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X “Educé&iqpal Accountabilitye-Géod‘News and Bad News' was
originally presenteﬁ as an address t6 the Nitional Forum on
Educational A;countability meeting in Denver, Cg§orado May 8-9,

' 1975. The theme of that 'f':onfeéerie,e and of this Bulletin |
‘ : rekleég—the growing concern of educators and publics across
- the countryafbr.increased accountability in education.\
"Educational Accoﬁnfﬁbility—-Good News and Bad News" pro- v A
vides a hist:rical framework from which to view the account-

ability movement, raises questions regarding accountgbil;ty
) 1ﬁ ‘education, and proQides perspectivég from which to view
AN fhe future of accountability in education.

Kenneth A. Erickson

Executive Secretary
Oregon School Study Council
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 EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY--GOOD NEwg)AND BAD NEWS

,:Where did it all begin? Five years ago, few people

<

.would have predicted that educational accountability would
(occupy a central position on the €ducational stage of the
mid—'7d's. Some attribute all of the furor, debate; and

! " thousands of writings regardi:é accountability to Leon
Lessinger, now Dean of gg;\échool of Equcation at thq Univer-
sity of South Carolina. Often referred to-as "the father of
accountability," Dr,. LéSsinger was perhaps the first to '

articulate th{g concept a few years ago while he served in '
the U.-S. Office of Education. But many educators'have been ot
quick_to pdint out that while the term may bé a recent one to

the éducational Jjargon, accountabiiity has, in fact, been

with us for some time. \

In early da§s it was not uncommon for a'teacher‘to re-

ceive his/her room and board from parents in exchange for™

teaching their children. The teacher shifted his residency ‘

periodically-from family to fémily and was always under

scrutiny. It wdé'a simple accountability cycle. A single

family or several families acting collectivel; would retain

a teacher to give‘instruction to the offspring. The deter-~

minatiop of the program, the presentation of the curriculum,

and the evaluation of Epé learning took place in a simple and

direct manner. B /
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But the circle grew and became more complex. The number
of participants increased. A ‘teacher Joined with other teach-

ers, A head teacher emerged and-fina11y~a leader called a

° ]

"principal." As the studert numbers gréw, a superintendent

was hired and local school board members began to serve as
R N . .
representatives of all the parents of the community. Even-.
. > .o
tually, states formed state boards of education and state

.
departments, while federal agencies, HEW and USOE, also came

.

into ‘the picture. The system has become a gigantic one that

, has become entwined with employee organizations such as the
a . \

Natjional Education Association, the American Federation of

Teachers, and the American ASsociation of School Administra-

tors, as well as the PTA, National School Boards Association,

o

w

and special interest groups such as American Education»ReQ
search Association, Association for Supervision and Curricu-
lum Development, and mény others. Many'peoplg call it a
sophisticated-delivery system. Some are f;s;’kind, cgiling
it, Oarioﬁsly, a self—perpekuating system, a complex syStem"
‘that feeds on 1tself and has forgotten its‘purpose,;a mon-~
strosity, a dollér;eating'bureaucracy, an alien: unfriendly
environment. _

So from the early days of a rather tight-knit parent/
teacher/student cycle operating close to tpe family unit,

education is now.a major societal effort involving approxi-

mately 18,000 school districts, 2 million teachers, and 45 -

2




‘million public school students. The direct, simpie account-
ability process ol the early years perhaps has not been lost, ,
but it's safe to say that the process has been buried in an
organizatibnal maze until recent years when Lessinger and
others have begun suggesfing that accountability is a concept
that educators must address or face further loss of credibility
with the public. ' ,,

Thus began our '"era of accountability'"--a period of time
when the basic purposes of edﬁcation are being examined,
assumptions p;evidusly accepted are being tested and the
educatio;—gqmmunity.and the public at large abpear to have
come to qt least a mild confrontation‘in most parfs of the
countfy Accountability has at times seemed almost like the
harbinger of conflict and disruption than the vehicle for
unity and improved student learning, as many of us inveduca—
tion had hoped. To some of us, accountability is a loaded -
but rather si@plé sequence involvin%,angwersvto at least four
basic questions regarding our educational programs:

Where are we going? o

ﬁﬁow do we gef there?

How do we judge our progress?

How do we report our progress?

As a:college professor, I began looking at our adminis-
trative bsebaration programs in this light. Later, as a
deputy éuperintendent, i sought to apply these questions to
the day-to-day operation of a school district of 35,000

3
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students, and for the Iact two years have found this sequence
to have meaning in approdching the planning responsibilities
of a Chief State School Officer in a otate having over half a
million students amd expenditureo of 300~-400 nillion dollars
annually. I say these things to let you know "where I'm
coming from" in viewing the events of the last few years,

We are all concerned with the educational endeavors of
our countrv and sensitive to the develdpments in tniq arena.
Many of us have been personally 1nvo]ved in some phase of an
accountability thrust. To give a. cémmon base for discussion,
let us review some of the developments in accountability over
the last five years.

1Y
It was at the federal level that Dr. Lessinger first

approached the need for an accountability process, and the

-

influence there would appear to be substantial. Most federal
programs require specification of objectives, activities de-
sipned to achieve these ends, an evaluation plan, and a
nabortinp procedure. Certain programs also call for heavy
parcntal involvement In addition, on-site performance- -type
audits are employed in some bf the titles of ESEA (Elementary

and Secondary Education Act). The federal commitment to

accountability is a deep one, and one that is due to increase

- and become even more refined. There has been criticism

}

voiced by some that the process--because of the magnitude of
ey

the effort and the demanding timelines provided for in the

legislation and the regulations--has been only superficially
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utilized to in many instances. While' this is probably
. / -~ .

accurate, the federal mandates as they relate to elements of

"accBuntability have probably done more to sensitize educators

to a systematic way of ﬁdoking at a project than .any other
single stimulus in the country.

. Commissioner Bell has indicated great support’for‘the
accountability process and advocated use of MBO—-Manage?ent\
by'ObJectives-—as a managément system thaf'provides a ''road
map" fbr a local district and one that can be a Source of

momentum- to local school improvement. With this kind of

ksupport Ifn the U. 8. Office of Eddcation, coupled'with the

 obvious Congressional interest, it is difficult to see any

reduction in the accountability emphasis from Washington. 1In

fact, at this level we may see a heightened stress on account-
ability components. ¥ . :
At the state level, a great variatidn in approach can be
seen. Through 1974 approximately 30 stétes had enacted some
type of legislation. Others had providéd for accountability
through rules/regulations adopted by s;éte boards of eguca-
tion. In some instances states have approached aécountability
through sta;e asssssment programs, perisonnel evaluation pro-
grams, accreditation, a comprehensive syétem involviﬁg all

of the accountability elements, or an approach such as PPBS

which ties the planning and programming to the budget sysfem.

. What are some of the impressions one gets from these programs?

. 1 For example: (a ,

,}\ .




&

.

Pennsylvania has taken an interesting approach involving
the identification of. 10 Goals of Quality Education and
‘th( 1nsLxum(nL4L10n to Judge a dlbtrlct s standing in
PPVde to these goalg along with -some K\}atlve under-
,tdndlnu oI how a district stands in regard bQ\diStrlctb
. having similar resourcgs. This prqgbably«is a unique
undértukLné because of Penn&ylvanij>¢'effort o utilige°
goals oatside of the basic skill areas and to make some
Judgment as to student progress in achieving these goals.
The cdhcﬁ?n might rest in the degree to which disﬁricts
fpl}ow through and utilize such ihformation. b
Florida has placed considerable importance on a State-
wide Assessment Program, an impressive program in termé,
of its emphasis on the .indéividual school results and Fhe
idéﬁtif;cdtion of spegificbobjectives for certain skill
areas at selected grade leyels. While there seems to be
appreciation Worithe testing and measurement.expertise
back of the plan, some cbncerns surface regard{pg the
emphasis on fest results alone 4in certain disciplinary

" | \

areas and on the mechanics of the process.

In Colorado we have gtried the comprehensive approach, ’
That is, each distr;zz\hqs been charged with establish-
ing a-local acccountability committee and with building

a 'system with all of the key accountability concepts.

Much local latitude is allowed .with no state assessment

’
f
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4program involved.

- Michigan has been a key

- L3

o

After four years in operation, the

progr&m seems to have certain recurring problems:

S
“the ierE\gistrict to incorpbrate

routine operation, and 2) the

1)“the difficulty.o
the approach into it
stat?yidé problem of Yrelating a district s identified
goals and objectives tb an implementation and evalua-

tion plan. N\ -

»
tate in terms of the breadth of

the accountability effort \there and in the apparently
strong reaction by the Michigan Education Association
memberehip. The Michigan plean is a‘'well-conceived, six-
step plan to achieve improvemént recommendations fbr

local and state board of education coneideration. Sub-

stantial time and resonrcee went\ into the refinement of

the testing progran, needﬂ’analye 8, and statement of
6bjectiyee. But despite this invegtment, the state be-
came one of the major centers of coRtroversy when the
Michignn Edue{tion Association, with\the support of the
NEA, issued an assessment of the Michigan accountability
plan after'exnmination by'Professors Rivers, House, nnd
Stufflebeam. The able State Superinten ent, John Porter,

a strong‘advocate of the system devdloped, suddenly

L}

found that he was the focus for accountab lity critics

throughout the country, and what’ started with great

2
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~challenges and an ongoing expression of concern'by ' ‘/'

.

Michigan teachers. .
A

One final example should be noted. The New York City

Board of Education’ and the United Pederation of Eeachers

-

negotiated a commitment to develop a profeesional account-~

abiiity effort in cooperation withainst;tntions of higher

education, community school boards,‘and the parent organiza-

tions. An entire accountability plan foldusing at least -]

Y . P
initially ®n reading, mathematics, oral am' vp\i_tten expres-
]

p

.sion, and attendaﬁce was'one plan growing out of this agree- s

i . N !
ment, The plan ig'interesting because of thé detailed proce-
v

dures for organizing the effort, selecting various school . -

.
characteristics to be considered in evaluating the test

data, in phasing in procedures, and in the operational ' .' ]é;»
definition—-namely; that accountability :;\thg acceptance of B
responsibility for consequences. ‘

Through«EETorado's involvemént in the C00perative
Accountabflity Project and the state's own legislatively <
mandated accountabilit§ program, I have haa relatively fre-~ )
quent opportunity to observe the reactions assoeciated with
implemenqation of this process across the country. The .
réactions have been quite diyerse. Let me dwell on some\gfw
the negatives only at this noint to emphasige the challenges .
we face in getting the accountability orocese uhderstgod and

internalized.

J2




of improving the

-of the legislativ

J‘:\\&) ' : . ' o
‘ : [y ) : ’

. Le islatoms haue\séen accountability as a handle tofgetd'

tfng”some,feed jck Jn the system that consumes a major part

Of a state’s~bu'get But tﬁeir optimism has dwindled and

mentation than.._ ected and the developmg%; of obstacles un-

.arly\stages, What might have’ bebn a means .

,foresqgn in the
' A i _
yrélationship'between legislators and educa-

r \
tois. appears now |to have become one more 1nd1cation to some

i — -

and not to‘be fully tru tod o o AN

"imposed on t 5 by the state——another en‘%oachment on local

Q

autonomy,.an ther task not fully understood——aqd rather than

K3

. fseeing 1t as something to help them w1th their decigion— .'

”making, as proponents claim, administrators have often felt

'threatened by)the process and unsure of the ‘mechanics of 1t

-This. s1tuation is complicated by a tendency qﬁ the part of

many school board Mbmbers ‘tol feel that accountab&lity offers
hope forfgettingmhold.of their particular job. They seem to

have come to feel concern about a superintendent and central

+

staff or principals who "can't make the darn system work,'" as

one board member stated recently.

o “ -

™

- - ) ’ . . ¢, iRRm .
Teachers have' had their frustrdtioﬁ% with accountability,

‘,too.- In some cases, accoun}ahility legislation was almost

9

specifically aimed at teachers, a reaction in part'to tenure

_ law frustrations and to the rise in collective bargaining -’

.

-9 ’ . a

skept es that educators are Ufoot draggers”'

\
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agreements.~'Teachers found in too manv instinces that they

2

wére the chief implementors of a system developed w1thout

the1r involvement--a situation a little like 61tt1ng in the
Ve
eye of the hurricane knowing that you are,soon to be pounded

[ -~

o by the windst Teachers'were launched into writing behavioral
objectives, and more objectives, and more objectives, or the
objectives were developed apart_from their classroom-dr ¥
school and became their responsibility to implement as some .

phase of a state assessment pattern. The ‘reaction has been

f\':‘predictable Many teachers have been seen as unw1lling to
'_- _ \accept respons1bility--and be accountable--when the1r voices a
. have been raised to protest the mechanics of such a plan,
;\ ,T} E A further problem has devéloped among local building

and local d1str1ct staffs when the accountability plan has

. zeroed in" off a few of the more measurable d1sc1plines «\Ech\“
» .

as reading and mathemat1cs Teachers in other areas such as

. . Ly
e . v ¢

"home economics,v t; or physical education have not been in- - '
volved; Staffs became split as some teacheérs spent their |
_entire time’on_accountability implementation while‘others were e
leit to. carry on building-wide studies regarding such issues as
discipline, attendance, and schedule changes: N

Even students have become involved-in the movement'and
have been brought 1nto the process .Colorado has mage such

an effort.‘ But too often students.have fel% the impaet only

R S : .
R _ through an ;p/reasing number of tests and through subtle
. oy R
‘maﬁners have experienced a change in curr1culum to reflect

- ' | - 10
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more MEasurable objectives. As a result some hate seen the
threat of a de‘humanizing school experience that is accepted
because’ 1t is more amenable to quaﬁ%ification than to indi- -
v1d%a1 growth. I don' t think this has to be the casé, but it
has to be listed as one of the generalized concerns raised.in
the last few years.: v . -

pther general alarms have been sounded. Long—smoldering ;
concernsvabout the actual sophisticﬁtionvof our testing pro-
grams have surfaced in recent years because of the key role of
evaluation in the accountability process. '"How valid and
reliable are these instruments used to verify growth in_
academic skil;s?” is a*cuestion'heard often now in the‘profes;
sion. | |

If we cannot feel confidence in our measurement of prog-
ress, how far can we go in accountability? And if tnis is a
weakness, what justification'do'proponents_have for suggesting
that staff members can be evaluated on the basis of.student
growth? This is a question that is not being raised in many
states, but is one that rests . naggingly in the minds of. many

-

educators. : : ‘ ~

These concerns appear to be some of 'the major issues and
questions in regard to the accountability movement as it .
stands in 1975 " Some have said this movement will. be replaced
by a growing interest non in alternative schools, or '"options,"
in education, the latter term being my preference. .Some have
seen career education or dropout and retention efforts as

displacing accountability.

11
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Maybe. But even in these movements, acoountability

’

"questlons must be addressed because. they ultlmately come to

I

~have va11d1ty only as they deal with the purposes of educa=

tion. If we cannot answer such bas1c questlons in aécount-

ab111ty, there 1s little hope for the quéstions to be resolved
through another movement. ) .

The copcept:of accountability is too powerful to set
aside. As monstrous as some‘of the problems seem; a way must
be found tolgive direction, purpose, and meaning to eduoatioh.
School ' staffs have too often, consciously or unintended,
avoided facing dialogpe oeer the reasons for their existence:
Let's assume that schools have a respons1b1e role in 5001ety
Who and how should the goals and objectives be established to
reflect individual and societal needs?

Once goals are identified,~how.are these.ends to be
achieved? One of the most challenging and creattve acoount—
ability tasks is to relate the goals and\objectives to a pro-
gram. So who, when, and how"the maphind@y responds to these
objectives beoome critical decisions.

The'judgment as to the progress made is perhaps the most

difficult compénent. How do we evaluate the total impabt of

° ]

t_a’system change without seeming as the blind man touching one

part of the camel? This is a complex phase, but as a o

country tpat reached to the moon, surely we can judge the

Hdevelopment'and growth of an elementary student, although the

effort may bemno less difficult than moon exploration.

12
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. o | .
And finqlly, who should be accountable to whom and for

what? The educational'system is complex., There are many

‘J# actors and many roIeS'to-pertray,-not,jdst.in theﬁactual oo
,delivefyfof instruction 'but in the provisions of facilities,
resources and budget suppont as well as in sensitive and .

\

responsive organizational reaction. -
7 2LVEe

»

.

Can we provide answers t 4these questions? Can we come

to feel that society's educati nal effort is subject to a

rational determination-ﬁf%$urpote planning and evaluation? |

It will be a terrible condemnatie; of our society if we ' )

should determine that we have gi @n birth to a system that
defies analysis. and direction. {xéee this iseue in its

. broadest;sense as'a challenge ta o r'fational powers as well
as tofour ability to control oﬁr owh destiny in part: For/if
we conclede that’the system is beyond our intellectual in-

[

- sight{and beyond rational direction, we'must be willing to

L

scfép*tbe system, 1 dop't think we're at the point of
scrapping it, but educational accountability is certainiz"a

L,
‘major challenge of our time.

13 .
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éfowder, Lesley H., Jr. Who's Afraid of Educational Accj:;t—
abiljty? (A Representative Review of the Literature). Denver:

cation, and a survey of accountability models.

Cooperative Accountability Project,-Colorado State Department
of Education, 1975. 66 pages. ED 108 343 MF $0.76 HC $3.32.
(Also available from SEAR, Wisconsin Department of Public In-
struction, 126 Langdon Street, Madison, Wisconsin 53702.)

Selections in th¥s review of the literature on educational
aCcountability are chosen from-the author's own observations
and individual Jjudgment of what is important and respresenta-
tive. The work offerg an overview of accountability, defini-
tions and concepts, applications of the concept to public edu-

=
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Colorado State Depantment of Education, (Cooperative Account-

ability Project); and Maryland State Department of Education.
Costs of Educational Accpuntability: - A Maryland Exploratory’
Study. Denver; and Baltimore: 1974, 62 pages. ED 102 722
MF $0.76 - HC $3.32, (Also available from SEAR, Wisconsin

- Department of Public Instruction, 126 Langdon Street, Madison,

Wisconsin 53702:) -

An exploratory study of the cost-pricing of educational
accountability components identified four components and con=
structed a survey instrument to obtain material from local
schoeol systems about the costs involved in actually providing
information to decision makers. Smaller school systems, it
is conblgﬁed, will require ddditional aid and technical
assistance, :
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Hngnrd, Eugene R, "Accountability: Who Builds the System
That Works?" Speech given before New York Associatdion for,
Supervision amd Curriculum Development annual meeting, New
York, ‘April 1974, 33 pages. ED 098 680 :MF $0.76 HC $1.95.

In the opinion of this aygthor, it is not necessary that
accountability be imposed from the state level through man-
dates; rather, teachers and administrators at the district
and building levels, with the help of lay citizens, pupils, -
and the board of education, should build accountability
systems that work,

a

Porter, John W. "The Challenge of Education--Accountability
and Local Control," Paper presented at the annual meeting of
the National School Boards Association, Miami Beach, April
1975. 20 pages. ED 106 917 MF $0.76 HC $1.58.

The Michigan Educationil Accountability Model is described
as a means whereby school b ards, teachers, administrators,
students, and parents can gredetermine what they want to do
at any educational level iy any program and how they hope to
get there. . /




