its members and state partners with
communications “‘toolkits™ designed to help
them engage their publics more successtully on
standards, tests and accountability. Among the

recommendations:

m Be strategic. Sct priontics, plan ahead and
be proactive. Target key audiences ennical

€O SUCCESS.

8 Connect to what people value. Answer

the “What's in it for me?” questions.

B Show, don’t tell. People need to see what
standards=based education looks like before
they will support it Use reading lises, sam-
ple test items and examples of student work

to explam the retorms.

Seeing Is Believing
The toolkit and accompanying workshops

spotlighted several successful state cftorts to com-
municate effectively. In Washington, for example,
the state and the Parmership for Learning worked
with the McDonald's Corporation to print several
of the tourth-grade math questions on the paper
eay liners used in cherr restaurants. The conversa-

.

tions amonyg parents “taking the test,” amplified
by media coverage, helped chousands of people
understand that the new test is different, challeng-
ing and sensibly tocused on what students should

learn.

Delaware held a “Take the Test Day™ in

December 1998, two weeks before the first scores
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from the new state test were released. Volunteers
and state employees administered the tests to hun-
dreds of Delaware citizens at fast-food restaurants,
Wal-Mart stores, shopping malls and even an
Amish market. The governor and other state and
busimess leaders took the test, wath cameras rolling
in the legislative halls. In addition, nearly all
houscholds m Delaware tound a copy ot the sam-
ple test in thewr moring paper. The result was a
much more positive climate when the test resules
were announced, despite scores showimg that
many of the state’s students were not meeting

standards.

In New York state, more than 4.5 nullion
sample copies of the state’s new fourth-grade test
were distributed as newspaper mserts. " We man-
aged the conversation betore the scores came out
by repeatedly telling people the results would be
low,” says Mills, the New York commuissioner.
Mills, a tcacher who once served as education
aide to former New Jersey Gov. Tom Kean, says
that contmually engaging the public is crucial.
“You have to keep talking about and explaming
the standards endlessly,™ he says. “You have to say
it over and over and over untl your audiences
can lip-synch you, and at that pomt, you've just

begun to get their attention.™

Persistence Pays

The need to commumecate constandy s par-
ncularly acute when the stundards and testing pro-
gram s being introduced. Many veteran teachers
and principals scem to believe that high standards
and test=driven accountability 1s a tad that waill
disappear. “People are waiting for the moment we
back away.” says Mills. “They can’t believe that

we actually mean it You can’t back down.™

Advocates like Mills make heavy use of suc-
cess stories to help support their communications

caumpaigns. Mills repeatedly has spotlighted
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schools that are succeeding on the new tests
despite having high percentages of students below
the poverty level In Washington state. the Part-
nership for Learning has done the same, dismibue-
ing to cducators and commumity leaders o
bookler that analyzes why dozens of schools did
much beteer on teses than expected. In Kentucky,
the Prichard Committee tor Academic Excel-
lence has done much the same, helping to lay the
groundwork for education reform in the carly
and mid-1980s by 1ssuing reports and working
with the media to highlight problems in educa-
ton. Since then, Kentucky advocates have
undertaken several imeanves both to spotlight
stccess stories and help parents and teachers com-
municate better with cach other about the bot-

tom line: improved student achievement.

As standards proponents pomt to suceesstul
schoals, they buy time for thetr message to sink in
and for more schools to improve. In Texas, tor
example, when a new test was mrroduced in
1994, only slightly more than halt the state’™s stu-
dents passed. But smee then, passing rates have
gone up steadily to nearly 80 pereent in 1999 —

cven as the test has been made more ditheult.

And in Virginia, where the headlines in Janu-
ary 1999 shouted about a Y7 percent failure rate,
the stories in July were much better. Under a
headline of “Virginia Stndards Iimprove on
Teses,”™ the Washingron Post wrote: **Virginn pub-
lic school scudents did better than last year on all
27 of the state’s achievement tests, according to
figures released yesterday, and stare officials said
the resules show that students and schools are
capable of meeting Virgna's tough new stan-
dards. “These results clearly show thae all the hard
work by Virgima's students and teachers is paving
off.” said Gov. James S Gilmore T (R). *Given
this is only the second year of che L. tests, we
should all be encouraged by this remarkable

progress.””
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The challenge tor states ke Virgima will be
to maintun progress and help the public under-

stand what these new tests are all about.

Without widespread public understanding of
tost scores and the standards on which chey are
based, there s likely ro be litde patience tor the
Jlong-term changes that schools need to make to
produce consistently higher levels of student
achievement. If stndards are to survive short-
term backlash and truly benefie students over che
long haul, state policymakers, educators and busi-
nesspeople must take the lead e driving home
their nessages to parents. naking the connection
crystal clear berween higher expectations tor stu-

dents now and greater suceess later on i life.

Education Summit




R S S UL S SR " HI PUBLIC OPINION

OOQOOOOOQOOOGOOO.OOOO

= S 50000000000



Public Opinion — a report from Public Agenda
Standards and Accountability:

Where the Public Stands

Owpinion rescarch conducted by Public
Agenda and others has shown high levels of sup-
port tor raising academic standards in the
nation’s public schools. In question atter ques-
tion and survey after survey, Americans endorse
the concept of asking students to learn more,
and they want public schools to take steps to
make sure chat this learning does in tact take
place. Support for raising standards 1s strong
among Americans in every part of the country

and from every walk of lite.

Public Agenda’s most recent Reality Check
survey, conducted n cooperavion with Education
Week, shows, tor example, that overwhelming
majorities of parents (83 percent), teachers (79
percent), employers (94 percent) and college

e cuidelines for

professors (90 percent) say havin
what students are expected to learn and know

helps improve academic pertormance. Majorities
agree that high school students would be berrer
oft taking tougher classes where expectations are
higher. Teachers, emplovers and professors in

particular say students would benefic from being

pushed harder.!

Appalled at a Lack of Basic Skills
Surveys consistently show that Americans

are espectally anxious tor every child to master

at least basic skills — generally defined as a
command of standard English, inctuding gram-
mar, spelling and puncruation, plus arithmetic.”
Public Agenda studies also have shown that
people hope most children will learn far more
than the basics in school. The large majority of
parcnts, in fact, expect their own child to attend
college. But tor most Americans, basics springs
to mind as the very first standard — the set of
skills that all children absolutely must master.” In

focus groups. people are otten outraged that any
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voungster is allowed to dritt through school
without acquiring such mimmal skills. Accord-
ing to a 1998 Peter Hlart survey, almost nine in
10 Americans (88 percent) say “low academic
standards™ 1s a serious concern in the nation’s

schools.?

Public Agenda has found that emplovers and
college professors in particular voice frustration
over lack of basics. More than three-quarters of
both employers and professors give recent high
school graduates fair or poor ratings tor gram-
mar and spelling. Just as many say students” abil-
ity to write clearly is generally tair or poor.
Most also express disappointment with student

work habits, motivation and basic math skills?

Reality Sets In

Given these views, 1t is not surprising that
the movement to raise academic standards in the
nation’s public schools strikes such a responsive
chord. It addresses a problem that people care
about, and 1t does so i a way that appeals to
people’s common sense. But strong public sup-
port for higher standards does not mean that the
issue 1s immune from the normal controversics
and complications that accompany any large-

scale policy change.

[ communitics natdonwide, the reality of
higher standards is just begmning to set m. Stu-
dents face new promotion or graduation
requirenients and toughier tests. In many dis-
tricts, their chances of mandatory summer
school or “being kept back™ have increased
markedly. Parents, teachers and administrators
are all coping with unfamiliar procedures and
guidclines. So the question is — given the pub-
lic’s strong comnutment to the goal — what can

leaders do to smooth the way through the
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imcevitable rough spots that will occur? And how
can leaders avord the misseeps that could under-
mine (or at least jar) public confidence in stan-

dards retorm?

Reminding People Why We’re Here

Experts and decisionmakers often must con-
centrate on the labyrmth of complex detals
needed to make a policy work moreal ite. But
to sustain public suppore for change, particularly
change that touches people’s families and daily
lives, Jeaders need o ke ome periodically o
restate the basic ratonale, to remind people of
the beliets and values thac underhe reform.
When the comg gets a bit rough, people need

to be reminded of why we're here.

For most Americans, there are several key

belicts that underlic their support tor standards.

You Ask More,You Get More

Central to the public's behef in higher stan-
dards is whar amounts to a philosophical rule of
thumb for dealing with children. Ask more from
them, and they will do more. Ask Tess, and they
will do just enough to ger by, This beliet s espe-
cially powertul for many people because it often
stemis tronn experiences they have had in cherr
own lives. In tocus groups, participants otten tell
stories about teachers, parents, bosses or even drill
serecants who challenged chem, and as aresule,
brought then to a higher plane of accomplish-
ment, [F1Us been trae inmy own hte, people rea-

son, then icwill work for others as well.

Basics First

Suarveys show that winle Americans expect
many things from public schools, one mission
repeatedly rises to the top of everyone’s hist:
Schools must guarantee that all children read
and write English and do basic anthmenc. In
carlicr studies, Public Agenda has artempred to
clarify what some see as the public’s “preoceu-

pation” with basics. As we pomt out, Americans
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believe that a young person wichour basic skills
will seruggle cconomically for the rest of his or
her lite, They don’t understand how a studene
cn go “beyond the basies™ until he or she has
them firmly in hand. And they shoply cannot
conceive how ieis passible for a student to
spend a decade or more i school and not Tearn
how to read and write. For much of the public,
this 1s the most compelling rationale ot all tor

raising standards.

The Cruelty of Social Promotion

Educators nanonwide now are engaged 1 a
heated debate about social promotion and reten-
tion, with many arguing that retention by iselt
does not miprove student learning. Te is unlikcely
that the public has absorbed the decils ot chis
debate, and for many, a debate beeween reten-
tion versus social promotion may seem a false
and frustrating choice. Surveys routinely show
thar most Americans believe it s preferable o
keep children back rather than to pass them
along without having learned the needed skills.”
Some research also suggeses that people may be
more open to promoton for underachievers if
these students receive meensive remedial help)’
But tor the public, the heart of the issuc is not
whether retention 1s such a good idea, but racher
that social promonton seems to be such an awful
one. For many Americans, socnl promotion (as
they believe it has been practiced) seems down-

right crucl.

Not Ready to Write Off Kids

Some stndards advocates worry thar many
Amcricans belicve that voung people, especially
ones from disadvincaged backgrounds. cannot
achieve ac high levels. Bur Public Agenda sur-
veys show that people have enormous confi-
dence mothe potenmal and resilience of today’s
voungsters. even those who don’t ger the best
start i lifes Inoa recent study of public attitudes
roward children and teens, Americans voice bie-

rer disappointment with the behavior of today’s
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youth. But almost m the next breath, they reit-
crate their conviction that vircually every
youngster cant learn to become a capable and
productive adult. Seventy-five percent of Amer-
1icans say that “given enough help and attention,
Just about all kids can learn and succeed
school.™ Despite their frustrations and their
tears abourt today’s youth, most people just

aren’t ready to give up on them.

Standards and Equal Opportunity

Last year, Pubhic Agenda took an m-depth
look at the views of white and African Amen-
can parents on the issue of equal educational
opportunity. For African American parents, lag-
aging academic achievement among black
youngsters is a crisis. For white parents, the situ-
ation 1s more hkely to be seen as a serious prob-
lem, not a crisis. (Relatively few parents say the
problem is exaggerated.) For dittering reasons,
both groups voice wariness about time-honored
strategies such as busing or redistricemg. But
both groups soundly endorse establishing and
entorcing higher academic standards in schools
with large numbers of minority youngsters.
Among Atrican American parents, for example,
87 pereent say having teachers and principals
who push students to study and excel s
absolutely essential to a good school (compared
to 82 percent among white parents).”

What Could Undercut Support for Higher
Standards?

By many measures, Americans’ current sup-
port for standards might be considered “as good
as 1t gets.” Compared to Americans’ attirudes
about reforming Social Security or health care,
tor example, public support for raising standards
1s long cstablished and remarkably stable. But
the pubhc’s beliet in the goal of raising standards
does not mean that leaders can shift into auto-
matic pilot or bypass the ftundamentals of sound
policvmaking. Here are some pittalls that could

derail and unsettle support:
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Standards Not the Cure-All

Support for raising standards 1s broad and
deep, but reformers would be mistaken if they
asstime that standards and accountability are the
only education problems people have on their
minds. Even betore the killings at Columbine
High School sparked tar-reaching anxicty about
school violence, Americans routinely named
problems with safety and order as top public
school concerns. According to the 1998
Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa survey, over two-thirds
of Americans say drugs, discipline, smoking, alco-
hol and teen pregnancy are serious problems in
public schools in their own communities. Almost
as many express serious concern about fighung
and gangs." Almost all Americans want students
to learn more, but most doubt that learning can
take plice i unsate, unavil or overcrowded
schools with inexperienced and continually
changing staff. Very few Americans see raising aca-
demic standards as the cure-all for schools that do

not have their basic daily operations well in hand.

Fairly Managed?

No policy retorm, no matter how broadly
supported, can hold onto public support it it 1s
not competently and fairly managed, and that
means more than just delivering bottom-hne
results. Standards advocates might do well to
take a lesson from those who have tried to
reform health care over the last decade. Surveys
in the 1980s showed Americans deeply con-
cerned about the cost of health care, convineed
that doctors often perform too many tests and
procedures. and at least open to some features of
managed care. But support for the managed care
approach has dwindled as patients have encoun-
tered one-day hospital stays tor deliveries and
mastectomies and colluded with doctors on
ways to get care covered under layers of new
rules. Most Americans now say managed care is
inferior — not because of dechning health care
statistics and lite-expectancy rates — but because

they fear that the system is becoming arbierary,
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callous and arcane. By the same token, school
reform advocates had better be prepared o
show how they intend to help all children reach

these ngh standards.

Getting Teachers on Board

Most districts have already taken steps to
mclude adminiserators, senior teachers and union
representatives m the development of new stan-
dards and accountability practices. Burt to assume
that these steps, as worthwhile as they are, are
all chat s needed to “involve teachers™ could be
a dangerous miscalculation. For most parents,
classroom teachers serve as the interpreters, even
the ambassadors tor retorm. It teachers believe
that standards policies are important and well
thought out, they can sustain and nourish
parcntal support. If teachers are convineed that
standards policies are untair or destructive, they
can undercut parental support with extraordi-

mary speed.

surveys show that teachers generally back
raising standards, but they are less likely than
others to say that standards in their own schools

are too low, !

What's more, large numbers ot
teachers feel frustrated by what they see as lack
of student cttort and parental and administrative
support.”” In focus groups, teachers often say
that they Tearn more about major districtwide
changes from rumors than from che administra-
tion. District directives are often ridiculed or
resented, and experienced teachers have already
been through waves of reform, which in cheir
minds produce very lietle of value. Public
Agenda’s rescarch strongly suggeses that bringing
the nation’™s teacher corps hrmly mside the
movement to rase standards could be the most

pivotal challenge ot all.

Counting on Parents to Lead the Fight
Like other Americans, parents strongly sup-
port rusing standards. Large majorities say it is

essential that schools have reachers who push
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students to excel, and they want schools to pro-
mote Kids only when they have learned whate
they need to know."™ But standards advocates
who hope that parents will become the driving
force behind retorm could well be disappointed.
Public Agenda studies suggest very few parents
feel comfortable as acovists, getting deep into
the mitty-gritty of curniculum design or teaching
reform.™ Most are not especially well-informed
or vigilant constumers, cven concerning their

own child’s progress.

In general, parents accept grades as accurate
measures of their child’s proficiency, and very tew
know much about how their child's skills coni-
pare to those of youngsters nationwide, much less
how they compare to the skills of kids abroad.'”
Relatively few parents have the experience to say
precisely what their child needs to learn or when
— and how — he or she should learn it Parents,
cven well-educated ones. look to teachers and
schools to provide guidance on chis, and they

generally accept what teachers eell them.

Expecting 100 Percent Happiness

A conumon question among standards advo-
cates 15 what will happen when tougher new tests
and more rigorous accountability measures really
come mto play — when the rubber hies the road.
Will some parents begin to have doubes? Will
some begin to complan? Will some start saying
the entire enterprise is useless and untair? Opinion
rescarch cannot predict every response, but the
answer to these questions s undoubtedly yes. No
sertous policy change is ever universally popular,
and cven the most level-headed parenes may
become upser it their own child's progress is ques-
noned. The challenge tor cducators and decision-
makers 15 to plan tor at least some level of
disenchantment and regree, since it will be almost

impossible to avoid.
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The Question No One Wants to Ask

Most of the current discussion about stan-
dards and public opinion centers on one ques-
tion: Will public support tor standards endure as
schools move forward to raise the academic bar
and as they put consistent accountability prac-
tices into place? Rescarch suggests that as far as
public opinion goes, Americans have signed on.
Across all demographic groups, Americans say
they want leadership to move ahead. They want
schools to improve student learning and they
want them to guarantee at least a basic academic

education tor cvery child.

But another question may be much harder
to answer. What happens if the nation’s public
schools don't succeed 1 rmsing standards? What
happens it this reform effort, like some betore i,
disintegrates or derails? Opinion rescarch can't
predict what would happen m this event, but
the rescarch does suggest, very strongly, that this
15 one question the public hopes rescarchers will

never have to ask.

Jean Jolwson, anthor of this picce, is a sentor vice presi-
dent with Public Agenda, a nonprofit, nonpartisan

rescarch organization based in New York City.
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Viewpoints

Introduction

I this section of your bricfing ook are opent fetters 1o the 1999 National Eduveation Stinnit
participants_from_four longtinie commentators on education scform. Their essays offer observations,
insights and recommendations for sustaining the momentin of the standards-based cduication
improvenent agenda, Al four writers are well knownr and respected among their peers in their
respective arcas of expertise. Although thie opinions they express in these essays are theirs alone
and not necessardly thoese of Achieve, Inc. or the National Education Stnniit co-sponsors, their

commments make for insightful, informative reading.

Making Mid-course Corrections in Standards-based Reform

Standards-based reform ofters the best hope for substantially improving the
nation’s public schools. writes Ronald A. Wolk, but there is growing concern that 1t
is not being implemented as choughtfully and carctully as ic must be to succeed. This
Summit is an 1dcal occasion on which to take stock of where we are and assess the

mid—cmlrs‘c corrections we need to ln;l]\'L‘ O CNSUre SUCCess,

The Role of Higher Education in the Standards Movement

Higher education has been AWOL from the K=12 school improvement
discussion, argues Kati Haycock. Present neither at the policy tables where school
improvement strategies are fornmlated nor on the ground where they are being pur
into place, most college and university leaders remain blichely ignorant of the roles
therr mstitcugons might play in helping K=12 schools get becter — and the roles they
currently play in maintaining the status quo. The fact is we cannot bring abourt big
changes in clementary and sccondary education without also changing the way

higher education does business.

The Marriage of Standards-based Reform and the Education Marketplace

It's hard to visualize a standards-based system working well without opportuni-
tics for the creation of new schools and the entry of new providers, writes Chester
E. Finn, Jr. He presents the “marketplace™ strategy, also known as choiee, as an
alternative approach to improving the nation’s education system. but argues that e
can cocexist with standards-based retorm. Combining these two serategies tor educa-
tion change can produce more than cither alone 1s apt to deliver — perhaps cven

more than the sum of 1ts parts.

Linking Information Technology to Accountability

An unprecedented natonal consensus has emerged thae it 1s now ume to change
our schools. And a key to school change, Denis P. Doyle asserts, will be information
technology. While it is difficule to think of a sector that could put IT to beteer use
than clementary and secondary education. it also s ditficult to name a sector that
uses 1t more sparingly or unevenly. Doyle outlines how imtormation rechnology can

be used to ensure better accountability tor results.
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Viewpoint ... by Ronald A. Wolk

Making Mid-course Corrections
in Standards-based Reform

State policymakers and education reform leaders deserve enormous credit for
launching standards-based reform and sticking with ic through these ditheult days of
implementadon. This strategy undoubeedly ofters the best hope tor transtorming the

nation’s public schools into the schools we need for the next cenrury.

This past sununer, Americans basked in the World Cup victory of our women's
soccer team. The grassroots movement for women's rights in the 19605 led to the pas-
sage of Tide 1X in 1972, which. among other things, mandated equality tor women in
school sports. T was a radical idea, and chere was great resistance for at least a decade.
But perseverance produced slow, steady progress chat gradually culminated some 360
years later in a profound social change. The U.S. victory in the Women's World Cup s
a highly visible symbol of that significant change. There is an unportant lesson here for
all of us working for better schools: Real change takes persistent action by many indi-

viduals — often working together — over a long period of time.

Standards-based retorm is about nothing less than the first systemic overhaul of pub-
Jic education in history. The job cannot be done piccemeal, hurriedly or cheaply. You
have made considerable progress over the past decade ereating ehe structures and
processes needed for success. Now, as the movement enters its second decade, you waill
need all the wisdom, skill and patience vou can muster to keep it going in the right

direction.

The implementation of a reform this radical and this sweeping is a formidable
undertaking. Mistakes, omissions, missed opportunities and wrong turns are mevitable.
At least another decade of hard work is needed to produce the significant and wide-

spread student achievement that standards promise.

It is eritical that policymakers and educators — and eventually the general public —
understand the complexity of this task and the need for patience. Some people will
clain the job is too ditficult, too costly. Some will pronounce the movement a tailure
and seek to consign it to the gravevard of educational tads. And some will press to

fower the standards and compronuse the rigor.

It will be up ro vou to convinee vour fellow policymakers and the public to stay
the course. But it also will be up to vou to take the lead in makig vital mid-course
corrections without which the standards movement could run aground. There 1s no
better time than now to pause brictly, take stock of where standards-based retorm s in

your state and, it necessary, eraft corrective tactics to get the movement back on course.

Following are the arcas that need special attention.
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All Children Can Learn, But They Can’t Learn Everything

In our zeal to develop rigorous acadeic content, some states have made standards
so all-inclusive that they are probably unattainable by ordinary studenes and teachers ina
typical school setting. Disciplimary experts charged with drafting scandards tor their own
academic fields expect every student to know everything the experts now know. The
national geography standards would test the metde of Ph.D. candidates. The arts stan-
dards specity that students should compose music, play an inserument and chorcograph a
dance. One high school scienee standard proposed by a Nobel Laurcate provides an
extreme example of this foolishness, Tt states that students should “know that the foree
on a moving particle (with charge ) m a magnetic field is qvBsinga) where a s the
angle berween vand B (v and B are the magnitudes of vectors v and B, respectively),

and students use the righe=hand rule to find the direction of this force.™

States need to revisit standards and submie them to a common=sense test — perhaps
cven convenmng bodies of ordimary cinzens to react to them. Indeed, given that stan-
dards setting s an ongoing process, states would do well to establish a mechanism for

periodic public review.

In defining a “body of essential knowledge.™ we should be parsimonious. Standards
can specify too much for a child to master in 12 years, and even experts and educators
cannot agree on what to elinnnate. Mceanwhile, new knowledge accumulates acan
astonishing rate. Schools should emphasize o to learn ac lease as much as they empha-

size what to leam.

Achicve analyzed standards and assessments from 20 states to compare our expecta-
tons against those of the highest-pertorming countries on the Third Incernational
Mathematies and Science Scudy (TIMSS). The study identified an “ingernational core™
ot 10 concepts in math — essentially, the foundations of algebra and geometry — that
the highest-performing countries expect their students to master by the end of cighth
grade. With maybe one excepuon, the mternational core concepts were present in the
standards of our 20 states, but they often were buried in longer lists of coneepts, and
several core coneepts did not show up on the assessments. e s no wonder that teachers
are unsure ot what is most important to teach — and as a resule, they tend to teach

about all sorts of things. but not in much depth.

The problem s not just one of quantity. Except for the work of Achieve, there has
been liede effort to coordmate standards writing across state lines to see how different
states” standards relate to cach other or whether they could all fit logically into a wypical
school curnculum. As a result, according to a study by the Mid-continent Regional
Educational Lab, there is simply not enough ame to teach all of the intormation and
skills idencificd by subject=-matter experts. Indeed, the scudy concludes that aine addi-
tional years of schooling would be required for students to master all of the material ree-

ommended by the national subject-matter orgamizations that have put forth standards.
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States might well focus on the tour core subjects of English, math, science and
social studies, and leave 1t to the districts and schools to develop their own sundards tor

the remaming disciphines.

You Can’t Measure Air Pressure With a Yardstick

For the standards strategy to work, fair and accurace assessiments must be aligned
with standards and curricula to monitor student progress. Although many state othenals
say their tests are aligned to standards, there is growing evidence that suggests otherwise.
For onc thing, too many states continue to rely on commercial, off-the=shelt, pencil-
and-paper, multiple-choice tests that almost by defintion cannot be well aligned with

cvery state’s standards.

Assessments are pvotal i the standards movement. To measure student progress
against the standards, tests must reflect what is i the standards. To assess perfornance,
tests should include pertormance items that give scudents an opportunity to write, con-

duct a science experiment. and solve and expliin math problems.

Achicve is working to generate more collaboration among states in developing
common standards and assessments toward the goal of saving milhons of dollars and pro-
ducing compatibilicy in curriculum and testing that would serve mobile Americans well.
States wich similar standards and common concerns might consider forming consortia to
harmonize their standards and collaborating on banks of test items from which cach
could tashion ies own test aligned with its own standards. The technology tor large-scale
computer adaptive testing has come a long way, and students soon will be able o take
individually tailored examinations on the Internet, at a significant savings in time and

money. States should work with federal agencies to expedite this process.

You Can’t Teach What You Don’t Know
Relatively fow of today's teachers lave ever taught i systems with high acadenie
standards for all students. Teachers now are being asked to do thigs they've never done

betore, and there are oo few good professional development programs to help them.

The way schools are structured makes real protessional development ditficult. But
we have learned a lot in recent vears about the kinds of professional development that
work. We know, tor example, that protessional development is most ctfective when e s
rooted in real work, such as desigming curricula or developing rubrics (guidelines) for
assessing student work. States should gather the right people, charge them with develop-

g sound programs and begin implemenung them.
Protessional developrient means tune, and time means money. Resources are

scarce, but stares could spend the money they have tar more eftectively. Over tme,

states should move to reallocate nearly $20 billion to mercase teacher salaries mstead o
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continuing to use these funds as a reward tor scat-time in mostly useless night-school
courses. This reallocation would be a difficult and controversial undertaking, bue the

stakes make it worth the ctfort.

The challenge of protessional development would be less daunting it new teachers
entering the field were knowledgeable about state standards and prepared o teach to
them. Relatively tew teacher preparation programs have significantly incorporaced the
new standards inco their curricula. At least y educaton schools funded with public
money, states should be able to correct that problem by requiring schools to include

standards in their programs.

Still Waiting for Opportunity to Knock

Untortunately, it continues to be true in the United States that too frequenty the
quality of education depends on where children live, the color of their skin and the
socioeconomic level of their parents. Because of inequities in financing, many students
have not been exposed to high standards or a rigorous cducation. They are getting

shockingly dismal scores on rougher new assessients.

In some states, a sizable majority of students do not score at the level needed to suc-
ceed mther courses. On the new test in Massachusetts, 74 percent of” [0th-graders and
67 pereent of cighth-graders partially understood or failed che math section, and 80 per-
cent of fourth-graders partially understood or tailed the English language arts section. In
Virginia, which has highly rated grade-by-grade standards, 97 percent of the schools
recently failed to achieve the pertormance goals on the new state tests. Scores on the
1998 national reading test show that two out of five high school seniors cannor read
well enough to do grade-level work. Failure rates tend to be much higher among low-

income and Latimo and African American students.

When Congress debated the standards movement about a decade ago, the issue of
“opportunity-to-learn” standards was raised. Proponents argued thae standards for
schools were as important as standards tor students — and thar state policyimakers should
address mequities m the resources of poor schools in urban and rural arcas and che
resources of schools in wealthy suburbs. Congress decided not to address this problem
through federal legslation, but as states move forward to artach stakes to scudent per-
formance. they need to assure parents and che public thar all students i all communites
have a far opportunity to meet the standards, and that schools and districts also will be

held accountable for student performance.

It can be sad simply and directly: Standards-based reform will not succeed unless

and unal all students are:
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B wught a curriculum aligned with state seandards and tests;
B tught by teachers who are adequately prepared to teach that curricaluns: and

@ offered exera tme and helpafehey need 1t to meet the standards.

Rewarding Results, Punishing Failure
It standards and assessments are the lever for moving the public education system.
then accountability is the fulerum. Without accountability, standards-based retorm

remains only a promise.

Developing fair and cffective accountability svstems may prove to be the mose dith-
cult and perilous seep e the mareh toward standards-based reform. States have pro-

ceeded cautiously so far, but they have begun to pick up the pace.

Virtually all stares now test their scudents, Thirty-six publish annual repore cards on
individual schools, according to Edication Week, and halt of these publicly race school
performance or at least identity low-pertorming schools. Nincteen states require seadents
to pass an exit rest to graduate and 16 have legislation authorizing the takeover of per-
sistently failing schools. Fourteen states provide monctary rewards tor individual schools

bused on perfornance.

Alternatives to Social Promotion

Frustrated with continuing poor student achicvement, more policymakers at the
national, state and local levels are demanding chae scudentes be retamed i grade it they
score below a designated level on the state standardized tests. President Clinton has
called for an end to social promotion and the withdrawal of tederal tunds trom districes

that don’t fix or close failing schools.

Nobody tavors social promotion. but the alternative of holding students back and
simply repeating what didn’t work the tirst time also 1s bad. Clearly, social pramotion
must end. but educators need to come up with alternatve programs and strategies ro
help students who are not prepared academically to move on to the next grade. Forty
pereent of students who are held back once drop out betore graduation from high

school. For those held back twice, the dropout rate jumps to 90 percent.

One possible solution is to have mtervention at specific mtervals, such as ac the end
of the third grade and the end of the seventh grade. Students who are not readimg well
at the end ot the third grade might be moved into an intensive hiteracy program thar
includes longer school days and weeks. When they demonstrate reading proticiency,
they would rejoin therr classmates. Students whao are failing to keep up in the seventh
erade might be oftered extended day programs with substantial academic ennchment,
opportunities for experiential fearning. out-ot=school internships and mentoring, Boston

has adopred a plan that moves in this dircction. Instead of holding tailing students back,
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for example, the district lets students stay with their class bue puts them into a transi-

tional program where they recetve additional help.

Misplaced Punishment

Prematurely serting high stakes for students is the most immmediate and dangerous
pitfall in torging an accountability system. States that put the entire burden of poor
school pertormance on students could place the standards movement on a collision

course with reality.

The tact is that a great many students now in middle school and high school, espe-
cially in big cines, did not learn to read by fourth grade and thus cannot pass the new
high-stakes tests. Many of them attended failing schools that lacked good teachers, texe-
books and laboratories. Their academic problems were unnoticed or ignored. Expecta-
tons for them were low or nonexistent. To punish these young people for failing in a
system that fatled them tist would be unjust and probably even illegal, especially when

the goal 1s to help them suceeed.

It Large mumbers of students get held back or fail to graduate because they score too
low on tests, states are likely to tace such legal challenges. And public support will
dimimish because 1o will seem unfair to hold students accountable when they have not
had an adequate opportunity to learn. If public support wanes, the standards movement

will be i penl.

Despite the negative consequences ot high stakes, however, one can argue that with-
out them, neither the students nor ehe system will tike the necessary steps to meet the
standards. After all, the stakes for acadenically at-risk youngsters are already enormously
high, regardless of whether a state ends social promotion and institutes a graduation test,
The children who tal i school today cannot expect to prosper in the high-tech society

of the nexe century; their prospects for a rich and fultilling life are bleak.

Preserve What Works

We have made impressive progress in creating public schools designed to prepare
children tor the next century. In a series of diserete and unrelated actons, more by
defanle than by design, cducators and policymakers across the country have creared
alongside the existng public school syseem what could be called o “parallel system™ of

mnovative and tlexible public schools.

These include aleernative schools ereated in the 19605 and 1970s, magnet schools
lwmched o wid racial integracion i the 19805, raditional public schools ehat erans-
tortned themselves during the current reform movement, charter schools in the 36 states
that have charter Inws and cven newly ereated public schools (such as those in R hode

Islind and Hawaii) designed from the start to be noneraditional.
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Over and over agam. these mnovative, mostly small schools demonstrate that they
cn succeed with the hardest-to-cducate students. Most have high attendance. low
dropout rates, high college-attendance rates, few disciplinary problems, and igh morale

among teachers and students.

In some states with overly detailed and preseripoive standards and teses, state pohiey
runs the risk of squeezing the life out of such schools by narrowing their curriculum
into a single conventional mold. Teis one thing for states to nsist. as they should, that all
schools. regardless of size or philosophy, should be required o demonstrate on conmmeon
assessmients that their stcudents can read erincally and analyacally, wriee clear and persua-
sive prose, show an understanding of fundamental mathemancal and scienofic coneeprs,
and display fimiliariey with kev historical evenes and trends. Teis quite another thing,
however, tor states to design tests that are so content=specific that they dictate the sub-
stance and structure of a school’s curriculum. Some of New York City's mose celebrated
and innovative new high schools, tor example, beheve thar the very qualities that have
made them demonstrably suceesstul with at-risk studenes will be jeopardized it they are

not given some flexibility from the state’s new Regenes” exams,

Nobody would argue that all small schools are innovanve or that all nontradinonal
schools are successtul — or that these schools be exempt from high standards and tese-
g, But most of these insticutions are relatively new and relatively fragle. The state
should be flexible and. m assessing these schools, consider not just thetr rest scores but
the results of therr work. The bottom line is that states should be careful that cherr
assesstnent programs do not madvertenty impose i cookic-cutter, one-size-fits=all regi-
men on their schools. They should encourage diversity and pluralism in cheir schools

while holding fast to their focus on resules.,

Moving Forward

This 1s a full agenda, but chese problems are not surprises. We knew when we
undertook standards-based retorm thae we would be seruggling with problenis of the
speciticity and rigor of standards, the alignment and cffectiveness of assessments, the
quality of teaching and the proper kinds of accountabilivy. Te was inevitable that staces
would have to make occasional course corrections. By recogmzing and addressing these
problems publicly, vou signal a commitment o stay the course. You send the message
thac 1c1s better to pause, take a htde more time and get it right than to have scandards

reform become diseredited because it wasn’t properly nmplemented.

e Lot

Ronald A Wolk i chainman of Editorial Projects in Education and the fornder and former editor

of Education Week and Teacher Magazine.
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Viewpoint ... by Kati Haycock

The Role of Higher Education
in the Standards Movement

Sice the release of A Nation ar Risk m 1983, many people have dedicated them-
sclves to the eftfort to improve America’s public schools. Governors and corporate
CEOs have been particularly active in this arcoa, rolling up their sleeves to join K=12

education leaders in fashioning improvement strategies and putting them into place.

Higher education, however, has been left out of the loop and off the hook. Present
neither at the policy tables where improvement strategies are formulated nor on the
ground where they are being put into place. most college and vuniversiey leaders remain
blithely ignorant of the roles their insntutions night play m helpig K—=12 schools get

setter — and the roles they currently play in mamtaning the status quo.,
bere d the roles they tly pl t the status

In the carly years of the school improvement ettort, chis oversight was under-

standable. After all, the imual tasks of standards-based retorm — setting standards,
developing assessments and designing accountbility systems — seemed reasonably

straighetorward. And aside trom the need tor an occasional fuculty member or two to
connment on dratt standards in their disciplines, there was no obvious role in all of this

for higher educanon.

As we get farther into the retorm etfore, though, it is becoming more and more
obvious that we literally cannor bring about big changes i clementary and sccondary

cducation without also changing the way higher educanion docs business. For example:

B How are we going to get our students to mecet high standards if higher education

continues to produce reachers who don’t even meet those same standards?

B How are we going to get our high school students to work hard to meet new,
higher standards i most colleges and umversities will contimue to adnit them
regardless of whether they even erack a book m high school?

These o systems are intertwined m so nuany places thar no matter how hard you

try, your canor change one of these systems withont also changing the other.

The mere thought of working sumuluncously on changing two such complicated
and entrenched systems is probably enough to make you shudder. But doing so is
rernibly tmportant — and perhaps not as hard as it may scem. Over the last several years,
we at the Education Trust have had the wondertul good fortune to work with some

communities and states where, some years back, lTeaders of the K=12, higher educa-
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tion and business communities had the foresight to recognize the need tor a "K=167
approach to educational improvement. Today, I write both to impress upon vou the
need tfor amore encompassing K=16 approach clsewhere and to share what we have

learned from these commuunities about how to make such an approach work.

Preparing Teachers to Teach to High Standards

As school districts across the country struggle to get their students achicving at the
levels set by state standards, e has become increasingly apparent that many teachers are
not up to the task. Some teachers need help learning the broad range of instructional
strategies that are necessary to succeed with the varery of learners in today’s classrooms.
But many teachers have an even more basic problem: Their own acadennce knowledge

and sklls are too Imired, especially in the content areas they reach.

Frankly, this problem caught many K=12 cducation leaders by surprise. For years,
their major criticisms of how higher cducation prepared reachers focused on inadequa-

cies areas ke student disciphine and classroom manageiment.

Bue che new standards have changed all this by putting a premium on the teacher's

academic knowledge as never betore, Why? Quite simply becanse the rules have changed.

Under the old rules, if o teacher taught something and onty some of the students
learned 1t that was okay. Teaching a coneept was what mattered. not whether students
learned 1. And after all, e was o Cligher-order™ concepr or skills only some students
— those who would go on to college and subsequendy ke on somie kind of feadership

role — needed to learn it anyway.

Under the new rules, fearning 1s what matters. We now expect our teachers to get
all ot thew students ro levels that only those in the top group used to reach. That means
that it areacher teaches a concept and only 20 percent to 30 percent of her students
learn 1t, she must come back again and rereach that concept another way — then per-
haps yet another way stll. Bue this requires a much deeper and more tlexible knowledge

of content than many of our teachers have,

Fixmg this problem will require action on a number of fronts, from better preparing
new teachers to providing protessional development tor contmuing teachers. But fix the
problem we must. New research makes it very clear that there s nothing more impor-
tant to student achievement than an effective teacher. Students who are tiught through-
out their school carcers by well-educated teachers will rise to virtually any standard we
ser. On the other hand, students who have had owvo or chree poorly educaced ceachers

a row will never recover, and cheir tutures will be torever limited.
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Incentives for High School Students

Young students often will put forth their best etfort on any exam put in frone of
them, but motvation changes a great deal by the time students reach high school. It an
exam doesn’t “count,” students are not likely to put torward serious effort — mdeed, as
several states have found, large numbers of students won't even bother to take the test at
all. State or district accountability systems may be pressuring the adules in the school for
better results, but if the students feel no such pressure, results are unlikely o improve.

In recognition of this problem, state boards of education are moving to attach virtually

the only stake within their conerol: denial of a high school diploma.

There are carly signs, however, that this 18 not a sufficient strategy — at least not it
vou want standards ngorous cnough to drive real change. First, 1t is polinically very dith-
cult to have both high standards and high stakes. Sceond, such a combination also can
mire a state in lengthy and expensive lingation. Third, cven it this strategy is upheld,
nothing will stop scudents from circumventing it completely by exiting high school
without a diploma and showing up the nexe day in cither a community college or one
of the hundreds of open-door four-year institutions. (Indeed, my own daugheer did just
that. The consequence? A Universiey of Calitornia degree, with honors, a tull year

ahead of her high school classmates!)

Some states may sull read this road. But in others, if leaders wane cheir new stan-
dards to have real mouvating power, those standards must not only have the qualitices
normally set torth by the standards gurus — including clarity, parsimony and che like —
but the standards and the assessments based on them also must be aken seriously by the
only party thac really matters to most students and parents (and many teachers, too):

higher cducation.

Yos, signals trom business do mateer, but in survey after survey, students and parents
make it very clear that they care most about higher education. (Not because they don'e
care about getting a decent job, but precisely because they do and believe that college is

an essential way station.)

I most states, however, ngher education has not been seriously involved in the
development of cither the K=12 standards or the assessiments based on them. Most
standard-setting bodies do include participants from a college or unmversity, but these are
individuals acting as disciplinary experts, not as representatives ot their institutions. Thus,
even though students prepared to meet these new standards would be a dream come
true tor the faculties of most colleges and universities, college admissions offices con-
tinue to use measures — scat time, Carnegie units, grades and SAT/ACT scores — that

are totally mconsistent with the direction of measurcmient in K—=12.
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This mismatch not only 1s having a chilling effect on student motvation — it s
undernning the reforn movement by sending contlicting signals to ceachers, parents

and students about what is important.

Moving Forward

Despite these problems, many American students wall wend cheir way through the
thicket of conthicimyg signals and teachers of varying qualiey and sall do okay. For others,
however, espectally the poor and minoriey students who are most likely to be aughe by
undereducated teachers and whaose parents are often less able to guide them through the

confusing miessages, this situation is a nightmare,

So, what can vou do? Governors, of course, have considerable leverage in higher
cducanion, both dircetly, through budget review and the like, and indirectly through
appointed truscees. Business leaders, too, otten sit on the boards of public and private
insticutions. Too often though, 1t seems that you reserve most of your retorm zeal for
K=12 cducavion. Now s the time to widen vour scope of activity. Here are sonie

sugoestions.

1. Bring higher education to the table.

B/ you fave a K=12 strateey counal inyour stare, make it a K=16 connl.
Such councils ean make sure that higher education not only supports and
reintorces the K=12 miprovement ettort i vour state, but also gets busy on

needed changes on i own turt. Firse on the agenda?

— Come to agreement with the K—=12 commumity on consistent standards/

assessients for high school graduation and college admissions/placement.

— Ensure that teachers, both new and exasting, vet nigorous subject-matter traming.

Several sttes — includig Calitorma, Georgra, Marvland and North Carolinag —
already have K=16 structures. cach wich a slighely ditferene configuration. Pick the
approach that best hits your state’s circumstances, and get goig. (Make sure that the
council includes representatives from sectors other than cducaton: councils whosce

members share a uniform background get too cozy too fast.)

2. Seize the moment to push big improvements in teacher quality — an
incremental approach won’t get you anywhere.

W [usist on fncreases v academic standards for weachers flly conmmensurate widi the neicases i
standands for strdents. In che short tenn, about the only way to accomplish this 15 to
demand that icensmg bodies use the most rigorous hicensure exam available in

cach content arca and set a very high cut score. (States with rigorous exams tor
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high school seniors also could make another choice: Administer their 12th-

grade exam to prospective teachers and msist on a “distinguished™ level per-
formance.) As soon as possible, though, the existing exams should be replaced
with much more rigorous content assessiments, because current hicensure tests
typically measure only the knowledge and skills a teacher acquired in high
school.

Hold higher edvcation strictly acconntable for the quality of the teachers it produces.

The new tederal Higher Education Act containg a provision requiring states to
adopt reporting and accountability systems to monitor and improve the quality of
teacher preparation. Wise state leaders will take advantage of this first-cver oppor-
tunity for results-oriented accountability in higher education by adopting
accountability systems chat go well beyond the rather minimal requirements ot
the Taw. [t 1s especially important o ensure that such systems are not hmited

in scope to education schools but rather have clear consequences for the arts and
sciences departments that provide most ot the academic preparaton of future

teachers. At the very least, bold accountability systems will:

— place a premium on rigorous subject-matter preparation;

— demand that institutions do what it takes to produce skalled reachers from all

ractal and cthnice groups;

— reward stitutions that increase their production of high-quality teachers for

subject-matter and geographie shortage areas: and
— close programs that don’t produce results.
B Ask your K=16 conncil for an ageressive action plan that contains at least the following:

— a deadline beyond which no schoaol district will be allowed to employ teachers

who teach out of field or do not mect state standards;

— a systemn to enlist parents as partners 1 imiproving teacher quality by requiring

school districts to nouty parents when their children are being taught by unqual-

ified eeachers; and

— a budger proposal for creative mitiatives to increase the supply of high-guality
teachers in shortage arcas. Indeed, governors might want to consider establishing
immediately a funding stream to support arts and scicnees departments in creat-
ing programs, such as University of Texas-Austin's UTEACH., which bascs
teacher preparation i the academic deparament corresponding to cach teacher’s

subject-matter area.
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3. Throw your weight behind efforts to develop consistent and coherent
standards, for kindergarten through college.

Each vear, the college carcers of countless high school graduates are needlessly
derailed by madequate preparation in high school. Students took the three match
courses, four English courses and two science courses that they needed to graduace.
Perhaps they even did quite well in those courses and on the state assessment as well.
But 1t turns out that the courses they took weren't the courses that the colleges want
— and the assessment they passed didn’e test the same things thae the colleges value.
This doesn’t make sense inan era when almost all of our high school graduates are
going on to postsccondary education (we're now at 80 percent and rising). It makoes
even less sense when vou realize that most ciployers now want the same kinds of

knowledge and skills as che colleges wane.

B Tell your K=16 council you wwant a consistent, coherent set of standards, Rinderoarien

throweh colleoe, in place within three years. Their work should include:

— agrecment across twvo- and four-year colleges on the knowledge and skills

necessary to begin credit=bearing work i college:

— modification of existing Ingh school standards (it necessary) to ensure that by
some specitied time, all high school graduates have che knowledge and skills

necessary to begin credit-bearing work m college:

— agreement. across K=12and higher cducation, on a rigorous core academic
“21st Century Curnculum™ that will ensure all students mecet high stndards and

are ready to begin credit-bearing college work: and

— climination ot unnecessary redundancey in the assessment of high school juniors
and sentors. Rather than test students separately tor high school graduation,

college admissions and college placement, a single ser of exams should suthice.

4. Standards make sense in higher education as well.

For too long, we have lived with the myth that we have a wondertul, perfect,
mternationally renowned higher education system and a wretched, horrible K=12 sys-
tem. The ruch, 1f you look at the data, is thar both svseems are routinely producing
large numbers of graduates swho do not have the knowledge and skills that we normally
associate with a degree or a diploma. The sooner we break the mental bonds of this
mythology and stop the finger-pomeng that has characterized the relationship berween
these two systems. the better. We are not going to solve the problems in one syseem

without solving those i the other.
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While this letter has concentrated primanly on the knowledge and skills of college

students who intend to become teachers, recent rescarch suggeses that teachers are no

WOrse and no better — than college graduates more generally. Alarming numbers of
college graduates exit college with the reading, writing and mathematies skills we would
normally assoctate with a student midway through high school. And these graduaces are
but a simall portion of those who begin college. Indeed, dropout rates in higher educa-

tion make those i K=12 look wondertul by comparison.

Yes, 1t may seem daunting to think about launching che equivalent of standards-
based retorm i higher education. But if indeed our national future depends on a highly
cducated citizenry, then our work cannot end in K=12. Ocher countries have realized
this, and are making major mvestments in both expanding and improving their postsec-

ondary systems. 1e's ame that we did, too.

5. Improve achievement and close historic gaps.

Improvements of the sort we are talking about here are important to all students.
Bue they are especially niportant to the poor and mimority youngsters who have been
the Diggest victims ot our current system of difterent standards — and ditferent quality
teachers — for ditferent kids. However, just saying this won't guarantee the work will
be done moa way that will narrow the achievement gaps that have haunted chis nation

tor too long. It won't happen unless you insist that it happens.

If'we've learned anything during our years of hard work on this subject, it is this:

Leadership marters, It you are unequivocal in your belict that all kids can learn at high

levels, go on to college and graduate — and it you demand cvery year to see progress
tor all groups of students, no matter how poor — you will get results.

&LL,pu—

Kari Haycock is dirccror of the Washington, D.C.-based advocacy gronp, the Education Trust.
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Viewpoint ... by Chester E. Finn, Jr.

The Marriage of Standards-based Reform
and the Education Marketplace

Standards-based ceducation reform and comperition-based reform enhance cach
others indeed. they are mutually reinforcng. Change-ninded governors, business lead-
ers and education movers and shakers should recognize their synergy and cimbrace them

both.

A Little History

When the governors and Presidente Bush met in Charlottesville. competition-based

reform was barely a blip on the radar screen. Whae was fresh and exciting and nervy
and controversial — i 1989 was the seting ot national goals and the itensification of a

nationwide push toward stndards=based reform,

A counery that had Tong operated as it the way to get better education results was to
puimp up school inputs, resources and services now found itselt grappling with a very
difterent 1dea: The way to get better resules s to stipulate the results vou want, make
sure you have sound means of gauging progress toward them, ereate incentives (and dis-
mcentives) tied to such progress and “align™ the picces of the dehvery svstem such that

all move harmoniously toward the same ends.

A deeade later, such systemie strategies reniin the primary tocus of mose retorm
cfforts ac the state and natonal levels and in a number of localities. But they’ve curned
out to be very hard to mstall. and they don't always work as intended. They consume
vast political cnergy and run nto dogged resistance. vested interests and deep-seaced
merti Back 1n 1989 — and cven, | ehink, at the 1996 Sunnnit — we didn't fully
tachom the arduousness of moving trom broad goals to specihic, high-quality content
standards. demanding performance standards, workable assessiments and forcetul high-
stakes accountability svstems. Todav, only o tew states have all these elements i place
and can see them paving off to a degree that justifies the ettort. Indeed, some jurisdic-
tions are already backpedaling because, to put e simply. thev're finding that the short-

term political cost of serious standards-based reform rivals the Tong-term gain.

Why so pamful? Because individuals and mstitetions don't like to change their
accustomed behavior, paracularly when changmg means workig harder and bemng held
accountable for their results inways they previously were not. And because public-
sector monopolics are possibly the most change-averse mstitutions that ever existed. The
upshot: The systemic approach alone has not yet generated a rehable, cost-ctiective and
pohucally feasible strategy for sutficiently aleering individual and organizatonal behavior

to vield stronger pupil achievement.
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The Systemic Approach Is Not Enough

We're coming to understand that education results change only when people’s
actions change. Johmny will learn more when he studies more and harder. But what will
mduce him to do that? What will cause Tus teachers, principal and the other adults
mvolved m his education to alter thetr accustomed wavs so as to vield better-than-

accustomed resules?

Systemie reformers still assume that standards-based schemes, properly exceuted.,
will trigger the necessary behavioral changes. The oomph in this sorategy cones from
the top downward and the center outward. Tt relies on authority tor its enforcement. le
15, 1 fact, much hike any other government compliance system. Why it seems so novel

1s that we are unaccustomed to enforcing results-based behavior in K=12 cducation.

From where |sit, the systentic approach takes an awtul lot ot doing, and it isn't yet
payving oft i many places. Perhaps the most important reason is that the “conse-
quences” don’t really touch many of the plavers. Kids still get into college somewhere,
even it they do poorly on the state tests. Few employers pay much ateenton to their
transeripts or scores. As tor teachers and principals, not many have their jobs or salaries
on the line. And the public school system sull enjoys alinoste the same near-monopoly
that 1t always has. Howcever poorly it educates s students, it still holds onto them and

the moneys that come with then.

The Marketplace Alternative

Ten years later, another approach to education change also has begun to figure sern-
ously i ULS. school retorm etforts: a marketplace strategy in which the impetus comes
mostly from the bottom up and the ouwide in. 1t's o very American approach — messy,
entreprencurial and opportumstic. Its underlying theory s much the same as that ot cap-
ialisin selt: Competition leads to efficiency. quality and consuner sadistaction, while
forcing inettective providers cither to alter their wavs or go out of business. Change
within a system comes from compention outside that system. Competition thus benetits
not only the cluldren who exercise choice but also the schools and school systems that
they torsake. Precisely because the latter mstitutions lose cheir monopoly, they must
begm to worry about attracting and satisfying their customers with quality, effecavencess

and cthiciency. Those customers — parents and students — now have options.

Though this fooks new i K=12 cducation, it's been the norm for several decades

higher educanon and for longer than that in the private K=12 scctor.

This 15 no place for a full discussion of the theory and practice of school choice.

I would just miake three pomts about the “markerplace™ approach.
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Varied Options, Combined Approaches

First, the markeeplace approach comes in many flavors, fron bland. vanilla kinds
such as public school open enrollment and magnet schools) to Rocky Road offerings
such as home-schooling. vouchers and tax credies). In benween, one finds many vari-
ants, including today’s most prominent variant, charter schools. What all versions have
n common s acceptance of the fact that schools can and should he difterent. not identi-
cal, and thar the ability to choose among them should extend to everyone, not just to

wealthy familics.

Sceond, there s no state today where a pure marketplace approach is the only edu-
cation retorm strategy under way. While most states have some school choice — and a
few have quite a lot of it — in cvery instance it coexists with other reform schemes,

1MOst L'Ol]]l])()l]ly \v\/'ith SONIC VCISION 0F“systcmic rcﬂ)rm."

Third, most available evidenee suggests that choice programs are benetiting the chil-
dren they serve. (Rescarch s not vet conclusive with respeet to pupi] achicvement
because the choice progrms are new and mostly simiall, in no small part because oppo-
nents have staunchly resisted the well-designed, large-seale experiments that would vield

more detiniove daeal)

Visible Benefits and Systemwide Change

We also are starting to see evidence that the markerplace approach, once it grows
large cnough to be felt by the regular public school system, is beginning ro influence
1. When o sigmticant number of alternative education providers arise. the system
starts to compete with them. The superintendent asks: What muse T do to ger iy stu-
dents back — or keep them from leaving in the tirse place? I the charter people are
offering an atter-school program, why can’c we offer that within our system? You say
that parcnts want school unitorms? A back-to-basics curricudum? A Montessori
school? A gitted-and-talented program? Why should chey have to turn to charters and
private schools? Why can't we offer those options? School systems that think this way
find themselves. often tor the first time, becoming consumer-minded and market-
conscrous. This s tggering real change in how they orgamize themselves and what

they provide. As choice strategies spread, more such syscem change will follow.

[ a handtul of cases, the school system has even embraced the charter sorategy tor
1ts OWN purposes, usimg 1t to create unconventional schools or programs that would be
dithculr or impossible to establish under conventdonal laws, regulations and contract
provisions. In a couple of commumitics, the school system has, in ettect, chartered iesclt,
thereby caiming 4 high degree of regulatory freedom for all its schools. In others, the
systein has used the charter Taw to establish R&D schools. develop demonstration pro-

SIS OF experments. or crrcamvent rigid certiication requiremients and collective bar-
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gaining constramts. (School systems also are using outsourcing and privatization oppor-

tunities to deliver new education options and remake failed schools.)

The systen’s response to charter schools, open enrolliment plans, vouchers and other
forms of school choice shows how the markerplace strategy leads to behavioral change
— not because someone farther up the regulatory hicrarchy dictates i, holds out
rewards or threatens sanctions. No, 1t happens because the marketplace signals chat

change must occur tor the survival of the system ieselt.

Compare and Contrast
Today, the “systemic™ approach to education reform and the marketplace approach
are both vigorous, sometimes i the same places, sometimes wich difterent degrees of

energy in ditterent places.

The Ability to Improve Education

Each approach has its pluses. “Systemic™ reform is clear about 1ts desired results,
comprehensive m its ambitions and orderly m ies strategies. Te exploits the ranonahsm ot
the central planner, the know-how ot the expert and the talents ot the professional. It ic
works as intended, 1t will Tite all boats, leaving no one out. Although it alters routines,

procedures and meentives, it disrupts no basic structures.

“Market=style™ reform is dynanic, fluid and adaprive. Te eschews standardization and
behieves chat opportunity comes from choices rather than compliance. It trusts con-
suners more than producers, liymen more than experts and entreprencurs more than
planners. Te reallocates power. It is quick to create, overhaul and terminate insticutions.
It has little tolerance for approaches that don't meet the pragmatic test of whether any-
one wants them or not. It also opens the door for more people and organizations to
engage themselves in the education enterprise, and thus appeals to many teachers and

other school innovators.

The Difficulties of Effecting Change
Each has 1ts minuses, too. The systemic strategy is vulnerable to election returns,

personnel changes and holy wars over what's important for children to learn. Its legin-

macy hinges on hard-to-achieve consensus about standards — many states have gone to
great pams to develop thoroughly mediocre standards — and hard-to-perfect assessmient

systems. T partakes of a one-size-fits=all view of curriculum, which may not work in the

pluralistic society Americans now inhabit.

The systemie strategy also is attected by polides. Tes impact hinges on hard-to-
unplement accountability schemes because its energy comes tfrom the top — and those
at the top are subject to political control and thercfore vulnerable to stakcholder influ-

ence. Such politcal considerations never really go away, which means that aceual
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behavior-changing rewards and pumshiments tor individuals and institutions are slow
comng. That's why we see so few examples of top-down accountability systcins taking
bold action to, say, close down a failing school. Disastrous schools seem to remain on
probation tor years with nothing really happening to change them. Educarion Week s
1999 Qualiry Cotnis reported that while 16 states have the authority to reconstitute

failing schools, only three have actually exercised that option.

The markerplace strategy is also hard to exceute. Ie rehes on good consumer mfor-
mation about school effectiveness (data that often aren’t available), and it presumes the
extstence of large numbers of fussy, motivated parents who prize academic quality
above all else (parents we don’t always have), Real dvnamisim linges on a Ssupply
response.” 1.e., the willingness of education entreprencurs to create, replicate and
expand mstitutions. so the political environment must be seable cnough and funding

must be generous cnough to make this possible. We rarely see such circumstances.

School options do some people more good than others. (They are, for example, less
viable in rural communities and less meaningful tor seriously dystuncronal famihes.)
There are sundry political, statutory and constitutional barriers to the proviston of a tull
range of chotees (though here, the politics, once worked chrough, may case, as the mar-
ketplace takes over). And chere remains the nisk of “balkanizavon™ if what is taught in
one school bears scant relationship to what chuldren learn m another, or it schools begin
to market themselves to people solely on grounds of cthinie or social idenaey (or simple

convenience and glitzy amenities) racher than acadenne ctfectivencss.

Each approach thus has important virtues and habilines. Neither is complete unto
iself. As Dents Doyle has written, "Wichout chotce, the standards debate s alimost
certain to become an empty exercise. There is simply no reason to believe that every
school in every district i every state will hold ieselt to the same high standards: i
can’t be done polincally, it can’t be done logistically. Only highly centralized school
systems even attempt such an approach. Anerican commitment to local conerol rules

out any ceneralized solunon.™

Plenty in Common

It turns out that the two approaches have more in common than their most zealous
fans and crities ke to admie. Standards-based retorm treats the individual school as the
key accountability umit, insists on school-level report cards, welcomes the pubhication of
school-by-school test scores and cmiploys other market-oriented strategies. Many sys-
tenmc” reformers also talk of cmpowering individual schools to achieve the desired
results i1 the manner they deem best, casting off necdless rules and regulations that tend

to standardize school practices.
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Though not all choice advocates want government agencies setting standards or
imposing tests, virtually all agree that well-informed consumers and comparable dara
about schools are necessary for che marketplace to thrive. Most acknowledge that
schools must make their standards and resules public. Most welcome external audits of
school performance. Maost leave room for government heensing, lottery-style adnus-
sions, civil rights enforcement and other regulatory strategies meant to protect equitable
access for children. Most hope to create ways of channeling private investment toward
public ends, such as the birth of new school-provider organizations that then operace as
publicly accountable charter and contract schools. Though defenders of the status quo
tend to depict proposals like charters, outsourcing and vouchers as greedy marker solu-
tions, that's not really what chey are. They are more like new ways of doing the public’s

business, often with the help of private dollars and entreprencurtal energy.

I’ hard to visualize a standards-based system working well without opportunities
for the creation of new schools and the entry of new providers, Unless states are pre-
pared to create new education options tor children whose schools are not teaching them
satisfactorily, stndards-based reform could twim out to be an elaborate ruse that puts
sonie pressure on schools but doesn’t continue on to its own logical conclusion: If exist-
ing schools cannot or will not mect the standards, but children noncetheless need o be

cducated ro the stundards, then we need new and ditferent schools,

But the converse is true, too, New schools need to be held to, and measured
against, the same standards as the schools they replace and those they compete with.
Properly crafted charter laws, for examiple, insise that the charter school show irs progress
against the state standards as well as satistactory performance on the state test i order to
et its charter renewed. (The school also may have other goals and indicators ot 1its own

choosing,.)

Thus we shouldn’c be surprised to sce a hybrid strategy appearing in many places.
That's certainly what Florida's new voucher law offers: The state keeps its promise to
children and families by ensuring that kids do not remain trapped in schools that
repeatedly fail to meet the state’s own standards. Choiee ofters the means of keeping
that promise. In the two “poster states”™ most often touted by systemic reformers, Texas
and North Carolina, we also see vibrant chareer programs (and, at least in Texas, other
new-provider and choice schemes) operating in tundem with statewide standards, teses
and top-down accountability structures. In Chicago. we see the system using charrers
to create new options tor familics in low-income neighborhoods burdened by low-
performing schools. I Arizona, Massachusetts, Michigan, Pennsylvania and other juris-
dictions too numerous to mmcention, we see both strategies operating at once. What's
most interesting is how often nowadays we see them buttressing cach other, compen-

sating tor cach other's weaknesses, maxinzing cach other’s virtues.
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Moving Forward

Standards-based retorm must modity behavior to suceeed, yer it has grave trouble
domg this exclusively through top-down rewards and sancuons. It needs to leverage
change in mstirutions and mdividuals, yet finds chem resistant to regulatory manipula-
ton. Choce lubricates the system, makes movement possible and aleers behavior
withour command-and-control tactics. Indeed, it alters behavior in the most natural
possible way: by allowing alternatives and oprions. It docsn’t climinate standards or
exempt people (or schools) from assessments. In eftect. it adds another set of conse-

quences. Think of choice in this contexe as an addinonal accountability strategy.

Yer the markerplace doesn't work well unless cach school’s performance s trans-
parent. consumers have ample information aboue that performance vis=i-vis some
kind of standards or benehmarks external o the school itselt, someone outside the
school 1s auditing that performance and somcebody is ensuring that basic rules of fair-
ness are tollowed so that children don’t fall through che cracks. Systemic reform can
furnish those essential clements of o well-tunctionimg markerplace. Tealso can supply
enough commonality of content across otherwise varicgated schools to mitigate the
“balkamization™ problem. This means, in the words of a colleague, that “seandards
make choiee sate for liberals.”™ (One might add thae choice also can make standards

acceptable to conservarives.)

Charter schools agam llustrate this synergy. They are accountable in two directions

at once:

B “upward” to the public entity thar issued the charter, which monitors their per-
formance n relation to their singular promises as well as the standards of the state
i which chey’re Tocated. and which can shut them down it they fal to deliver

the resules they pledged: and

m “downward™ to their clicnts and customers, all of whom are there by choice

and all of whom may leave it they're not satsticd with the school's performance.

These are two tormis of sertous accountabiliey — each placing the school's very
existence on the line — i contrast to o regular public education system that commonly

has nerther, at least not m any functional sense,

Policymakers should view charter schools as an accountability prototype. Once it
becomes clear that these schools exist under a contractual relationship with the seate and

can be shut down for nonperformance. we fice an important question: Why should any

school have a permanent lease on mstitutional lite — and a permancent claim on tax dol-
lars — it it is unable to produce satistactory resules tor its pupils? Unless the state is pre-
pared to apply an cternal double stndard to its schools — holding somie accountable tor
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student achievement, while contiually funding others that produce few or no resuless —

the charter school prototype will pomt the way toward more serious accountabilicy

polictes tor K=12 education in general.

Think ot blending standards-based reform and marketplace strategies as the surese
way of producing within clementary and secondary cducation the “ught/loose™ man-
agement strucrure that has worked tor so many modern organizations: righs with
respect to the results that must be produced and the ways these will be measured and
reported (these elements being provided by the standards-based approach) but foose as
to the means by which those results are produced. with wlerance for diversity and
plenty of competition mmong production units (with these components turnished by

the marketplace approach).

CjOlllbillil]}b" E()dlly’.\‘ wWwo pl'Cll)iL‘]' Stl':ltL‘giC,\' Of. Cdll(_‘;ll’i()ﬂ Cl);ll]‘b’t‘ can Pl'()dUCC more

than cither alone is apt to deliver, perhaps even more than the sum of their parts. This is

also a pretry good way to serike a balance between uniformity and diversity — and
berween accountability and treedom — i a country that palpably wants all those things

(and more) from its K=12 education syseem.
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Viewpoint ... by Denis P. Doyle

Linking Information Technology
to Accountability

Om che oceasion ot the naton’s third National Education Sumimie, 1t is usctul o
remember that these gatherigs represent the pubhe and private secrors av their best,
both for-profit and nonprotit joming together in a conumon cause. 1t is equally note-

worthy that Summmies reinforee and shape — but do not create = the national discussion

about education. The naton as i whole has put education high on the domestic agenda.

Education Summits retlect thar concern.

All three Summits have a common background: the mformanion technology (IT)
revolution. This phenomenon has replaced the induseral revolution, but at this point,
we can only dimly see s emerging contours. For example, at the ame of the firse Sum-
mit a decade ago, the personal computer was i its infancy. Tois now nearly ubiquitous.
At the ame of the second Summic, che Internet was inits intancy. Barely three years
later 1t s now the dominant torce in the I'T revolunion, and 1t long-termy impact, sure

to be dazzhing m s scope and reach, can only be imagimed.

Educanion and technology exist i a special context. however, Education 1s conser-
vative: technology is radical — noe i the polineal sense, but in o deeper social and cul-
rural sense. Education conserves the past as it prepares us for the future: it tollows rather
than leads. Educanon s not on the cutting cdge. Technology s, Education refleets soci-

ctv: cechnology changes it

Trath be told, no institution welcomes change. Change is frequently dismaving,
often disorienting and untulingly difticule. Market-driven msticutions change because
they must, but it is not casy. What is hard tor business is harder yet for schools. Maose of

us preter having changed to dranging.

Nevertheless, an unprecedented natonal consensus has eimerged. The public s
prepared to change our schools, and schools are m the process of changing, I'T will play
a key role i both preparing for change and the change itselt. The promise of TT is not
just to do old things taster but to do new things. Just as mtormadon technology s trans-
forming the workplice and our private and public Tives, IT will both induce and sup-

port protound changes in schoaoling,

Some of the most sweepmy changes will resule from using technology o miake data
available tor decistonmaking to strengthen accountabilicy. Using technology, parents,
teachers and admmistrators can have at cheir fingertps o wealth of intormanon about

schools and students that they can employ i their efforts to rase student achievement,
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Untapped Potential

Is important to point out that no major domestic sector could put 1T to betrer use

than clementary and secondary education, yet no major sector uses 1T more sparingly or
uncvenly. Why? The modern education enterprise is neither propelled by a technology
vision nor prodded (hard) by outside torces. Indeed. schools use computers today much

as the private sector did two, even three decades ago.

Schools tend to see technology as a cost, not an investment. They see technology as
an add-on, not as a means tor transtormation. Unlike the private sector, in only a few
admimiserative applications is technology viewed as a way to increase output. In most
schools, technology s a pedagogical extra rather than a gateway to new pedagogies. To
use the dry language of cconomics, educators do not think of cechnology as a way to
increase productivity, nor do they think of it as a way to substitute capital tor labor (i.c.,
as a way to change the locus of production from teacher to student). Most telhing,
schools are not driven by cither a financial or academic bottom hne: meentives and

rewards for using new technologies are few, and these otten are adeguate.

Why is I'T important to education? It is ideally suited to improve the two areas of
schooling most in need of modernization: resource management and the niprovement
of teaching and learning. 1T helps schools work smarter. To do so, however, schools
must use T serategically. Users must ke the old bronide serously: Technology is a
tool — a mcans, notanr end. Te must be used tor clearly specitied purposes. In too many
school districts, technology is something the central office distributes to classrooms,

ready or not.

Bue this need not be che case. Individual schools can carn their technology spurs.
For example, although all South Carolina schools have access to the Internee, m the
Beaufort school district. no hardware or software s made available to a school unal its
staff has prepared a technology plan that starts with standards and the educational pur-

pose for the technology.

Many schools across the country use technology wisely and well. But most schools
are still in the carly phases of what can be thought of as a typical technology trajectory.
In the beginning, technology is a novelty, used to solve operational problems or fulfill
state or tederal reporting requirements. Evencually it 1s used for pinpoint decisionniak-
ing. Just as the modern firm has learned that technology must move from simple opera-
tional uses to strategic uses, so too must schools. In the modern firm, informaton has
moved from the back room to the boardroom to the hiving room; it must travel the

same route n schools.

Section IV: Viewpoints B Linking IT to Accountability




Learning From the Corporate Model

Thirty years ago companites with massive tansactional needs — banks and insurance
companies, tor example — realized that modern computational power made i possible

to store and manage huge data sets clectromeally, wich greater speed, easter access and
increased accuracy. The age of hand-posting came to an end as the era of nianagenient
informarion systeins (MIS) began, Twenty years ago decision-support systems emerged. grow-
ing organically from MIS. Using clectronically stored operacional data, it became possi-
ble tor trained decision-support specialists to accurately monitor corporate pertormance and

plot trends. Transactional data — originally burdensome to track — became a resource.

Hard on the heels of decision=support systems came expert systems, recognizing
knowledge as o key corporate asser, and exeaitive iformation systenis (E1S) put 1T i the
hands of semor exceutives themselves. Designed o serve decisionmakers, EIS pushed
data management and ats exploitation to center stage. The chiet information officer
(CIO) became a kev higure i the successtul firmeand o dara iearchonse became a serategic

resotnree.

Next came vendor information systems, giving, suppliers and vendors aceess to corpo-
rate databases, making just-in-time manufacturing and delivery a realivy tor both firms
and their subcontractors, At the end of the business day Wal-Mart supplicrs know how
much stock has moved and how much mventory remams, The mose recent paradigm
shitt s customer information sysiems, providing customers direct aceess to selected corporate
databases. Indeed, some modern, high visibiliey c-corporations (such as Amazon.com or
c-Bav) are essennally electronic databases: others, like Federal Express, give custoniers
aceess to the corporate database tor package tracking purposes. For many Internet users,
the most dramanc capacity 15 the abiliey to routinely download software pacches and
upgrades, as well as music, video and other materials over che Internet, completely

bypassing C-ROMs, floppy dises or other physical distribution media,
The lessons from corporate 1T uses are obvious and powertul.

IT in Today’s Schools

Mot schools today have at least a rudimentary MIS in place; however, tew have
decision-support svstems, experts svstems or clectronie te-ins with vendors. Alimost
none have customer mformation systems. Like Sherlock Holmes™ dog thae didn’t bark,
maost telling is what 1s nussing: che C1O. While not unknown, the school CIO remuains
a rariey i all but large districrs. True, some smaller districes like California’s Clovis Uni-

ficd in che San Joaquin Valley have o CLO, but the practice is still unusual,

The issue 1s not lack of data — indeed, even small school districes are awash in daea.

The issue is the strategic use of data and attention to dat integrity. Appointing a C1O
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sends a message: Data in this districe will be used strategically o improve resource allo-

cation and to fine-tune policy and practice. Tt will be used to work smarter.

In cettective orgamzations, strategic data use takes ewo broad forms. First and most
Important is continuous attention to achieving the institution’s mission. In the cmer-
gency room, the nussion is to save more lives: i the world of business, to mecet or
exceed customer requirements. Sunilarly, modern 1T helps a school achieve its primary

nussion: improved teaching and learning tor all.

The second form is the use of data to imiprove policymaking. That is what account-
ability 15 all about. Every successtul institution must regularly ask (and answer) questions
such as: How are wee doing? What is our wission? How do e measure success? How do e
improve our performance? The answers must be clear, concise and. to the extent possible,
measurable. True, not everything a school doces can be reduced to a number, but most
ot what schools do can be rendered in objective and measurable terms. Do all of our stu-
dents know wmathenatics? Can they all spell? Which students do not have the knowledge and skills
they need? Wihich schools do they attend? Wihat practices will be most effective in raising these stu-

dems " achicveement?

Answering such questions objectively does not intertere with more nuanced, less
precise measures. Is our school a good place 1o teach? A good place 10 learn? Docs T'T reinforce
habits of mind that sake all our suudenrs better drizens? These are proper measures and
deserve attention. And they can be approached systematically, even it they cannot be
given a numerical score. Such indicators reintorce academic assessments; they do not

compete with them.

Bur large data sets are especially uscful when they are kepe i a data warchonse,
where data can be used in new ways for new purposes. In Broward County. Fla., for
example, the school distnet’s data warchouse gives school staft the information they
need to respond to the district’s accountability policies. Data mining is a powerful tool
for idenutying programmatic strengths and weaknesses, spotting hitherto invisible
opportunitics and solving real problems in real time. On the other hand, data’s usctul-
ness can be severely himited ific is not brought into play in a amely fashion. A classic
example is test score reporting. Results from state mandated tests are frequently not
available for weeks or months, giving new meaning to Parkinson’s last law: Delay is the

deadhest form of denial. Old data have lictde strategic value.

I'T can vastly improve the uses of data, tor both policy and practice. This can best

be seen in technology's potential to strengthen accountability for students and adulrs,
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Accountability

Accountability, like benchmarking, is not a matter of tinger-pomting. To be uschul,
accountability systems must diagnose and presaribe. Hligh-stakes exams are a habihey of
they do not encourage improvements in pohey and practice. Without such improve-
ments, they demoralize and discourage students and teachers alike. In contrast, by niak-
myg scores avalable mstanty, I'T encourages evervone to work smarter. Learning from

nustakes can be a powertul Tearning tool i feedback s mmnediace.

Properly concerved and maplemented. accountability becomes asystem improve-
ment opportunity, not a hammer. In a pertormance-driven school, I'T helps everyone
mecet acadenice targets. Technology appheations — dyvnanie Web sites, e-mml, data
warchouses, relattonal databases, analytie sottware and the like — make ic possible to use
pertornimee data constructively. 1T can change “all children can learn™ from a wasttul

nmantra to reahy,

One decepeively powertul tool practically unique to 1T 1s the capacity to pull up
Hustrative examples of student work that sausty a given standard. Students and their

parents should be able to see examples of first-rate work. The Achieve Web sice

(wwiw.achicve.org) has hegun o load examples, and other sites are not far behind.

Achicving high standards is first o mateer of knowing what they ares Wl nist |
Lorowe and be able 1o do 1o carn a diploma? Every scudent must be able to ask and answer
this question, Teachers should ask: Fear nnise all oy sudenes know and be able o do o carn
a diploma? Equally importane: As a reacher, whar nivise 1 knowe and be able o do o hielp oy

stidents carn a diplonia?

In this quest, no ol has greater potential power than browser-based standards sites.

Indexing standards linguage in an online database 1 a untform way — known as com-

mon coding — allows users to compare standards from difterent jurisdictions. Common
coding on the Achicve site. for example, makes i possible to compare and contrast the
academic standards of 40 states and one foreign country. Linked to stare assessments and
lesson plans, common coding makes the next step inevitable: comprehensive links to
acadenne and intellecrual resources. The New York Times” lesson plan link (wwaw,
nytimes.com/learning) s an example of things to come. Dynamic Web sites will make
it possible for teachers, students, board members and crtizens to move from the abstract

to the real world of standards-based education.

Posting school accountabilicy data on a dvnamic Web site also puts schools on firm
footing with thetr constituencies. It becomes the education equivalent ot a vendor or
customer information system. Maryland otfers an excellent example of a4 public Web
site that provides comprehensive information i an casv-to-navigate tormat (\wwaw,
mdk12.0rg). On the Texas state site (wwwereaaseate.ox.us), one can examine and down-
load all the stace’™s school pertormance data. And the Achicve Web site s hot-linked to

all 50 stare rovernors” otfices and state departments of education.
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The capacity to communicate casily with other parents and teachers turns the real

school into a digital school. No longer are parents out of the loop: It a student comes
to school saying, "The dog ate my homework,” parents will be the tirst to know.
They will have access to teachers and will be able to participate in the hite of the
school by volunteering to mentor students or share their expertise wich teachers and

administrators.

It is clear, as past is prologue, that schools will continue to reflect the demands,
needs and opportunities of the larger society of which they are a part. That is their role.
They may not lead change, but change they must. And the most significant change
sweeping through our larger society is the information revolution. Educators should not
be threatened by IT. To the contrary, they should take comfort in the fact chat the
information revolution is a standing vote of confidence 1 education. Schools are the
ultimate wellspring of I'T. As long as our schools embrace the technologies they make

possible, they may face che future with confidence.
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Denis P Doyle is a senior fellow ar the Hudson Tustituee in Washington, D.C., and the
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the Standard (Corvin Press, 1998).
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R esources
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