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I'his publication reports on two Regional Educational ;
Accountability Conferences on Techniques sponsored .
in Jamary and Febrary 1975 by the Cogperative . . :
. Accountability Project. £ o ’
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“EDUCATIONAL LAH\.C.M../:ﬁ..‘==\:J. serres to ¢
plain the results that are being achieved by schools. It
provides a basis for developug wnderstanding of the
relationship between quality in education and available
resources in order 1o make educational vmprovements.”
<

KEEPING THI: PUBLIC INFORMED
CADP 1973 )
Y

Ry

These are the last words in this publication:
“T'he key question is this: Ithat will I do -
differently now?”

“They aréalso, perhaps, the first words
faced by any c.\.:w./wdz,\\w@/::.:.n the matter of
educational accountability ™ For its essence is
that we face up to the hard business of statinig
specifically what jee want to achieve, of
measuring how well we do it and at what
cost, of revealing these measures candidly
and then, c.??m:::.n how to do better.

Ihat will I do differently? It becomes a
challenge to the best inus!

This publication-reports on corferences
*held wnder the auspices of the Cooperativg
Acconntability Project to deal with account-
ability techniques. A technique is merely a
device through which one implements an
agreed-upon goal. Thus, noming througls the
couferences and the reporting thereon, is'the
larger question of whether we have advanced
far enough to have a reasonable consensus on

the meaning of accomntability and the accept-
ance of certain broad goals. :

Dissemination of information: of techniques

of attempts relating to accountability is ane
of the basic responsibiitics of CAP. 1 find iz
encouraging that we can now disseminate a
report indicating that we have moved a long
step toward the needed CONSCHSIS.

<

INTRODUCTION-

CALVIN M. FRAZIER )
Connmissioner. Colorado State Department c.\ .
Education and .

Chairman, CAP Operations Board -
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“Eotionally-charged issue . . . . opera-
tionally demanding concept.™ |
This is the status of educational account-
) ability today in the judgment of Dr. Steplen
; - J. Knezevich, one of the principal speakers at
winter of 1975 conferences on acconntability

N . +  called by CAP — the Cooperative Account-
. - g . ability Project.
t - b4
Lo . Inaworld of acronyns. the conferences
e v

. too were known by initials — REACT, or
Regional Educational Accountability Con-
s . ferences on Teclinigues.
) . .The emphasis on techniques suggested --
. or at least hoped — that enough progress had
been made s6 thatthe focus conld shift from
what acconntability means to liote do you do
it. ‘The CAP definition appearing at the front
; of this book would serve as the base of this
common understanding: *“Educational 1
. accountability serves to explain the results
. that are being achieved by schools. 1t pro-
vides a basis for developing nnderstanding of
the relationship between quality in education
and available resources in order to make
= seducational improvements.”

The conferences to discuss the techiiques
of accountability wer®held in Tampa,
Florida, Jamyary 30-31.1975: and in Denver,
. Colorado, Febriary 6-7, Nw\\w\m.

/
WHAT IS CAP? s
CA b\? a seven-state project, initiated in
“April 1972, and financed by funds provided
under the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965. The cooperating states are
Colorado, Florida, Marviand. Michigan,
Minnesota, Pennsylvanie and Wisconsin.
CAP's purpose’is to develop comprehen-
sive guidelines, informational publications.
and model progranis to assist state and local
education agencies to make a meaningful™ .
accounting of their activities, both internally &£
and externally. Colorado, through the Depart-
ment of Education, is the administering state:
CAP Director is Dr. Arthur R. Olson of that
department. :
Its informational publications have produced
the compreliensive guidelines and the model
: N.wc.wv..::.n of its charter. « '

IWHAT JUAS REACT?

The letter to keep in mind in the REACT
actonym is the I standing for teclmiques.
The guidelives and the model programs of
the CAP charter having been developed, the
REACT conferences were called to study and
discuss tliem. Those attending the confereiy;
ces, in the words of one anneunceings=were
“cducational decision makers including state
department of education personnel, school
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district personnel. citizen members’of ace -
countability committees, and others inter-
ested i the issies of statewide accountabil-
ity." I the words of another, they were being
called yc.nﬁ::% “for shared exploration of
1::.:.”,..,2 information on accountability.”

. . . -~

WHAT DY THE CONFERENCES DO?  ~
How did these fiwo conferences on teclr
niques - stressing shared exploration of prac-*

tical information for etlycational decision
makers - proceed? .
The formats of the meetings in Tampa and
in Remver were similar. T
“T'hey started on the fivse moming with an
overview of accountability today. At both
meetings. the overview was given by Dr. .
Lesley H. Browder Jr. { Brief notes on princi-
pal speakers accompany the appropriate sec-
tions af Chapterllsy
The'conferees then brokg into five work-
shopt on the following topics:
' Acrountabiligy Issugs
* Roles of Bartitipants
* Assessment and Evalitation Lo
. " Costing Techniques .
* Connnunication and Public
Tnvolvement

e

%
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o These workshops continued through mid- broad geographic range, withparticipants
-\ afternoon of the first day. The conferces ther  representing 38 states, E
started a second round of workshops on the ¢
same five topics, so that each participant . Lo .
would have a chance to attend two tofical - &
workshops. . e - . -
This led into dinnetwith a formal speak- IDENTIFICATION OF PARTICIPANTS .
er. In Tampa, this was Mr. Ralph D. Turling- M.dlmmﬂ\ | Admini 30
ton. In Denver, it was Dr. Stephen Knezevich. mca...u anow - .E::N.ANE.? wm
\ ) . \ & & tici cgional Lrducational Agency
On the morning of the second day, partici- State Department of Education LS54
pants concluded the second workshop. This State Board of Education S
was followed by a general meeting for critique Local Board of Education R A
and summary of the entire conference. mc.wr..:,«:_..a: Schovl or College ! 4 d
The meetings closed with lunch. In Tam- - Higher Edacarion i .
I vk C wssriian Albert H . Legislature-connected 8 :
P4, .n 1e speaker Emc. ongressman 4 A.w . Governor's v.:& 2
Quie. In Denver, it was Dr. Leon Lessinger. Federal Agency 6
! v ! Parent > &
WHO IWERE THE PA Nqﬂﬁ:u\wuz‘ﬁm ? / Fay Member of Accountability Comnmittee 10
- .. T ) r sati or T D i
The participants — soyie 130 at each con- , Orgamzation Other Than Educational 14
ference — represented-gsrange of interests. The . N
following tabuiation’bredks them down by . )
their own descriptions of their primary iden- .
a.b.na:.o:. ( Primary, wwn.nz:.é l:wk could have HOW DID THE PARTICIPANTS FEEL IN
more than one —-a teacher or a State Depart- THI: BEGINNING? ’
ment of Education w&:&a::;?w could also, . Those Ero#nﬁﬁo attend the conferences
for instance, be a parent, or serving on a had in advancd:been asked to complete (anon- .
Regional Board.) Most, but not all, partici- ymously) and return a Q:qﬂ#ﬁﬁwm designed
pants gave themselves such an identification.~ to make a light probing of their attitudes to-
. ’ . ward educational znmo.:::&w.:d‘. Their stims-
The two meetings also encompassed a . marized responses show the words selected by
& * " . -
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« * most and by fewest respondents in a number

- . .
ofcategorics:, 2
* Personai feeling aboit accotintability:
» . »
. 5 chg ing and 1 boring. . - .

* Need for accountability: 89 essential and -
2 too costlys .-

* Appropriate future for gccountability: .

.88, 1_,: in properperspective and 1 left

alone. . .

~

+ 14

. WHAT IS THIS SUBJECT THEY MET
ABOUT? . ‘-
So they camie together — this spread of
people from this spead of stytes, with these
t«m-&%o&aoﬁ. to attend these sessions deal-
ing with certain techniques — all focusing on
educational accountability.
It is not inappropriate to ask, “A nd what
is that?” x .
It is, to be sure, the emotionally charged
issue and oy rrationally demanding concept
« Tdescribed by Dr.*Knezevich; but that does not,
dePe it. Each of the principal speakers »00@ *
a stab at defining or re-defining. .
Perhaps one definition, uniformly m\nnnwg-
ted. will never be reached. But the one central
fact that emerged as these meetings gent on
was that cveryone participating sharedt an at
least generalized notion of what it is. That
centrality may be read in a mid-speech defini-

——

.

o

. ¢ .
- N

o T

tiori given by Dr. Lessinger, who is n.oi:&.:@
called the father of accountability and there-
fore has a first-right to the nomenclature:~ .
“Clrren ty, what is called accountability
is/a responsibility for stipulatéd.results and for
reporting botly the degree of-qur success in a-*
chieving those results and the costs that were
attribieted to that effort.” -
. Very well. Though the emotignally
“charged issues remain — particularly that of
what all this means to classroom teacliers,
who were not conspicuous by their presence
a the Tampa meeting and were embarrassingly
conspicuous by their absence froni the Denver
meeting — the participants didl indeed agree that
thaty ¢t the mirimum, educational accounta-
bility requires Dr. Lessinger’s compoutents:
* Responsibility e
* Stipulated results - .,
* Reporting
* Degree of success .
* Associated costs
with that central understanding, the
conferees went to work.

-

!

,

’ .

“Will you all accommodate,me by raising your
night hand?” All did.
He pressed on. “And will yoy all Eas.m. say

DO , N
© {PARABLLIS. DIVERTISSEMENTS AND QUOTIS)
Dr. Holowenzak displayed a unique ability to achieve

conseysus amid a large group abowt to set \.23 “p> Al did, N
on fhe thorny path of accountability.  Beginning  *Good,” said he. e have. started out with
© a sltort presentation at the Denver meeting, he said: a unanimous rote.” B R IO :
R . R AT .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The first thing the participants heard, in
general session, was an overvlew of account-
.ability by Dr. Lestéy H. Browder.Jr., Asso-
ciate Professor of Education, School of Ed-
ucation, Hofstra University.

 In kebping with REACT’s emphasis on
what has already beeit accomplished, rather
than an attempt to break new ground, this
was in large part a reprise of a publication Dr.
Browder had previously prepared for,CAP -
(“Who’s Afraid of Edugational Accounta® -
bility? A Representative Review of the Lit-
erature”) and an attempt to fit accountability
into its place in a threatened future.

Dr. Browder took a long ayd scholarly path
to arrive at-a central truth: Society needs to
haye its children educated; education must .
prdceed with a reasonable efficiency; account::

_ability is a means toward that end.

< In overview, he noted, from 1969 when
accountability began to gather momentum, it
-has boomed remarkably — an information
blizzard of gore than 4,000 books and arti-
cles; for-instance,-and legislative activity rela-
ted to accountability.in more than 30 states.

Though the blizzard of information is mod-

ern, the concept o.\.zﬁqoz:g?.:g is ancient, .
‘Dr. Browdersaid: . .
“The notion of accountability i$unchored

inwa role relationship between people. In orga-
nizations, this relationship is-between those
who occipy a given role position (I like to
call them stewaxds), and thosewho hold the
formal powers of dismissal (I call these people -

*reviewers). Trygditionally, the task of the stew-
ard has been to answer forthe results of work
expected from him iy the role he performs.

“Answering for work results is commonly

understood as being accountable. The review-
er.either listens to the steward’s tale, checks

» his work, or otherwise seeks information to
substantiate what the steward claimed. For
the reviewer, the task is to decidc whether to
continite to place trust and confidence in the
steward, or to djsmiss him and get someone .
els¢.” | . S

Modern accountability differs pricipally
from this ancient pattern, Dr. Browder said, in
sharpening the understanding of what is ex-
pected before any work is done: .

" “In its most extreme form, the new ac- .
countability asks who exactly is responsible -
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verify the.owtcomes o

results obtained.”

g what designated procedures to. report ahd to
btained; and with what
° predetermined reivards andlor penalties accru-

ing \voi the

Attached to this stress on clarity is the con-

“the

work itself will become more

. -\ 4. ..- < s . ) a L] \ : - . v hl . .
‘- e "o " R ! . 4 T
- .- 7 . ‘ . > . , . ! . s T / L B
» - v . ) W ' o . , . R \ F
) < * < O N . . : .
: . . .1
® Lt ° oL T
- N ... a. - A‘-. s . * m; \
o o .| Py . . o - A /
R A ) ‘ . : . . L) o .
"+ - :~STEWARDS, REVIEWERS AND THE FUTURE: OVERVIEW .
. . , N . B ,. . . 5 . 2
. for what precisely; to whom garticularly; . ‘s set educational goals and,objectives of the 7
ynder what conditions mﬁmmm\mn.:zvt with what sort cafculated to produce desirable change:;
specified outcomes, precisely stated; using and that the change is measurable and there- -

fore the entire-processaccountable. .

“ Verification of edugational outcommes. This
‘manifests itself in two principal ways. One is ~
the use of an Educational Program Auditor-
who, like the CPA, examines’the’educational
books and reports on what he finds as against

what he was told was expected, of the program.

"~ Cept that
LT m\mﬁ.c‘:?. thatiis, it will be possible to increase *
X o . .o L P h
The other manifestation is public and legisla-

.. ~either the minimization of inputs or the max-
tive

o

imization of outputs, or both.” -

- In pursuit of this clarity and,this increased
, efficiency, Dr. Browtler described four(or”
. perhaps five) mozswo.: forms of accounta-

. bility in public education. 1 \

w

¥

& gies: PRIS, MIS,-Critical Path and the like,
‘which, coupled to the. computer, can handle

" much Eontplex Hata with highly visible out-
. coniess Such systems, he prediéted, “‘can be
expected to continue to proliferate and pen-
etrate into educational operations. By their
very nature they make things more account-
able in order to simply function at all.”

o " < The use of behavioral objectives based on

. the theory that if a child learns his behavior
= will m:&.ﬁm,. wr..: therefare’it u&avﬁ. sense td

.
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*“Fhe emergence of systems-bgsed technolo-

"y

pressure to :mm2:8.?:&;32:& programs

as’a check on local districts. ;. _
- * Increased community participation in §
the confrol and Qm.&ma:.saf.r% processes .
c.\ the schools and/or in-detexmining tlie .
s¢hool’s educational goals andiobjectives.
< * Altemnative forms of education; per-
mitting the consumer to vote with his feet for
jythe kind of education he wants. “To'me,” Dr.,
. Browder said, “‘such alternatives have appeal -
of their own, and should not be considered as
fotms of accountability.” '

" Used singly.or in combination, these are the
common forms of accountability. T'o what
end? . - y
" Drawing materials from several recent-wide-
ly-read-books, Dr. Rrowder then launched in-

o
IC
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"A Pht Beta Kappa and Magna Cum N\\Q:F graduate of Lehigh
University. Pa\aw Browder recewed an MA, in American hictory,
Ld.M. in secondary.cducation, and k..m.c. m schaol admimstration |
all at Cornell University, The recipient of maniy acadeic and
profecsional lionors, he has been a teacher in the Lincolt 'Fown-

«ship {Mass.) Public Schools, a deputy and assistant supermtendin
with the Sonth Kingstown (R.1.1 School Departments. superin-
tendent of the Maluwdh (N.].) Public Schools, alecturer i edu «

. cation at Stanford Unwersity, and has held scveral educational’

-posts with Ford Foundation-funded projects. He is-the anthor of

three books dealing wnth educational accountability, muny cduca-

tional articles, papers, and lectures. $#is many advigsory and con-
sultant assigngbnts incluge servied on the editorial adwnsory board
of NATIONSSCHOOLS, Tuask Lorce on Governance and Organt;
sation, National nstitiete of Education, and’the chairmandhip of
the Accorntability Interest Group, Natwnal Conference of Pro-
fessors ﬁ\h&ra::czi Admnistration, Current associatjon member.

ehups mclude 'Phi Cl:.*?.aEE. AASA AAUD, ALRA and .—mﬁ;.v .
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to the perils confronting this small planct,
- concentrating on three main sotirces of a
s~ growing pessimism: Confiderice-shaking ’, )
< e - » .
cvents (Viétnam War, Watergaté, riots, hi- . ,

jackings, assassinations): failure of the pres- :

ent middle age generation to pass its values to

its children {and hence drugs, changing sex

- moges, dropouts): and a startling deterioration
of life quality (ene~gy crises, pollution, over-
population). .. ) )

Why this threnody, this recital of present
© woes and potentigl futire ﬁ:hml.«,. at acoun
© ferénce dealing with educational acconntabil-

mavg.v ‘s - ) ' “ //
. Because in the end; Dr. uwcsin.w sdaid, “1ve o
need-to planmore carefully the expenditure

of our precious’resources — time, money, .
people, materials . . .. Amoung the most cs-

Y

3

sential-tasks of interdependent socicties. es- -
4 . » . 3 .
peciatly technological oney like onrseis sogi- ;

ety’sdlependgned, on Tevtainepersons to edu-

.
. ~~eate its children, to prepare and shape its fu-
. ture citizens.  Many depend upon u few -
to educate their éhildren. These few cannot
fail in the desired tasks to operate icithin®
" the bounds of reasonable efficiency w in sum, . -
. to employ means of keeping the educational

process accountable and responsive to the .

- “needs of tomorrow.”’ .

’ . . J . R ”~z .
—e . / < ’ ' .

) . . ¢
.o ) { *Gmm
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©  HOW CANWEPROVE -~ AT WE ARE DOING BETTER?

. ' \\ 4
Speaker dt the conference dinuer in Tampa \\Aﬁ.:.\.clz:.:l%.: Mr. Turlington said,
was x&z: D. Turlington, Commissioner of “ape were SO tz.ca.ﬁ:.:.ai with the task
Education for the Florida Department of c\::p.:.:.n theserapidly changing needs
Edication. - . thiat we failed to communicate aboit
Mr. Turlington resred the case for the _.Nm.ﬁclqz that we were, and still are,
educational accountability squarely on 7 winning in our schools. =There is.uo question
« the proposition that the cdicational climate,’ in mynind but that education today s
: and educational demands have ¢hanged ¥ better than ever. Students know mbre and
sharply. . are better prepared for being productive
. Growtlr, prosperity and upward mobility and {Giowledgeable citizens. )
were the distinguishing featieres of the “ \w.::? belicve this *o be true  but
| . nation and therefore the climate for J can’t .~:~m§.lm.ﬁ.c:q2.?. courtroom
T education - from the 1950s m:cxl_e : evidence, because we in education do not
carly 19705, I noted. The priricipal . “have at hand the evaluative systems dppro- -
actors ‘:w :h.FmM:h 3::.::.%: l::.:h this .t:..:ﬁ to 2:. an:::.A..:R. are S:.E:.:h.
period were “dramatic incgeases in the e hgoen't yet provided an ddequate
] number of students: pressure from the . yardstick by V\:.mr our accomplishmeénts
. courts to correct the wrongs of previons “can be fairly moasured.”
generations: and rapid increases in edu- L This, e said, iswhy the-time for educa-
- N%::.c::?.c.c:: . tional acconntability has arrived:
: By way of examples. he cited some ] . “The public is dentanding that those of
Florida changes during this period: + us inveducation be held accountable, for~
*+ Number of students up from 445, 744 the w. y inwhich we use our resources.”
to 1.525.405.¢ , and for the quality of our product. Unless
* Cost per child up from $173 to $1058. we can-be and are willing to be held account-

able, unless there is a way to judge our

- - Total K-12 education cost in the state
:anmc:,::?.:.@: unless when Leld account-.

. up from $98 million to §1.8 billion.

* " ™

.

3

TH"Y HEARD. ..

PDQ .
(PARABLES, DI VERTISSEMENTS AND QUOTES?
Mr. Tarlingtoy told of the farmer whose horse had
\.F.:n sick. and who went ro a neighbor reputed

to bew %:::u. with horses to describe the svmptoms.
The canny neighbor nodded. noted that a horse of
Ins had displayed the same symptoms. and allowed
as how he had treated the lorse with a pit of pare-
goric. The farmer hurried home aned administered
a pint of paregoric to Ius owen horse ® wlich
promptly went into a shaki:g fit. kceled over and
“dicd.  The farmer hastened back to the canny
neighbor to describe what he had done and horwe
the horse had died.

“Froomy.” said the n ighbor.

thing ,.EE:::.& to mine.™
< c

“The same

~

Q
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a able we measure up to onr x.dvc:a.?.:.:.n;. - purposes, Mr. Turlington said. He described
we face the very real possibility of losing one such set of constructive purposes in
dur public ?Rz::,. and being wnable to these terms: .
raise the financial support necessary to ’ Accountabiliey could liave significant
‘ :&QQ:;:.? maintainsthe educational enter- farorable i impaer on t:zz cducation if
prise. i . . .
i The touchstone to measuring educational 1. Could be positively tied o edu- .
ontput, he said, is to face up to these ques- cational policv making.
:c:,... " 2. Compares the status quo to the .
. >
* What is happening to children: ‘ ourcomes of the alternative options avail- '
What skills are being acquired by those able to the decision makers. , -y
e serees! 3. Results in an increase in the dmount
! y '’ . 3 o N
L. * What evidence of increase in ¢dugational of information that thic public.lias about .
, 3 .
output can we offer: the re ally fine jobs that gre being done in ]
" IWhat is the Q:z:? of our work? many t:E: schools. .
‘ .
Is z:ik:? leamiing any l::n “4, Identifies efficient ::& cos ~ effecti
For any \.1:. $C c??c::. question . .L:T::::L mne ZELO?EQ X
PO . there is a pac ity c\\:ic::zzcz ?5?. . .
-
[(PARABLES, DIVERTISSEMINTS AND QUOTLS) ):\ Tu ﬁTZQ:v: C@..A;\.:;\ @A.A.A: C ﬁ.a::.Z::\.,. Vouatiee of Gamesvdle, lorda, Ralph Lurdmgton was graduated from
. Dr. Knezevich told of the fifth grade teacher who have been :::::::,. to gather ¢ c::::\:EQ el vd_vﬂ..;:o :C.N.J:». L WY J::: A .._:u .
hought she had done spler sl in reaclimg the ' l { vt e e o e s e x
! 34 e | \ » 7 led ¢ lA;z. NNZM i oturi can \\a. N..:\:L:(' oxp ATHeOC Damnverany, He e arecord of prblic serned spanmng 27 veans an
g ’ d HEY ors " - " RITESS 5 v S 6y
parts C‘\ the Tuonan body, and decided to test Tﬁ.ﬁzzhn.. “Thers are those wiho. wish to use .,L.: ator, legn N.:.:..:_L buonec s In ~wua:: was d ecessfud
whedhersthe Qz.llﬂ C\ the 7 irg mate hed that , ) . . candidate for the V'onda How of Represoutatives and «éried m
C\ the teachg.  One test .s.\?.ﬂqa.z. the ::v ?~:?~ .NQ:QB:QQ ds d nmeans 0.\ Nv:_:.f.:. h the Legrclatiord wntd Ins appompnent as Commusioner of 1 ducation
’ [/ I .».. { o e t S Id like a testing system m 1974 When he reagned the Legrdatuee he was known as the ~ -
e::::..».. m these words maent . e :u Hwottkd URe ¢ 1es ! ¢ Sy “dean™ of the Horse ad held all the top :.n_,?:.é-_:::.:: R
1ere Jre three” pdaris wmart vody hich would analyzse datd and pruit oat a recawed more awards for detingunshed senge, and rotcd on more
Il threepart / bod, which u {analyze d [ print out i I for dismguashed semige, and votd
the bramiwm, the borax and . abominable cavity. . . s sl R mdiadual roll Calls than oy other'leg slator i orda luston
“Phe brammscontains he bram -\ any. - :.nw C-\‘ ::v.,ﬁ. to @ﬁ Nw:::\; AN. s Wath priswary iteress on education and forance, lus 12 vears
. : : “ : y It must Tcub @Qn&v‘:n. trie. ::l @ﬁ. Nun.\. service on the Howse Fducation Commuttee n arccord My -
.J.:. borax contains the lights, lung and heart. ( o by od o be trve. that edued turlington 1 dhte coanthor of a book, THE LIGISL TOR S
The abominable carity contains the bowels, of cetved by cducators to ve frie, that cducd GUIDL 10 SCHOOL 1IN ANCL, and he 1s a momber of Pl Delta
s which there are fivé - ¢ «do and .y tional data can be used .\Cw constructire, Kappa and «everal honoran, twhalasnic cocietied
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- Speaker at the conference dinner in Denver
was Dr. Stephen J, Knezevich, dean of the
School of Education of the University of
Souther California.

o 1t is largely through-the leadership of
state ai:n,mmc: agencies — with a special
' bow to CAP - that the “educational
. profession has moved from a purely<hetor-
ical exercise to the stark reality of what
life is going to bé like in an age of account-
ability,” Dr. Knezevieh told the Denver
conference. : .
. Accountability Las, indeed, become such
. away oflife that it has dethroned “relevance
as tlie most %cw:?w term in the lexicon o\
“writérs, speakers and legislators reflecting
on education, he went on. And well done:
for relevance remained largely idealistic
- and appealing to romantics, while account-+-
ability has a more pragmatic image: "t
may be perceived as a mdchanism for the
implementation of the more idealistic de-
sires to evhance the relevance of educational
opportunities provided by the natioi’s
schools.™” . .
Agrecing with the.literature (and more
particularly with Dr. Browder, quoted

)y

R M

e

" SHIFTING THE SCALES FROM INPUT TO OUTCOME

carlier) that accountability has a long
history, Dr. Kuezevich noted that histori-*
cally it guarded inputs — that is to say,

it was on the order of a fiscal accounting
system checking that inputs went to assigned
purposes.

“I¥hat fires the imagination of the citizen
and legislator alike is the desire to improve
the quantity and quality of educational
outcomes; and in so doing to strike a more
favorable relationship between resources
consumed in the educational process and
the results obtained from it.”

One of the notable aspects of account- «
ability, Dr. Knezevich said, is that it spelis
“the demise of the long standing but
guestionable tradition that dogmatically
asserted that high acaderiic standards
demand high rates of failure . ... Account-’
ability put us in a whole new ball game, and
switched the focus to successful outcomes
and aiway from the inevitability of failures
or dropouts.” s

This, he added, is why “accountability

r

strikes fear in the hearts of some teachers, &

[
“They are concemed lest compreliensive
accountability be interpreted as guaranteed

s
rt

’
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* woutcomes that canmot be delivered in the
light of limited resources available to them,

< the lack of cooperation teachers get from

parents, diminighing authority at the class-

<

room level, or the still rudimentary state

of the art of stinudating learning among
. . A4 & AY
“pupils facing wnisual social, psychological

or economic problems.”

Teachers and other ¢ducational personnel
] !

do “hate a majos role and cannot shirk
responsibility in promoting learning ™ he
declared.

onetheless, education in a state or
nation is a complex, integrated social
system because it does have many and
varied goals. Taxpayers, parents, respon-
sible citizens and learners are involved
along with the .tz%..ﬁ,.mc.:;.,. employed.
If one part of the educational enterprise
fails to deliver what rightfully can be
expected, another may be handicapped
or simply unable to satisfy accountability
demands.

>

«I believe tltat joint accountability rather
thay individual accountability will prevail, and
we should design a system of joint rather than

I

single.accountability.

>
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Tes too, he noted, one cannot have an~ modification also incurs significant cost. $
accountability system if there aregodd C e sn¥es paly shonld practitioners re¢ogiizes o
oc:\,:.qm.,. — “that is, where the NESLFC.\. these three phases of cost, Dre-Knezcvich o ' ; <7
‘ a comnunity oy a state or d nation cannot said — they should resist the tendency to o ~t
. agree on what showld be the outcome or _ focus on those elements of cost which are . . '
: what should be the priorities in an educational — casiest to obtain: . _ )
. system.” : “Unit costs for inputs represent relatively DO s R
+ . Accountabilify can be a costly business, few problems when compared with identi- (PAR ABI ES. DIVERTISSEMENTS AND QUO .~..,m\
Dr. Knesevich stressed, lﬁ.\.—..:.:.n acost as o .\”f.:.n 1nit costs \.ow cﬂ:C::h. Fhe big hang- Q:...r _“:. .,.H.ME.._.F Uw” RJE:ME asked .r.”.a .::w.n.:na.v. ive
“any resource that is consnmed — the energy mi ~.:r,c~:<::.c.E:.!.:h qc::vz.rq:ﬂ._&. aré confronted with the big problems ~ the popu
] lation crisis, the energy crisis, inflation. In addition. Tng <

* of the staff, woney, depletion of supplies, accountability is on the output side of the

material and equipment, or what-have-you.” Lequation. e have just beguin 1o identify we are 8:&%::.% EMS J::i? %:::% T cvan Our ed
. . . . . . o < once vaunted technolo, CrS 1S down. H 2 A i
. He advised splitting the cost among three the indicators of acliievement, of effective- e Ly s Qs just
N | . The stat \. f H A don’t seem to work any more.
priases: . . . . dess. L state o thg art _CQ e on Ezw R With that, the loudspeaker system failed. Dr.
¢ Phase One — readiness. This phase is full side is at least 25 years behind the costing Browder concluded his remarks anent our survival
of hidden costs — establishment of goals, of input.” . . in something approaching a private soliloguy. )
' development of plans and programs, all of . .
. . . ’
which require significant luman resources. 3o .
-~ *Phase Twos— start-up, This is the phase in .
) which most practitioners can isolate costs s ) . - o
) for collecting, processing and analyzing new ~ X3 . | ;
. . ‘ . X “ : Bom i Miheaukee, m:i-:.: Knesevich recewed lue B.S from the Dr Knezevich was the first director of the « 184 Nattanal Academy
k::\h.ﬁv\.lz“:. Ww is hm ne ~.2:V~ -\-n:. :.~ [N l:: Univeraty of Wisconsot, Milwarkee, s M S, o1 sehool admaons for School Ivecutives amd assocrate seercary, Amenican 1ssociation
:/42-\.-\- s ﬂﬁ.Q\h.::NQl 2:& HC A .n?-\.-\- :Q&QQ. traton from the UninPrsaty of Wicconan, Madison, and lus Ph.D of School Advunictrators, 1 principal myestigator the Wisconsm
« D T lyrsrs — ot 1l ) w1 educatignal admmistration alse from the Umversity of Wisconsm, Research and Development Center for Coglutive Leamumg, he as
‘ N:;Q N? rece ua.ﬁﬁa&vﬁ state. N his T? asc Madison He spent len years as g science and math*teacher, couch, stmed his current post at the Umreraty of Southem Calformam
\QGGK&—:..NQ.A that a .\.:.u: attempt is 3:‘0&% prncipal, and supénntendent un Wisconen public schols His work Julv, 1974, He is the author of 11 books, exgitt A 154 paperbacks,
vrfe £ . Py R - as a college ~::\.~zmc‘ Jas incledea  sittons at the University of and extenae additional ~.:E.i:i material and has held nutnerous
] \X. rfect — l::. \0\ :;nﬁ:ﬁﬁ._. Av.@.\«\ﬁ:_gh F'ielsa, University of lowea. Florida S.ate University, Unirersity of .:..n:_.\_?:: appomtments on committees, panels, and m consultation
::.: \::_Q to OQ \Q&wz-\.:&\. ~\:.n coHstant torsc onsin, Madison, and several additional smmer uppointments roles
. P 13 i
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Ahe closing speaker for the Tampa
‘conference was United States R epresentative
wWbert H. Quie of the First District of Min-,
nesota. S ’
<Whereas the prime position of the word
- accountability” in the educational lexicon
was noted with what appeared to be approval
by Dr. Knezevich, it made Congressman Quie
wncom fortable.
“Accountability is in danger of becoming
the wmost overworked word in education,”
~declared the Minnesota representative.
“I‘or some it has assumed cmnotional pro-
portion nearly equitalent to termns suclt as
‘busing,” ‘strikes” and *racial balancg.” Per-
sonally 1 find that very disturbing and, from
the viewpoint of the health of our educational
system, very undesirable.” — ° m
He put his finger on one of the sources of
thiy emotional content gs he counted off the
varions meanings accountability has to varions
users of the word:
_ “To some it regrettably means a way to
‘get teachers’: to-some it means a scientific
process to measure performance, to othersa:
management technique, and ta.still others

t
- . . - |
i
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FEDERAL INTEREST IN THE m@QQ\AHNQZ OF THE CHILD

¢ .
it is a popular political phrase which gains
one sympathy with the voters. if not with

AR

teachers.” .
Agrecing with other speakers about the
- significance of the fact that more than 30 -
states have enacted some sort of accomntability
legislation, Congressman Quice noted that the
flurry of legislative activity peaked in 1971
and has been falling off since.
One stated reason — with which he said he
was not certain he could agree — was increased
_nncertainty over Federal funding. and state
realization that large-scale accountability
projects could be costly. .
Another reason, he said, might be that
“the sensitivity of the teacher organizations
to anvthing termed ‘accountability* has made
states much more cautions in enacting any new
acconntability laws. It may also be that the
sconfusion and uncertainty surrounding the
use of the term has also contributed 10 a
. degree of cantibn. ™
Federal interest in accountability remains
high, he said - adding that he might be defin-
ing the term moie broadly than svine parti-

cipants.

©
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“In my view,” said the Congressman,
“the term includes virtually all activities
designed to establish a relationship of perr

ormance to a program oractivity. Under
my definition, program evaluations and
efforts aited at what has come to'be known
as consymer protection also fall under the
general term of accountability.” -

He then set forth his view on what is
pethaps the most emotion-laden aspect
of accountability — the question of who is
accountable.

He said; “Let me put to rest any concerns
which you may have about what I belicve to
be the major responsibilities of the major
participants in %:: most common form of
accountability — what goes on in the educa-
tion of a child. I do not believe that the *
burden lies entirely with the teacher or with
the school. I belicve that in education the ~
responsibility to teaclt and to learn is one
that must be shared by parents, school admin-
istrators, the child and the teacher . . . . in thé
final analysis nothing can replace the dialogue

_between the major participants in whicl all
of this knowledge is brought to bear on the
solution of a problewm involving an individual

child.” . -

A recent survey of attitudes indicates that
this notion of shared.responsibility is wide-
spread, he noted. Asked who bears the prin-
cipal blame for the failure of a child toldo
well in school, 62 percent of the respondents
said the child’s home life, 13 percent the
child, another 13-percent the teacher, and
5 percent the school. ) .

Congressman Quie reviewed major legis-

“lative provisions enacted by the last Congress
dealing with accountability. He reminded his -
audience at the outset that the Federal ex-
pression of interest must take a different
form than state or local activity: “IVe must
bear in mind that the Federal rale in educa-
tion is not dominant, even though it has

\

« more impact than we expect. Federal interest

» t 13 5 »
in and concern for accountability . . . .iis, of

course, almost always limited to a direct
relationship with the flow of Federal support.”

Among the new provisions he o::m:,n«\”

* A requirement that each school building
receiving Title I-ESEA funds establish a >
parent advisory council,

* A requirement for establishment by the
U.S. Office of Education of models for
Title I evaluation. .

* A three-year, $15 million study of the

Q
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Following service as a U.S. Navy pilot during World War 11, Albert
Quie was graduated from St. Olaf College (Minn.) in 1950 with a
major in political science. In 1954, he was elected to the Minnesota
State Senate and served in the 1955 and 1957 sessions while oper-
ating a dairy farm. " Rep. Quie was elected to Congress in February.
1958, and as the ranking Republican member of the House Education
and Labor Committee, 15 nationally recognized as a leading spokes-
man on education in the Hous. who has played a major role in
shaping educatipn F.h.ur::.: m recent years. Legislation to expand
education opportunities to educationally deprived children under
Tutle 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was one

i

‘of Quic's rajor accomplishments m 1974, He has becn instru- .
. , .
18
» OM . ‘ ] - . '
. N

@
- o
mental in shaping legislation for student ussistance and aid to alf
levels of education M: many years. As well as being one of the
main authors of the Higher Education Amendments of 1972,
also has been active in behulf of programs for preschool and carly
childhood education. ,Quic has been promment in the area of
agricultural legislation. He holds honorary doctorate degrees from
St. Olaf College, Bucna Vista College of lowa, Gettyshurg College
{ Penn.), Greernlle College (1L.), Capital Unwersity (Ohio), and.
Gallandet,College ( Washington, D.C.). A member of the House
Republican Policy Commutiea, it was Rep. Quic who offered the
proposal to open all sessions of the Education and Labor Com-
mittee to the pitblic. Jt was the first committec to do so.

effectiveness of compensatory education pro-
grams by the National Institute of Education.
© * A Title I amendment encouraging individ-
ualization of programs.

Conceding that the new Congress is too
young to have established a record, Congress-
man Quie noted there will be before it a
"number of issues important to educatios - and
of these, a number related to accountability.

Q
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" “WE'CAN DO MAGNIFICENT THINGS. . TOGETHER”

s

" “That was the Leon Lessinger who died
‘several years ago,

~

“@

~

- &

The closing speaker for the Denver confer-
ence was Dr. Leon M. Lessinger, dean of the
College of Education of the University of .
South Carolina.

" he said, referring to the
definition of accountability as “the rational
philosoplty for'obtaining the true answers to
all the important problems of education.”
Well, maybe.’ But more likely an exagger-
ation; for whatever the father of account-
«ability has been chided or praised for, it has
-hardly been a simplistic approach to serious
questions.
~ But-a father sirely has a right, if not a duty,
to see his child differently as the child moves
from infant to robust youth to . .. wherever
it will finally come out. The child moves
through stages, and is to be treated appro-
priately to each stage; the important question
is whether jt remains the same child — which -
is tq say, did the father perceive it perceptively
from the beginning?

27 A difference in view: “I-find recently that

I like to talk about acconntability and hiuman-
ism . . . . I have a notion that we have taken

= -

L]

.,
N

-

-

"

this moznﬁi too seriously, and that we have .
forgotten about the human condition.” But,,
does that amount to a difference in perception?

A differénce, perhaps, in argumentative- T
ness: “I think we are all aivare of the fact
that \.e:\ w\vmomim want to argue against account-
ability, especially for others.” . .

Surely not a difference infocus, nomatter
the trend of the attacks and the carping over
the past five or more years: “l want today
to talk about the fact that the tedcher is pro-
bably the unit that oiight to be addressed
last, that as a matter of fact the unit of
accountability is the sclool and the school,
district, and the time frame probably is -
three to five years. I shall argue very strongly
that we would be_ well advised to take this
most powerful notion as basic to a society,
as justice and mercy.” .

Dr. Lessinger celebrated again his belicf
in the basic notion of accountability:

“IVe can do magnificent things if we can
agree together that we want to find out
what’s going on ‘ﬂon the purpose 0\%3:.:%
where we want to go.' That's:called quality
control: It is ¢ systematic attempt to get

~
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where you want to ge.

“Without that notion, accountability
will never be accepted. It will be sabotaged,
which it is; it will be struck against, which it

-

is, end we shalbhave the ::Noemw notion of

,.ahﬂgnwﬂo.xmmﬁ.om flying in the face of

common sense —'cause there ain’t no way
you can strike against accountability.”

' Because he was there at the birth of the
movement, Dr. Lessinger asserted his right

to say what it was about. “It was born not
out of business, and not out of a desire to
save money, and not out of a desire to have
efficiency or effectiveness. It grew out of a
concern for the bilingual act and the dropout

)
»

preveition act.

And he quoted himself out of that 1969
period:

“The programs of dropout prevention and
bilingual education are employing several
management tools which should improve
results for federal dollars invested in these
programs. Also, these tools have ramifi-
cations for all federal dollars spent on edu-
cation. Among the tools are accountability,
technical assistance and independent edu-
cational acéomplishniént audits.”*

There is no longer any reasonable doubt

k]
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about the answer to-the biblizal question
about beingone’s brother’s keeper, Dr.
Lessinger asserted: - )
“That child who gets an inferior education
«wids up as an adult who doesn’t turn the 7
nut on the wheel of your airplane — and you
crash. And thatschild whose needs you didh’t
“meet gets ill, and that illness spreads = and
you get sick.” . .
He conceded that the writing of objectives
is far casier in the cognitive domain thai in
.. otliers, and that critics of this have their
* point — but he challenged educators to blint
that point. n
“Aren’t there more things than behavioral
objectives? What about the things of the
spirit? What about insights, understanding,

<

2 L. .
appreciation, the :\.\Qn:_.w domain? What

4

" aboutit? You can’'t write behavioral ob-

jectives for that. Doesi’t this mean that
accountability of necessity will be restricted
to the training eXpericuce?
I thinkot. I hope not. If you asked me
_to see around the country, I would say the
+ pessimists arc probably: right. It seems to be
going in that direction, and I thinkthat’s our
fault as educators. ,
“Instead of fighting it. we

v

need to work

.

~

_it for us. There’s nobody from on high saying

to us what acconntability is. There's no .
group of Mafia sitting someufere deciding
what educational accountability is.

“Here is an idea, waiting for the profession
3/%:;.::.3. a . .

- Dr. Lessinger concluded with a warning
that his child is not a simple child. -

[ think it should be obvious that account-
ability'is not a simple concepi.

“It does not require uniformity of standards.
It does require clear objectives or clear descrip-
tions of expericnce. It does not'specify ob-
jectives, but abjectives must be specified. The
best ways for deriving objectives are through
needs assessments, cooperative inquiry and
cooperative developinent. .

“It does not demand assembly-line learning
sequences. 1f the objectives or experiences are
specified, it will be generally found that there
are many alternative processes for achieving
the objectives.

“It doesrot emphasize mininuon perform-
ance at low cost. It does emphasize how well”
the oc.w.m:.:n.m were net, what the cost was to
achieve them, and what effective and efficient
ways there are to close-the gap F.:E...nr what

is, and what was intended.”

.
.

-~ 4
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Often referred to as the father” of educational acconntability.
Leon Lessinger’s carcer has ranged \.::: U.S. Army engmeer an

the atonue bomb project durvtg World War Il 1o Assocrare United
States Commissioner for Elementary and Secondary Lducation,

U.S Office of Education (1968-70). He has been a reacher. acsistant
superintendent. and superintendent i Califomia schoolc and 1eas
chicf rescarchconsultant for the California State Study of Gifted”
Programs. 1 rom 1970 to 1972 he was Callaway Profescor of
Lducation at Georgia State Umeersity. Dr Lessinger's professional
honors include appointment by Vice President Himphrey to ladgelt
the National Teacher Corps. membership on the President’s Youth
Opportionty Cowhictl, memberslop on the Adrsory Commicsion to.
Education Professions Development Act. membershnp an the Com-
msaon to Reform Secondary Education, and Distinguished Pro-
Jessor dFthe Natonal Ycademy for School Laecutives The author
of four books and many articles, Dr. Lessinger camed lus BS, in
mechanical engmeenng at North Carolina State College, his 8 A,

in Ewﬁ,rcri.« at U O, and hix Ed.D i cdwucationdl psychology
at UIC L. A, He s a heensed clomeal psvehologict in Califorma,
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”Nlmm M\ %\ANﬁ Considerably wmore than half the¥scheduled — attended two of these workshops. .,

¢ o 0 time at both the Tampa and Denver conferences ~ The workshops were, then, the heart of
was devoted to mini-workshops dealing with the conference.
five arcas: accountability issues: roles of The workshop leaders were persous deeply
participants: gssessment and evaluation: experienced in the topics. In all the areas,
costing techniques: and communication and CAP had previously put out publications
public involvement. Further, the closing that were available to the participants.”
critique and stommary dedalt largely with these Thus the participants were well supported:
workshops. Euch ﬁc:\.ﬁz.m?. participant and they went at it.

9 .
ACCOUNTABILITY ISSUES &

. u

S

Because of the populdarity of this topic, surce that theirs was an appropriate topic for
cach of its workshops divided into two teams. * the REACT conferences. which were called
Thus there were, in effect, four workshops to deal with teclmiques rather than issuces.
dealing witi issues at each of the conferences, - Whatever their misgivings. they led lively
rather than the standard two. SCSSIONS. :

Leaders for this topic were Dr. Archic Samples of the issues touched upon and
Buchmiller, assistant supcerintendent, 1W'is- the comments made follow.
consin Department 0.\.;:.@:.6 Instruction: i
James H. Gold, assessment director of the PRACTICEIN VARIOUS STATES
same department: and Bernard A. Kaplan The leaders handed-out sample ks .:.::.:h.
and Maureen Webster, both sgnior rescarch with accountability in varions states, ranging
fellows at the Educational Policy Rescarch from the simplest case (a requirement for
Center, Syracuse, N.Y. o statewide testing of basic subjects. defined

These leaders tonfessed that they weren't as reading, writing and computation skills)

s -
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~ to comprchensive laws requiring the essentials
of accountability efinition of goals and

objectives, testing of results, analysis of costs,

3 .%wz.::;: C\Q\\._.Qc:nv. and t:v:ﬁ re-

porting. . . .
. This inspired a munber of statements on

~ »

: “IWe try to measire the ?z::.:h environ- .
mient, the educational process and the out-
put.” {Utal) i

A counter-statement: ..Ic:l.? you
mcuasure environment? I'rom some pre-
conception of what kind of enviromment is
good?”

“Our vicw is that accountability is a .

‘ N:cﬁm..,.w ~ a process that has certain nec-
essaryvaelgments. ™ {Golorado) ‘

Icy counter-statement: “It’s more than
a process — it's a copcept. And that is why
you can’t implement accountability — you

v can only implement certain techuiques that

doal with accotntability. It's :f.N.cw‘::::n .

that there are any laws at all on this subject,

because they divert attention from the

concept to the techniques.” .
““Right. But the question is, how do you
avoid legislation?” ( Montana) ‘

what is occurring in various states: .

> * ~

<
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IPARABLES, DIVERTISSEMENTS AND QUOT
Those concerned with accountability, noted Dr.
Wilsey, should keep in mind that \what is learned”
is a twcl:Q of the learier as well as the learnung
experience.
Your ordinary cat™dio sits
learsns not to sit on any stove lid.

on a hot stove lid
A wiser cat

dearns to disthuguish hqt from cold stove lids.  +

Qn: the other hand - is it all that wise to want
to,sit on cold stove lids? .

S)

“It matters whether l:. r.w:,?:c: is
mandatory or :&::33. IWe can live with
the voluntary Kind.” . ..

B “lyonr state, the law R..t::. cacly dis-
trict to do its ¢ren assessment. wc:.le-
::? do a nccﬁ:cv Others \:3 don’t
. gived &.::: e 'yoming)

~ @

" TESTING PROGRAMS -

Hmost erery state has done an S::::c:i
:Ei,. ass a;::.: thetworkshop \S::.}. s
pointed out” Almost all the assessments have
given a lhigh priority to pupil competence in.
basic skills. This%ouched off the \s:c: ing
comiments:

“Sure, the basic skills. Aud what are they -
reading, writing and computational skillslike
in the Arizonamodel?™

“Somarof us think that the survival ,?2, .
are at least equally ::tcl:.:

“Agreed. But where are the testing instru-
‘ments in these other skills? 1f you can't test
them accuratelys they fall outside the wmbrella

» of acconntability and ::.:\cz. ose priority.”

—
v

they give us to teach: we test with the instru-

«
orvistrionests
the

in the 3Rs

“If¢ are victims, of cotrse, of the publishing for the pupil; z:.\ha:eaz\? it :11, the teach- ~ -°
houses in more ways than one. 1We teach what = er and the school.”

ments they provide. They don’t have programs

. N - ~

- .

<

dealing with very much beyond

basic skills,
::43. not?” . -
EC:Q o
“Itell, e can't let them goon \oz.w@a say
::.:. areds are just scc‘b zy to test.”
‘Mouey.™ i
’ :A\OEC:a e .
““Omnce they. conie up toith the test results -

fnothing else — what is done 1

ing

them?™ .

“Lit our state we do one of two things,
&G: nding on the éc:r.?; climate of the
"moment. I'm assuming the resilts are bad, In -
the normal climate, we try,to hide them. If
<it looks as if it might worlwe %:E&a them,
and scream for more state money.”

of V

IWe have what I call zan:iz?:Q by .
shame. We havg to report our results — and
e have (o try harderif tlie residts dre bad.”

e b : >

Sure try harder - but sing what tools? If
you had known a better wiy beforehand, you
would have used it. The wsidl testing program
is useless ~ it’s even harmful. It does nothing

“Personally, 1 ignore tests. | ?:g. tg give

!
them, U ause that's the laiv. bit my time is

|
i
. . '
i
i

v

°
s
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too precious for me to pay any attention to
them.™ . '
“Perhaps it’s becanse toe many of us
ignore tests that better nse isn’t made of
them. Even if they dealt only with the
basics - and they don’t  they do give

valuable information.”
. Suclh as?” ,
“Sych as, damn it, whether children can

[

read! We're at the heart of accountability here

We really can’t all agree that reportiig is a
. necessary part of the accounta ility system,
and then sit here and turn up our noses at
the one thing that can be reported and that.
everybody wants to know.”
Now we're back to the comparisons —

[

does better than that. 've never seen the
o comparison that helped anybody.” )

“One way of help was pointed out a little
while ago - getting more state money, ouce
you can prove the need.”
= “Get more money, tmlriw ~ orget
fired.” *e .

“1¢ heard that earlier - getting fired is
éne of the things that canhappen to Q:. :
steward if lig doesi’t perform.” -

““Ihicl doesn’t seem wnreasonable.”

E2

this school does Better than that, this district

RIECIPROCAL ACOL NTABILITY

v The issue of reciprocal accountability was
introduced to one workshop by a high school
student, a ,:m:;:% of an accountability
committee: : .

“The emphasis up to now has been en

~ evaluating the student. 1 guppose it's a fair
enought starting pldce, though I personally am
sick of being tested. "But my interest now is
to reverse the process - to evaluate the dis
rributors c\:L:m::.c:. I my view, cvery |
student has a right to a suitable educational
“environment. and we ought to begin evalu-
ating that.

I agree,” said a member of a local school
board. “There is a reciprocal right at cvery
stage. ‘The student is accountable to the
school, and the school to the students. The
board is accountable to the people, and the
peoplc to the board. The state board is ac-
countable to the Legislature, and the Legis-
lature to the state board.”

“I think we are touching onequity.” said
a participant representing q non-cducatiorfal
agency. -“We started off in accountability . -
with emplasis on costs and inputs, We hare .
begun to move toward outcomes. We have

just begun to think about equity.”

by ERIC
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APARABLES, DIVERTISSEMENTS AND QUOQTIS)
. There was a blackboard in thé Denver room in )
Qeluch the Marvland team ‘was presenting sts costing
. technques. On the board. as the first workshop
. broke up and the second started. appeared this
. equatién: o
23 x 15 = 1.67 ,
23 x5 x 18.0

" new ﬁzl:;.t:.:n ehicited the .?\.03::_.02 that
one of the Maryloid leaders was responsible for
the equation. On his way out the door, he was
S:::Z..u...n something abont losi faith.

- 26 «
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'COSTING TECHNIQUES

Leaders of the workshop dealing with
costing techniques were two staff members of
the Maryland State Department of Education:
Dr. Stephen I. Holowenzak, specialist in
accountability, and Robert A. Stugmer,

Y5 specialist in state aid.
This was in large part a hands-on werking
session, rather than a discussion workshop.
The starting place was a 1974 CAP publi-
cation, “Costs of Educational Accountability:

A Maryland Exploratory Study.” The princi-

pal workshop activity was completion of

sample work sheets starting the process of
s capturing costs at the claszroom level for an
accouutability program.

Efforts to gather any data — including the
data required for costing acconntability —
often fail for one reason, the resource leaders
told their workshops: the data doesn’t do-
anything for the people gathering it. 1f they
can’t see value o it, they are inclined to be
less than enthusiastic about gathering it or
checking its accuracy. Thus, a central prin-
ciple i costing accounrability shoul:d be to
bring the data back to the local teacherighiss-
room level in wavs that make sense.

The model on which the participants
Ec%ﬁw\o:ggl this sequence:

{ ) .

.

-

1. Goals

2. Terminal objectives o

3. Component activities

4.00bjects of expenditure

Inn the Maryland model, the heaviest
emphasis is on the cost of the terminal 0b-
jectives, whichsshould be self-policing: that
is, a method should be built in to detérmine
when the terminal objectives have been met.
Objects of expenditure (the services or pro-
ducts bought) are also costed thoroughly. as-
they aré in traditional school accounting.
Little. has been done and tested yet on the
costing of compoanent activities and the goals
themselves. : o

WWorksirop participants toiled through the
exercise, assigng schedules, personnel and
materials to a monber of terminal objectives
and coming up with a cost picture. .

Comments as they worked away:

“Costing reallv should be the last step. The :
important thing 1s to couple planning with
resource requirements. It is only after that
process that you can intelligently begin io '
assess the costs of the resOMrces you need.”

“No, costing can’y be the last step. 1What
you redily have to get to is cost effectiveness.’

' “Ihat do you do about hidden costs? I'or ,

’

v
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] instance, your research departiment works for

, you as yoh move toward accountability — do

By

vé::z:3.43::::ml:::w:_nccc_:: :c%
hany hours c\_:»cma time goes into this?”
“Or/the cost of — well, call it foregone op-

portujiities? For insgance, vou have a stock-
pile f norm-re erenced tests, and you throw
them out because now voure moving to cri-
terfon-referenced tests. Isn’t that a real cost of
volr accowntability program?”

. “rt’s ludicrous to try to attach costs to
Sz.ci:.:,n a teacher docs. I can see seuse in
trying to reach the point where yvou have some
quantifiable measurements that can be aggre--,
gated in some fashion and st against some
tePminal objective. But for most of the day,
the teacher doesn’t know specifically wii
she’s doing what she's doing or what terminal
objective, if any, it's directed to: she’s just
doing it because it seems 9 be a good idea
ard scems to work.”

I grant you this exercise makes it look as if
Con vouu can capture the costs of an acconntability
program. That's all right. What we 'd better
: keep inmind, though, is the reason why we're

incurring those costs — what acconntability is
~——_all about.” .

>
Q
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Evmwluhhm DIVERTISSEMENTS AND OQON.MM\

One of ,the things to keep in mind about account-
ability, said*Dr. Browder, is that different groups
not only contribute differently, but suffer differently

when things don't work. In the same fashion, he
noted, both the chicken and the pig ¢ontribute to
the farmer's breakfast; but the costs jof the contri-
bution are not equal. \

'
"

Leader for this workshop was Dr. Carl E.
Wilsey, professor of educational administration
at the University of Northern Colorado and \
\&Swﬁ_oﬂ of the UNC/La Verne College Doctora
. Program in School Management. H

D, Wilsey is co-author of a CAP publica- |
:03, “Roles of the Participants in Educational
‘Accountability,” which was the base book \01
the workshops. i

The workshop sessions were tightly struc- |
tured...Following the organization of the
m:@rna:ox,. they weighed the roles of parti- |
cipants in various functional components of
accountability, by l_a following scheme:

FUNCTIONAL QQE PONENTS
- Select Goals

Determine Objectives
Analyze Alternative Programs and A ctivities

Develop or Revise Programs and /! ctivities

Develop Program Actounting and Budgeting - Provide-Consiltative

Procedures
Establish 33@82&
Evaluate Achieveinent of Objectives
Report to the Public .
Evaluate S vﬁd:_ and Revise

f
{
/
{
{
{
!
/

)
—

.

POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS

State Legislature/Governor

State Department of Education

State Board of Education

hon& School Board

OoE::::Q Members and Groups { including
Parents)

Citizens’ Committees

Local School Superintendent

District Administrators and m:%?._: sors

v::misw.

Teachers

Students

Teacher Organizations

Other School-Related Organizations

Consultants

M !

)
™

TYPE QF PARTICIPATION
Adwse .
Approve, Authorize or Mandate.

Training Services

o
Provide Funding
Provide Information or Data

Responsible for Day-to-Day 013&8:
Recommend

Supervise (or Control, Evaluate, Enforce)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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At each workshop, the participarits voted.
» on which role they would play and with
which component théy would deal. Some
random comments, as the groups played
their roles: .
\Parents and other lay citizens are being
¢+ given too much responsibility. They simply
y don’t have the competence to deal with these
matters.” '
“Perhaps not. But they have the money and
the votes.” -
“There should be terminal boundaries for
each of these roles. Everyman an expert is
a lovely ideal, but this is the real world.”

”

“I don’t want state departments having .
that strong a voice in local affairs.”

“But the only experts are on the state
level — and that’s where most of the money
is teo.”

“We should make it compulsory that
legislafors sit on these accountability com-
mittees. They!re so damned dreary that the
legislators would soon lpse their taste for
passing accountability laws.”

“We’re focusing on the rights of the partici-
pants. Let’s look at the responsibilities t00.”s

“The question always is, ‘Who gets hung if
things go wrong?’ "

N
o
IC
A FuiText provided by Eric
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PDQ . ,
(PARABLES, DIVERTISSEAMI s AND QUOTES)
120 ashtrays were set out on tite tables for the :
opening Denver meeting. At its conclusion, 14 had
been used for ashes and butts, and four for scraps
of paper. : :
At one workshop session, there were two smokers
{ female) among 14 particivants. At another, there
was one smoker and one tooth-clenchier of an empty
pipe among 12 participants.
At another . . .. .. W

o

30

ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION

Leaders of this workshop were Dr, John IW.

“ Adams, director of the State Educational
Assessment, Minnesota Department of Edu-

tcation; Dr. J. Robert Coldiron, educational
research associate for the Educational Quality
Assessment, Pennsylvania State Department of
Education; and Judy Haynes, assessment
coordinator for educdtional accountability, .
Florida Department of Education.

The terkshop was designed to allow partici:
pants a general overview of the differing pro-
_cedures used, followed by small group dis-
cussion sessions in which the particular
operations of greatest interest to participants
could be examiyed in greater detail,

The presentations focused on three major
areas 0\n0:ne§. First, what are the basic
objectives of the respective programs: i.c.,
what information is desired about the progress
of which students, and for whoin is the
information intended? Second, what instru-
ments of assessment are used, how are they
selected or developed, and how are they
administered and analyzed? Third, how and

in what form are results disseminated, how is

* the information used, and what is its impact

on various educational agencies?

The workshop was titled “Looking for a
Chameleon,” a billing that came to seem
increasingly appropiiate as the presentations
revealed the striking differences in program
coloration brought about by the differing
backgrounds of eacl state’s assessient goals
and procedures:

Thus, strong contrasts were seen even in
such a seemingly fundamental matter as what
to test for. Forexample, Florida concentrates
on basic skills in reading, writing, and mathe-

matics, whereas Pennsylvania attempts to .

weigh student development not only in the
three R’s but also in a wide spectum of
subjective areas, front “understanding others
to “health habits.” Minnesota, on the other
hand, assesses over a five-year cycle the full

range of subjects in the school curriculum
patterning its program after the National
Assessment of Educational Progress and,
indeed, borrowing liberally from NALEP’s
objectives and exercises.

Similarly, while Florida is moving to
census testing, assessing cach and every

child at given grade levels, Minnesota has

’

Q

a2
™
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adopted a random sampling procedure,

polling students by~age group and reporting

on a regional basis rather thaniby school or
district. v«.::@?.zaz.z. in contrast, assesses 7
by district, with districts participating on a
voluntary basis.

Given such variations, and accompanying
variations in instriyments and reportiag tech-
niques, it was perhaps inevitable that group
discussion centered less on details of particilar
programs than on issues of broader concern,
notably the role — or lack of one — of local
districts in a statewide, state-mandated
assessment prograi:. One participant, for
example expressed concern that state
objectives, as reflected in test items, would
willy-nilly influence local cuwricula~“by
precept,” he said, “if not by prescription.”
Other questions raised included the matter

°

of - public release of assessment results,.
particudarly if in a form to penmit compara-
tive rankings, and the need for followig up
assessment with specific assistance in
strengthening instructiong) programs shown

to be in need of improvement.




fo

_f/
PDQ
(PARABLES, DIVERTISSEMENTS AND QUOTIES)
Three fundamental laws operate in all school
systems that have a focus on accountability, Dr.
Lessinger warned: "
‘Well-known Murphy’s Law:  Anything that can go
wrong will.
*Cusperson’s Law:
butter side down.
*Fottridge’s Law:  The juice of a grapefruit Being
eater” will always find the lnoman eye.

wl

A shee of bread always falls

32
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This workshop was a two-man show staged
by Dr. Thomas H. Fisher, coordinator of
dissemination for the Michigan Department
of Education’s Educational Assessinent
Program, and by Dr. Lrwin P. Bettinghaus,
Chairman of the Departinent of Communi-
cation at Michigun State University.

Dr. Fisher led off witl a brief history of
the genesis and development of Michigan’s
accountability and assessment programns, with
emphasis on the politically volatile issues of
public release of assessment results and the
linkgge of those results to state funding.

This was followed by a frank discussion of
the Michigan Department of Education’s
evolving efforts in disseminating infonnation
on its programs and their results, and particu-
larly of the severe communication problems
encountered along the way — problems which
induced the Department to call in comnumi-
cations experts from Michigan State Univer-
sity to analyze what went wrong, and, even-
tually, to develop for CAP a dissemination
model for educational accountability wlich
would hélp other states avoid similar pit falls.
similar pitfalls. .

Dr. Bettinghaus, who with his colleague
Gerald R. Miller designed the dissemination
model (discussed in the CAP publication
“Keeping the Public-Informed: Accent on
Accountability”), then took the floor to
outline for the workshop participants the
general principles underlying an effective
accountability compnmications program. "~

e

[y

FLEMENTS OF COMMUNICATION

Dr. Bettinghaus defines these as sources.
receivers, channels, and messages — or, who
is talking to whom through what medium
and what are they saying? Some helpful
hints: Don’t assume *official” sources of
information on accountability (¢.g. the state
department of education) are the only
ones — teachers, legislators, and others
talk too . .. In tenns of believability, .
some sources are more equal than others
... . Focus communications efforts on
those “key publics” whose support counts |
most . . .. Keep opinion leaders informed —
they'll spread their opinions anyway . . . . Face-

Q
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to-face commuiiication is most A.\..\fen.:_.ﬁ. in
changing attitudes, but other channels may be
more effective in conveying information . . . .
The news media are most useful in stimulating

R}

interest . . . . Making information available
is important; chanmeling its flow is more-
important . .o Meanings are in ?.c»:ﬁ not
in words.
Ry
Ry AN
. “

BARRIERS TO COMMUNICATION
Since meanings are in people, most barriers

to conumunication stem from awmismatelt be-
tween message ond receiver, Dr.-Bettinglaus
pointed out. For example, people prefer neth
messages to'jibe with information and attitudes
they already hold, and will strive for this bal-
ance — if necessary, by distorting or rejecting
ontright the intruding message. A series of
messages may be needed to bring about con-
sistency between the intended message and
its meaning. Similarly, there may be a dis-
crepancy between the organizational network
througlt which messages are framed and the

o commuunication network through which they
are actually conveyed: A state departmeut

< of education may assume its high place in
the education lhicrarchy assures its messages
will be received, whereas in fact it is the
teacher who is the most influential element

4
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. public. Or, messages may go astray because but to elicit a response in the receivers ~

. : in communicating with the concerned effort is not to produce and deliver messages %)
they fail to answer for the people most though the nature of the desjred response, and

4

. ‘nwolved (e.g., the teaclrer) the all-important therefore of the message, may differ from tine
. question, “What’s in it for me?”” to time and hearer to hearer. Messages can be )
. _— . i . tailored to: increase a particidar public’s aware-
‘ BRINGING ABOUT SOCIAL CHANGE | ness of the accountability program: change ( for
. Dr. Bettinghans likened the ~.v~x.02..,..,. of the better) people’s attitudes toward the pro-
‘ winnnig support for :mﬁo.::g?.:% programs gram; bring about compliance with the pro-
. . _ tothe classic — and classically successful - gram’s requirements; enlist support for the
- . . a..\.\01~~c cﬂ.:h about the ::.lowmtzil use of program. i
‘ ’ id see rr “So s A~ e
> \ : hybrid seed conu . ... . I'rom the floor: “So EVALUATING COMMUNICATION EFFORTS
s . ::ch we need an educational accountability . g . ey
, . . Dr. Bettinghaus’s advice: Do it. Feedback s
: . extension systein, with a county agent for : A
. . C e ¢ gathered along the way should be supplemented
cvery schoot district. & . A
o . . by a formal effort to judge whether the com-
COMMUNICATION OBJECTIVES munication program had the desired effects —
) The principal aim of any conmunication and if not. why not.
rd
34 ‘ . . .
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Having met and heard and spoken, the par-
ticipants regathered to discuss what the
REACT conferences had been about and what
they had acliieved. :

Dr. Broduder, who had opened botl con-
ferences at Tampa and at Denver witly an over-
view of accountability, led the closing sessions
of critique and summary. In free give-and-
take, a number of areas stood out prominently.

k-4
NATURIE OF THE CONIFERENCE .

It was widely agreed that the conferences
were largely informatiorrgiving. People, for
the most part, listened and absorbed: many
thought they had not much opportunity to
inter-act.

Some viewed this as a fault. Others took tie
position that this was a natural consequence
of the purpose of the conference. When
people gather to deal ith techniques, they

" pointed out, they nust hear about those tech-
niques from those who have invented or util-
ized them. The logicalmeyt step, they said,
was to apply those rechniques back home
cither as they were described, or modified to
meet local conditions.

This “local conditions” aspect came up in
another vein, with a number 0‘\.“3 erences to

the prominence of State educational agencies
in the conferences. Again, some said this crit-
ically, declaring that the local school is where
the action is. And again, others noted it as a
logical consequence of the fact that some
states have indeed taken the lead in account-
ability. Agreeing that the local district —
more, the local school 9:.5_.:% — was where
most of the action had to be. they described
_the state-level invdlvement as the body of ex-
perience whicl should lelp guide local action.
ACCEPTANCE OF ACCOUNTABILITY

There was wide-scale agreement that a
commion acceptance of the basic nature of
accountability had been achieved. Of course,
debate continned on specifics — but there was
little voiced opposition to the proposition that
accornntability meant, at least, defining what
was to be accomplished; measuring how well
it had been accomplished and what the costs
were; and reporting on both.

Statements on-this matter made in the
closing session included the following:

- Tlie role of parents in drawing np goals
remains controversial. Ou the one hand their
participation was described as fundamental:
on the other it was described as ill-informed.

;‘"'},
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- THEYTHOUGHT... .

e\

* There was, perhaps, too much m:ﬁr&&
on rights and not enough on responsibilities.
- . * Equally, there was too much emphasis on
o - the effect accountability might have on the

. individual in his own role (teacher, parent;

. whatever) and too little on the global aspects
of accountability. :
. - ¥ But — importantly — accountability is
essentially negotiable. : ) .
. * There is danger that becoming expert at-
easuring how things are now will lock people
tod¥long’into the “‘now” process — perhaps
closing an avenue to changes that should be
made for the Yuture. (In this connection, a
. « . participant noted that the children for whom
. : accountability decisions are being made now
C . " will become the decision-makers themselves
at about the tur of the century; and that the
quality of their judgments then will relate di-
rectly to the quality of the accountability
judgments being made now.)

* There is less tendency now than there was
in the beginning to look on legislators as the
natural enemy;less tendency — though still a

- . a signal of attack on the educational establish-
ment. In the words of dne participant: “Ac-

~

. good deal — to look at any interest in costs as -

- 8
L . %

countability is more glamorous to the tax-

payer‘and the legislator than to the educator
-for just that reason — there is a chance of
savirtg-money, or of spending it more wisely. .
Perhaps if the.educator worried more about

getting more for the money, the taxpayer g
would worry less.” -

* Participants were impressed with a central .
theme of one workshop: The meaning is in .
people, not in words.
o

SUMMARY COMMENTS ’ 2 ,
. 7 Several truncated closing comments that
tried to capsulize the conferences:

* Where funds flow, things happen.

* Accountability is.here to stay.

* Techniques have been developed: they
await perfecting.

* When accountability reaches the local
school building, education has a chance of be-
coming exciting.

* The conference added to participants’
individual sense of growth and development.
Like any learning experience, the growth can
slip away unless soon sorted out and put into
action. The key question is this: What will I do
differently now?

IC
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