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The first system of unilateral "accountablllty I

know about was one imposed on the royal physicians of ancient
@

Egypt. When evil splrlts entered the head of a Pharaoh v

»

Lad

the royal physician was charged with opening the Pharaoh's ‘

4

head to let the pressure out. If the Pharaoh died, which:

as you may predict was not infrequent, the operating
_wéhysician was held accountagle and entombed with him.

While anthropological evidence exists th;t some of
thése operatlons were quccessful, the condltlons at the time
were such that the llfO span of the phy5101ans tegded to
match those of their patients. I imagine that there was
some reluctance on the part of practionerg/of the medical
arts to accept royal, commissions, as the "job often proved.
fatal.

mhe notion that compensation should be based. on

student attainment dates back to the 15th century when

o

students enacted statutes }eouiring professois to start
their l>ctures at the beginning of the book, covexr each
section:® scqucntlally, and complcte the book by the end of
the term. If the professor did notfaccpmpllsh this he had - ®
to forfeit part of a fund which he himself deposited at the
beginning of the: year

R .y, textbooks on testing publlshed in the 1920 S,
abound with refercnccs to standardized achievement tests as proper
indicators of dffcctivenpgs of a school and even é teacher's’

“

effectiveness.




The users of the term éc?ountability today tené to
equate the"educational accountability'procéss with the type
of engineering proceus that applies \to 1ndustr1al~productlon

While the comparison may: ‘be useful up to a p01nt, it |

can_be seriously misleading. Education“has to do with raw
£

materials, but unlike manufacturing, we seek to develop a

»

product which is rich in its variety and performqnce.' Thus, -

the way in which we define the end product can influence

su~cess or fa:lure .

We in New York City, prefer to redeflne accountablllty
N

in terms we could live with both educatlgnally and politi-

-

cally.

-

v Abonut 6 years agé, in 19692, an accountability preweedt

clause was agreed to by the Board c¢f Iducation and the

’

United Federation of Teachers. Thg;agreement reads:
: The Board of Education' and the Union recognize
that the major problem of our school system is
'‘the failurc to educate all of our studernts and tlie |
massive academic retardation which exists e;pe~
cially zmong minority group students. The Board
"and tke Union therefore agree to join in an effort,
. in cooperation with universities, community school
boards énd parent organizations, to seek solutions
to this major problem and to develdb objective
criteria of professional adcountabiiity.

Pursuant to the clause, the Board of Education and

UFT established a NYC Committee on Accountability. Recognizing

\ - -




that there .is llttle chancc for an, accouniablllty plan to
become operable unless all ‘the participants see somethlng '
in it for themselves, membexrship on the commlttce was drawn
from top ranklng officials from UFT, CSA Unlted Parents
AssocJatlon, Communlty School Boarﬁs and CUNY. .

Several natlonally known consultdnts were. 1nv1ted to

" submit proposals.' The major plans submitted to us in-

» . cluded modern input-output oriented management sthemes, o

external dvaluation schemes which could: then be

-

X

1nst1tutlonallzed des1gns lnvolv1ng performance contractlng

-
\ IS

with reward-incentives from outside agenc1es, and the
establishment of alternate educational systems either through
vouchers or decentrallzed communlty control Most of the

models suggested wére oascd on the, assumptlon that what is

really wrong with the schools is the ineffective teachcrs

3

in them, and what is needed is' a punitive system to change

this condition. This-system, $hould rely on pupil measurement

-which would be linked to teachexr performance. Subsequently, 5 blans
were reviewed by a wide audiehce and after considerabl ‘

deliberation a plah submitted by 'the Education Testing”

v

. 1 :
Service was accepted by the committee as the most viable

proposal .- _ N\ : .

We felt that -the concept of accountability envisioned
« .4t

o by the late Henry Dyer and nurtured by Fred McDonald and

Garli A. Forehand of ETS, with its problem solvfng rather ‘ ?

_than a punitive approach, held the most promise for identifying

: J . s .
and eventually removing the causes for educational deficienclies.

¥
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. The basic pringiple as stated in the plan is as

‘

follows:- ' A . ~

[ L. ~ .
5 < *

The public, through different institutions

R ) " and systems, licenses educators to provide
a service to the public's children.” The’ edu- <

- < B ~

. :

cators assume the responsibility for providing

this service, and are accountable for delivering

.

this service and for its quality. The quality . -

«y @

of this service is measured by -i;ts consequences;

when these consequences are undesirable the

persons’ who are responsible for this, system and
5 ’ - *

its_services are accountable for changing the ol

o

system and its services so that the undesirable

~
-
.
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consequences are removed . . . . In essence,
then, accountability means that individuals in
. ) »

the schoolﬂéystem~and the system as a wholec must

(2 ‘\

M +

take effective action.

The design itself describes a set of procedures

4

which will furnish data dn students' achievement so that ;
judgments about the adequacy, of their performance can be

_made, provides a way of analyzing the causes of deficiencies
in the student's performance, and finally, proposes reccom-—

/7

mendations for ‘taking corrective action which‘will remove =« .

LI B

these deficiencies.
3 . AN .
At a later point the conscque.c .s.of the corrective
]

action will be evaluated. Under the plan roles and respon- ' ot

sibilities for implementation are clearly defined. ’ ’

<




‘However, other measures come into play:

. ‘Minimum standards. §‘ s coT

v Under the plan it is the responsibifity of the
- Chancellor- of the:city's schools to establish citywide
minimum standards wkich apply to all 'students and all

3

school's in the city in the selected goal areas. In
detefmining these standards the Chancellor will consult

with the Advisory Committes on Acoountability, teachers

ahd administratofs, and the technical staff of the account-
ability program (I should point out here that the

accountability plan will initially focus on the area, of
"
reading.) ‘ ’ ¢ ‘ v

a

.The Student Doveloément'lndex

& ) '
This device will give us another measure of school:

effectivoness It is designed to measure the relative

3

achicvement of studonts against some starting point. Tni;
means that instead of measuring students in absolute terms,

as in minimum pcrformance standards, the student' ; achicvement
is’ judged against the achievement level at which he began.

The relative gain is reﬁerrcd to as the SDI. It is a

)

longitudinal measuré since it takes into account where a
school s students began ‘and how they developed over time.

The measure of what is considered a desirable development
4 .

level is determined by statistical analysis.

v 7

The "student development index" and the minimum

standards level give us two measures of schopl achievement.
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The first is a(gelqtive measure and the secord is a more
' absolute measure. Insorder *to be performing aqceptabli a . , -
school must prcovide both a minimum performance level and
a positive, or at least ‘neutral, studeht development index.
Kt this time it might be helpful to say a few words . -
7regarding our organizatioﬁus ideas about the use of tes£s.
"We recognize that the vélue of Ouf accountaﬁility pkgn will

certainly be questioned because it makes use of these tests.

We have questions too, but unlike the :NEA, which looks

4

askance at these measures, we real;ze the limited choices
we have to make. We could say that.all tests are bad
and, therefore, any educational decisions méde based on
such measures are suspect at best. Of course, the publié
could then impmediately accuse us of being frightened of
any measurement, but go on using tests and making their
decisions without us. .

- ) . One high-level, state official said the hope is
that the test results will fo;ce a school to do better because
of presédre from the parents. Publication of district test
results and parents' reactions appear to féllow this l9gic.' s
But we* oppose tgis tactic. In the long run such assaults

‘ N B

.upon the-teachers and schools are likely to force educators
into .a very defensive posture and cause ﬁhem to concentrate

on public relations rather than on developing‘educational

~ programs based on information obtained by tests.

Instead, our organization has chosen to approve the

&




- use of test§, participate in studies of tests and encourage *
: h .

- ] - “ . - ! . \ N s

the development of new and better ways of making educational
- . . . . v . ‘/ A

assessments, Meantime, we intend to establish safeguards

L 4

. on how wesare going to use, tests. Natnrally, we would -

oppose any efforts to measure Leacher competence by pupll

performance or accept'%erformance of puplls on these tests

as the only measure of achiévem%nt.

@ - -«

While the role of tests is_subject to question,” the

determination of minimum performance standards, and the
development of an SDI will certaiﬁlyﬂyield'éignificant

information. However, measures of inadeguate or unacceptable
7 = «

-,

perfqormance do not remgve their causes. " That is why the
third step--the .enumeration of varlables——be”omes Daramount

o s -~

for the collection of another kind o% data. Edgcators are

L] » * - -

well aware that'theregare many . identifiable facters which

e

‘ * ¥ /., . - . . o ,
affect instruction and’ learning that are neither quantifiable: .-,
' - % ~- . qn . LI
nor indeed measurable. These process variables, as they are

called in LhC plan, fall into. five catcgorlcs. characteristics
. » .
of the school s staff? program and fac111t1es, characterlstlcs

of the puprls and characteristics of the community. The’ .

4

accountabiiity plan will attempt to analyze the relationships A
betﬁeen_these proces§ varraples hnd‘relate them to a positive

or negative‘SDI. By looking at the data collection and

separatgng ott the different veriaﬁles, we'll be able to find '

out why somo schools are _doing better than others:though they

may be opcratJng under similar sbcior economlc conditions. .




¥
Flndlng corrclatlons w1rl,adm1tted1y be a ‘fionumental task.’

-

- S Becauqe of the 1nterdcpendencc'of theee varlables, some .\;i )
. i l’u y

‘ KD

will .be dlsrcgardtd as-having littlé to do W1tH the com-

—
ponents of learnlng" Indeed, much w1ll be learned from a

y

51mplc trial ahd error procedure. Of 1mportance is the

- .

cyclical nature of the plan,. that is, data akxe constantly

<

.

"being collected, proccss variables are contlnually being

'examlned, and, based c¢n the informationg the Lhﬁrd and

- LY

’

- " ® - -
The next -and most impgrtant phase of the accounTabidity

- plan, and where we believe our plan to be superior to those

i

previously ‘devised, is'its corrective. action combonent.
” ’ - . .
. >
. Each schoof and district involved in' the plan will set up .
- : a planning and operaticns committee which includes teacher

representatives. This committee will, with the help of the

. . . . v ) vy . »
i . technical -staff operating at the Board of Education, develop
s * :
. a corrective action plan which clearly outlines goals, s

.
-

. ‘programs fpf action and responsibilities of the parties in-

Tlte corrective

o

. volved. action plans must address themselves

to eliminatirng negative student developnent indices; bringing
schools up to minimum standards, and they must consider the
. N i, , * A * N

. L . . - .
cor;elatlons of process variables with positive performances

in both these areas.

A plarining and'operat}ons committee will also exist
at the dlqtrlct levcl and thls group will review the plans
VL dcyeloped:hy the school .committees. The’ dlstrlct committees
will feport-in'turﬁ to the Chanc¢ellor and his advlsory .

Q - . ' L4

10

) . ) : i 9
1mportant final step, corrective action is heing 'designed, *

v
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eommlttee It is th?frole of the Advisory Commlttee on

'ACcountablllty and the Chancellor - con51der system—w1de
|’ ‘ \

K‘ {'fi « plans and prlorntits . All of the varlous cdrrective ’
’ ". - 'S - -
R N action plans at all levéls w1ll be madc(pu:llc.
* < Y &» » o .'
B All corxredétive acLlon plans are to-be presented in
t ] L &)

terms of two‘bptlons~ wyat wmll happen\lf addlhional funds,

are made avallable and‘@hat will take’ place if no. addltlonal

. monres are forthcomlng This means that the issue of .

dollars may become crltlcal and cannot’ be 1gnored

& . . ¢
: What happens if a corrective action results in a.
1] -

contracL v1olatlon oxr is based on an assumpﬁlon that ﬁéachers v

%

find objectionable? The unlon w1ll certalnly insist upon
o . *

o
- -~
* W

"teachers! rights belng protected If changes are'recommended
. whlch we belleve have merit glven our support of® the*plan,

then approprlate compensatlons will have to be made or we

% -

nay, havc to be negotlatcd with or just simply asked about

any changes that affect our members. -

" )

2 -, Predlctably, all of this accountablllty plannlng dld

not taLe place without a great many “trials ‘and Lrlbulatlons While-

¢

: thocgommlttce was calllng in experts and - meetlng, a new, and

unfortunately anti-teacher Chancellor was appointed to lead

~ the New York City school system. Unilaterally, he added

representation from a number of anti-teacher* groups to the

?

committee. " . . oo

r .
Since%the developiient of the accountability plan was

—

a contractual mattoer that“requircd“our involvement, :and since

we had not bccn con sul ted regardlng the new additions, we

wy 1
.

11 :
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withdrew from participation, in the work of the committee. 3

. ) . '

It soon bedame evident that the comhittee coulkd do nothing

,without us. We flnally reached agreement with the Chancellor

that addltlonal groups could be added to the ‘conmittee to . v
-‘a . A

balance out-both the nature of the representation and ' \

L4
< M .

points of wview involved. Since we had the most professional

. & N " o
expertlse of any or the groups,on the ‘committee, we were " B

- 1,' : .

able to maintain a very strong voice in .the decisions. It .

' Y ”

" was our ‘view of a research emphasis over a performance ' v

measurement emphasis thai prevaile&. . ) .. L ) .
v ) - ﬂ 1 » R

A

To summarlze thus f&r, since education is' the reSponsr— .

bility of the school systemm the entire organization must be TN e
- ﬂ‘ .
looked at. The accountabillty systém must have a problem-, ) .
v . Y . -
. . ] . = . ‘ .
solving rather than a punitive approach with'cor@ectiveﬁaction' -

L ¢ S

strategies/being included.. This system-df accopntability.,

-
< -~ w2

assumes that educators are adaptable and tralnable and are .o

¢ -,
. ) » . o
able to deliver or. those areas of education which are thelﬁ B .
: i =y . - . ' ,‘»\‘,
responsibility. ™ . S T N
- . ’ .
Perhaps you are wonderlng about our organlzatlon s ‘ , oA
v PRES LI y *

fteasons for agreelng to part1c1pate in such a study in the -
’ . Lo
first place. I would like to explain. As you well know», a

.

for several years now educatlon has been under serlous attack
. .
both from the lcft and from the rlght Public off1c1als and “.

¥ L4

the takpayer have selzed upon ‘the £1nd1ngs in the Ccleman

report and Jench's recent book, Ineguallty as proof that .

sch8ol makes little dlfference. The ‘argument goes something .
. . - “ ' » N 4
like this: since socio-economic conditions of the family

»

N ., A o
* ¢ . .12 ¢ ¥ -
. A Y N *
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_l}..

* seem to play.¥he largest role in the .development of the

, e C S ) . .
child and since schools don't seem to count for any signifi- .

cant change; let's stop throwing away our money. In this ¥
time of taxpayer revolt, public ofﬁ}pialsahave seized upon
this dialectic and have used it to abrogate their respon- .

1 .

s1b111ty by sharply cuttlng educatlonal appropriations.

\
And educatlon, never a hlgh priority in the\hist of times,

\
has \been denegrated to an even lower position\in the funding
\ . .

"\
hiecarchy. , - :

As thegyost visible recipient of public monies ~ .
.teachexs are in aﬁﬁext;emely dangerous position: Since e
v salaries make'upﬂtho largest portion of the school budgetpi, ’ :

and schools don't cure all soc1al 1lls,.let s get rid of .. = G T
the teacherv And thaL is ewactjy what 1s happening axround '
thc countly today. . N . ‘ T

What caii we as tecachers do? We recognize that some | . .

¢ ;
-t of what our crltlc say is probably true--that the 1nfluence ‘

. -

of the family is the greater dotermlneroof a child's intel-

lectual developnent. However, nobody has really ever

\

\measurcd the full influence of an cffective school. .o ’ {ﬂ

LN ¢ ‘
'Y ///f/g;%? we know what makes schools better--smaller classes;
.

.\ - o
adequate support scrvices, paraprofessionals, adequate ‘resources.
The list is endlaess. The erities who control the pursestrings

‘tell us, "that's your opinion, and it's within your own self-

‘ inte}eStsto hold that opinion." We, as ap organization felt

. >

that even though we think we know what makes for effective

o o

*
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education, our opinion woudd not convince public officials
o who'want to find cheap ways to provide services to kids

«.who don't vote anyway. We were convinced that by participating

in a research-oriented, problem-solving study, we could find
ont what in-school factors make for effective 1eafning.
We understand the risk-taking in such an enterprise,

» but with various education schools,ﬂbureaucréts and businessmen

. coming ub with a myriad of simplistic schemes to look at

-

- . education, like performance contracting vouchers and competency-
« + . based teacher education, we must be in a strong enough

position to prove what makes learning happen.

-

Y e e e .

e o e e _____._—e___a..«__._.

—l : Unless accountablllty is to remaln merely a concept
. /} -
never to be:successfully implemented, accountablllty systems

d

- must be desmgned Yet, de51gns canflot be made 1n a vacuum.

s The one group which has the most to contribute’ to such des:gns,
if only for the ﬁecessary_enrichment‘of.conceptual models, is ’
that of -teacher oxrganizations. i

But many, small, lodal teacher organizations have neither

-

- the cloyt nor the sole responsibility for designing account-

- A

ability systems. So, there appear to be two choices:

.Systems will be designed by those who have the

’ responsibility without the cqntributions of teacher

‘ organizations, in which case the concept will fail .

from a) a lack of reality and relevance and,’ b) the

resistance of practicing educators.

A
~ .

+The inputs of teacher'erganizat&one will be solicited

- -

o and incorporated into the &esign of accountability .

14

ot
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systems, in which case realistic and workable concepts

will evolve, thus attracting the support of practitioners

and. others.

It is‘our fervent hopsrthat the latter course of action
is adopted by all school systems entertaining accountability
systems.

Meanwh%le, what is the state ofﬂthe‘scene? Teachers,
of course, are very cynicai now. We question whether we
can’be expéctéd to ascept accounrabiiity schemes while thsre

is a larger issue here. Public education is rotting in its

most basic foundation for lack. of proper funding. ' We are

.

- faced with a severely dlmlnlshed level of flnanc1al support

[ VU SR

during a period of serious economic inflation. Schools and

*~

colleges are being overcome by the limitations imposed on

>

them hy a climate of financial paucity, whlch keeps:. class

size 1mposs1bly high, ellmrnates periods from the teaching

-\

day, reduces support programs, reduces counseling ta an

absurdity, creates shortages of‘supplies, textbooks, library
materials, allows criminal deterioration in school plants >
and, in general, thwarts the most conscientious effarts td e

.

make improvements. Who, indeed, is accountable for all thatf

Under plague conditions doctors are considered saints if they

.

> * N
manage to save soéme.lives. Teachers, on the other hand, are

‘obliged to assume a responsibility that truly Tests in other

hrands. ' o

~ ~

‘ ““We see the joint and immediate tasks of the
Accountability Committee as: 1) to pressure the Board to
P

-
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continue funding of the plan and, 2) to nrovide'infor—
mation on the plan to teachers, parents, administrators and:
~ school board members——so'that there is a complete under-
standing of the program and our commitment to work together.
The plan had already begun with the collection'of
R \ data in each of 2 schools in New York City's 32 districts
when dlsastcr struck in the form of the financial crunch
which hit our city and has crippled our schools. The

> : accountability plan has undergone severe restrictions of
' o

funding which make it virtually impossible to collect data

meaas. Interviews, case studies-and other on-site data
collection techniques are expensive and time consuyming.
Thercfore, we will probably have to opt for some, easily
obtainable, gquantitative measures, probably inxthc form‘
v of some already existing test rcsults and accumulatcd data
Then toq, budget cuts have resulted in the loss of -

thousands of teachers, and other educational personnel and

have had 'the effect of severely constricting programs,

Ll

* “pressuring the curriculum and limiting choices and oppoxr-

tunities. Classes and services and programs which have

’s

~ prev1ously permltted some degree of effective education have

.dlsappearcd——they no longer exist as a source Wthh Wlll

»

produce meanlngful process varlables or from which meanlngful

corrective action plans can be drawn.
' 4

At the request of the Accountability Committee, the

\ ) director, Charles Schoenhaut, has gone the RFP and foundation

EG‘ | 16‘ l




by coercion--would significantly seem to have serious
-4

=15~
route in order to .obtain ﬁund;ng. Several foundations have
been approached and tgére are encouraging signs.
It is interesting to note, héwever, a fecent happening
;hich demonstrates the Accountability Committee's commitment.
to the original researcﬁ design. A well known foundation
which wé’approgched considered funding a portion 'of the plgﬁ

under its terms. We would have to agree to modify, the

., proposal and field test the entire,process on a smallex scale--

in two districts, for example. Although we recognized the

value of the field testing, we turned down fpe offer for

<

V'tyg reasons. - First, it was- felt-that-limiting the field

[

test would not yield enough corrective action strategies

-
-

which %ould,@éveﬁapplicatién in other districgts. . Second,
how a district would be chosen--either by volunteering or
implications, as to the outcome of the study. Since we had

spent 7 years formulating a plan'we could live with both

educationally and politically, the committee-decided

unanimously ﬁo politely decline the offer of a watered-down

version of the original design.

In suﬁmary, it is our belief that qccouﬁtability

can best be achicved by a system of collective bargaining which

~ a

makes the entirc system responsible for those things it

can chaﬁge, allows the professionia strong voite -ih

decisions pertaining to the conditions under which the
] . L3Y

practioners function, and assigns responsibilities to the

agcents of the public who deal with the needs of the .

classroom where, after all, education has its focus.

17




