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..+ " =" RONALD R. EDMONDS .../ - | e

Ronald Edmonds 1is a.. lecturer, 1n education at the Harvard Un1verslty

<

~Greouate School of .Education, and Senlot Assistant to the Chancellor for the

Instruction in the New York City Schools. He is- currently- directing the
research proJect‘ Search for Effective Schools: The Identification _and

Analys1s of City Schools that are Instructzonally Effective for Poor Ch11dren.
. Mr. Edmonds prev1ously has been aff111ated w1th the Department of
Public Instruction for the state of Mlchlgan, whére he was responsible for
city schools and desegregat1on assistance; the Ann Arbor Public Schools, where
“he worked on improving racial and~ cultural mteractmn in the school; the
Center for Reésearch on the Ut1}1zat1on of Sc1ent1f1c Knowledge of the Insti-
tute for Social Research, and the Center for Research on Conflict Resolutionm,
at the University of M1ch1gan. In addition, he is a former hrgh school
Amerlcan History’ teacher. -

Mr. Edmonds has done extens1ve research "and writing on the subJects
of effect1ve schools for poor chlldren, desegregation, educat1ongj~equ1ty, and
Black h1story. ) o . . - L
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What I am gozng to try to do in fa1r1y "short order is to talk a little
about- the nature 0f the research that my colleagues and I have been respon31~
ble for at the Un1ver31ty, a major conclusion, some of the methodologies that
we have been using to talk about” the outcomes of the research that NIE has
been supplementzng that goes -to the . characterzstzcs, and some of the efforts~
to' transldte those findings znto a basls for school reform in what 1s, as far
88" I know—~sttll~the“largesthschool~system in the United States. -

a, . . s

-

EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS RESEARCR . =~ ~ - - . R

-

Pl I cime ‘to the Un1vers1ty 1n 1972 and i mention that because Inegualltz
was publlshed in 1972, One of my'first formal contributions to the Un1ver31ty L=
b was -the publlshlng of+a fairly critical discussion of Inequality in the .

i,°, flarvard Education—Review in 1972, . That turned ouf to be s1gn1f1cant because -
" 'in . many respects the cr1t1cxsm,was directed to Carnegie and- the fact that
\~——~Carﬁegre—~wasﬂebezng_,one-szded in sgupporting Inegualltz and -the Mosteller-
Moynxhan reanaly31s of~ the Coleman data and a variety of other thj ngs that

_ had,” from ‘my polnt.of view, .given far more credence‘to—a“single~s1de of an
1mportant questEon that I thought the state of the art .at the time 3ust1f1ed.

2o 1 v -

- The" questzon that g 4t Ehe heart - of this for me is; "In the Untted T
States, what is the interaction bé¥ween pupll performance and famxly back- i ;
hground?"; ‘And if there is an interacdtion, is it a correlation or _is it a -ﬁf;?%ﬁ

causal -interaction? 1 take this to be_ a fairly serious question because if

you: conclude, as does .a good-deal- of- the literature, that family and social
class causes pup1l performance, then the only way to do something about that -
is to intervenme in the nature of the American family, at least those families
whose characteristics we have reservat1ons about. If “you conclude, on the .
other hand, that it 15 merely ‘a correldtion, and that social class- and family -
»'background are not, in- fact, causes of performance,_then you don't have to
intervene in the life of the family. You intervene instead in the nature of - o
the way schools respond to the d1fferent fam111es that they are suppoizd toeer —

~

serve. . oL - . - .

. . v
K - L)

N 1 concluded at the time- that you cosld answer that questzon in a‘Vpry
’ “strarghtforward way, by merely looking to see whether or not there arg,
fact, any schools at all 1n the Unlted States in cities serving stereotypzc l }
pup11 populatlons.zn 1nner cltxes that are _doing for those children what thei
parents ‘want them to do’ when they send ‘them to school; and, that furthermore,x
that . pupil performance as measured on standardized achievement tests demon- \
strates ‘that those chlldren are acquiring school skills sufficient to 31Ve
them very realistic and legztzmate choices about whether or not they choosg to
go on.at. each of these successzve levels of school. ,;¢

A

Wb

— i

— T ° 7

So the research that we organzzed early on, and my_major colleague
in this regard "is Johm Frederiksen, were a set of research actiq}}zes that
were designed to collect data that just allowed us initially toﬁ@nswer the
identification quest1on‘ that is, what do ve need to know aj ﬁ what sort
of analyses do weé need to carry‘%ut in order just to answer the prior question
which is, "Are there in gact schools ‘in American cities that have come ver

l \ N
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close to abohsh:.ng the trad:.t:.onal or conventxonai 1nteractz.on between pup:l.l N o T
, ‘performance; soc1al class and famly background"" S
.. .“.‘, ¥ *\ et - - ] y
) Ve: started that by doing an analysis of all of the schools in the Detroxt,
P M:.chxgan model cities neighborhood because that had the advantage of control<
%~ ling for- income and . socz.al classes. Smce, as you know, there are fairly
0 strx.ct income requ;l.rements for ne1ghborhood eligibility for model cities, the

fact that wve studied all of the schools in the model cities nez.ghborhood in -

. Detroxt mean" that we were study:.ng schools that came fairly close to serving, '

e if not® homogeneous,, then hxghly “similar, at 1east demographxcally similar, ' - o

pup:l.l populat:.ons. . T T T , o A ——

. . (e - 9 . -
U _ We, did end by flndmg that, there were some ° qu1te dramatic achievement,
«—-« d:Lfferences that characterized . those aets of schools. We took -sufficient
& encouragement from that to recogunize the “Iimitations of trying to answer the
. quest:.on that way, that. 1s, obviously. the methodological defects in approach-
- _ing the issue; that. we think that the answer you are offering is too primitive

" to really be persuasx.ve. But™~at leasit the answer was persuasive enough so

Lt hat - we could g0 on."-“T = . . ‘ i .
T Ty - » ~ ) C . . > . - ) . -
RSO The next questxon we- raised for qurselves we‘ht to the. 1sspe, "If Coleman

D and his colleagues had dsed a more sophisticated, a more 1ns:.ghtfu1 or a more
- .2 disiaterested approach to the analysis, even the data that had been collected "
for . the Equahty of Educational Opportunity Survey (EEOS) ‘would they have S

e s mm e

w;tl_:_afsucceeded in 1dent1fy1ng 1nd1v1dual .schools that met the standard of effec-
g . _tiveness that we z.xnposed?" That is one that ‘said we were look:l.ng for schools
o that served a. predomnantly poor pup:.l populatxon and had come very close to
-;—u——» abolishing th:.s 1nteract10n between ach1evement and fam:.ly background. i
‘ . In . fact," we used Jencks . " tapes froxn the EEOS reanalys1s lthat is the

dubstantive basis of Inequality. Since those tapes were in Caxnbrxtdge, we went
to Jencks ‘and his colleagues and obtained the orlg:l.nal EEOSvtapes that»a they
- - had uséd. We started in only the northeast quadrant because g:.ven the.nature CTLE
-~ of the cities and schools that are to be fOund in the northeast§quadrant of B
the United States, t that constituted a sufficient _inquiry for us. We merely - e

R put the quest:l.on' TTUIE you subJected the origimal EEOS data to \an analys:Ls . 7
t2—— that-focused more on. disaggregating the descr:.pt:.ons of social cl»ass “and the o s
“descriptions of ach1evement, vhat results mght you get there?" o 7 S

. ‘,4 ) o

e

Y
.~

'»"k‘_»\ ‘.~ -. _ By thet_ xnost conservatxve estimate we found 55 schools in the northeast
R quadrant that met a fairly rigid standard of ach:.evement with the ach:.evexnent
- requirement being that the _individual school had to-_have—come—very—close—to
L abolisliing your “ability to predict social class on the basis of the examina-

“,ion of achievement data. P : . : - S

s et

- ’,
N . - )

‘ The pain value of the EEOS evaluation was-to determine- whethermon_notw L,
there was some evidence to persuade you that you really ought to. reth1nk the
methodological question, that is the underpiuning . of the way you approach
collecting the .data, and then adalyzing the data. We went on from that.

~ because, again, the answer we got, while we recognized the 11m1tatlons, o o
was suff:.c:.ently encouraging so that it clearly mpl:.ed ‘that we ought to go ' -
on w1th ‘the inquiry:” -~ . . K




~ We  _went: on from there to reth:.nk the whole issue, ourselves. (ne of
. the first. things ve decided to- do was to collect their 1ncomes, social class,
e fam1ly background data., ° :
¥, T e .o
. As you may recall the Coleman social class data der:.ves from what I call .
e . =~ tHe” mfamous or. notorious .nine item scale, - And I don't think that is an¢
' approprz.ate way to collect data. _The Coleman people gave all of the kids - - T

in’ the EEOS survey a ‘single. aheet of paper 'that had nine items omn it == -

1 -

- encyc10ped1a data, daily newspaper-.and_so on; =~ and asked the k:.ds themselves
e. .° to check the number of -those “items. t:hat were in the honme. And’ the .assignment
.of_social class, that ls the underp:.nn g of the EEOS and Inegual:.tz, dérived
from that number of' items the Kids chle\c ed. That is, if they checked that
they had three -of__those ,1tems in the:l.m_home they got assigned -one -social”
class. ..If they checked’ that ‘they had foul, .they got assigned another, social
class and so-on. I don't happen to’ think that is a very sophlstlcated basis :
~ for answerzng an’ 1mportant set of _questions like this, but nevertheless it o e
does, in fact, constitite the prmary underglrdlng of the analysis in the - S
United- ‘States in particular, and the western part in general, of what is =
presumed or suppdsed..to” be the interaction between pupil performance and T
fam:Lly background, . ;

4 . - .

. ag

——— e i e S|

We approached the quest:.on f:.rst by obtaining perm:.ss:l.on to open the-
pup:.l folder. We studied children in grades three through seven inclusive and
decided that we would use the Lans:.ng, Michigan school district as a sort ot a
‘model of the way you really -ought to approach the issue. : . <

®»
"'he pup:.l folder limited us to record for those children the number of

children in the family, the birth order Jf the child that we were record- !
lng data on, the primary language Spoken in the home, the family occupation,
_ the- parentd' occupation, the parents' education and a variety of other data
that You might be able to obtain, We opened every one of thg pupil folders, .
w-a-——_exeept on the children in spec1al ed., and recorded the data to which I
e e - refer. A :

e
v" ko

e e We_.also—recorded the data that revealed' the child's ach:.evement scdre { .
for | every standardized Qtest they had taken sinde they entered the school .

system. "And, of course in the instance of the State of Michigan it meant that

:..~#. there was another body of achievement data that could be added because the .
*, ' state of Michigan keeps annual assessed standardized state based criterion L
- reference achievement batteries in all childrenm in the State of Michigan in P
. the fourth grade and in the seventh grade. —They—give 1t—ear'1y‘1n_fﬁe"§‘ chool e
E"——-~‘—"}'e‘a‘i‘_—s'ﬁ_’:i."t is really a measure of pupil performance remaining essentidlly 1 "
N from the th:.rd grade and the sixth grade. : . oo

. 4 We d1dn t depend on the assessment data, but we did .use the assessment
e - data as a sort of a cross reference to see whether or not the sumimary of
L -_achievement thatywwe had obtained “from the pup:.l folders stood up whenm you
* compgred it to the very substantial indices you got if you added the M:.ch:.gan * . -
assessment data. We did that by send:.ng off the forms, that we had given the .__’_
-people in the school’ districts where we vere doing this, to Iowa City where- ‘
. -the subcontractor for the Michigan assessment test added the assessment data/
7. . . to the ach:.evement data. We already had r‘.’étnoved ‘the pup:Ll s name, substitut e

“
%
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I subsets, to see whether or not we would ever find any school in wbi

_that d;d we . assxgn social classes. ‘We had depé all of that solely for the
: purpose of assxgnxng social classg, because .the question we wanted to ask was
. "What is the interaction between pup11 performanc and the pupil membership in

7_for it a unxque number whxch we had already generated and then sent the form l ‘{f?”
,along to us in- “Cambridge. . —Lﬁf’ ‘ - : - :

(-4
- o~ : ~" LT
W;[‘ T .o

-In Cambrxdge we took the form, wh1ch by then contained the ‘amlly back-

’ground ~data- from- the folder, the achievement data from the folder and the - 11“5:5

achxevemene data from the "Towa tapes on the assessment battery, to the Harvard ~

berary. _ Here, using a very substantial collection’ of the cénsus data and ,,Yj.m;g

us1ng the dddress which remained on the form, we could then add the assessed

" property value of the house the chlld.lxved in, whether it was rental or -
owned, whether it was owner-occupxed, the\racial cpmpos1t10n of the buxldxng, ‘
the rac1al composition of the-block, the age and condition 6f the plumbing in .
the house, the, numbe//pf péople per room andon* and on. "

s 4
.

- -

£

We went through more than 25 data bits, and only after doing all of

a social class subset?" And it ‘¢learly seemed ko us that a very critical < oem o TH
questxon in’ that regard was to’ have a very accuratd basis for the assxgnment 4
of social ¢class and defendlngﬁthe .assignment that you\wanted to make. I think .
that the assxgnment we made is not only defensible \tne child at a time; I . L

think it is also defensible in terms of the basis used” for assigning .
children to social class subsets, of which there wer. fike, ranglng from poor — e

‘to maddle class. . ) 7 ‘ . ST

"'We then analyzed those data, focusing omn single schools, analyzed the .

‘ interaction. between pupil performance as measured by the st ndardlzed test
' whose results we had recorded and pupxl membership in the\social class o
nich examina-
tion of the achievement data came very close to obscuring pupil mehbership in
a social class- sibset, because that 1s how we defined the effect in school.
.The answer is yes, we d1d. . L e

@ e~

We have, as we had earl1er dxscovered in Model Cities and in EEOS,
.sustained our ability to demonstrate that, at least numerxcally, there do jn
.fact exist schools that are 1nstruct10nally effective in inmer city circum-
stances for. inner city children in af least delivering to them basic school
skills as measured on the standardiggd_gggsgrea_fnn#readeng—and—nmth’”'we,‘_-ﬂ
1ncxdentally——sxnce-then“have ey :ended our analysis to include Néw $York City,
but-I-will say something abc ¢ that later on. The work culminates in our
wanting to recommend: certa1n methodological’ approaches to, this question,
because we do think .that anybody who wants to can reproduce. the analysis-that
we have been doing, and in fact we think that.you can do it without spending
the amount of money that we had’to spend in order to do it. -

[
©

Incidentally, the identification phase of the work was paid for prima-
rily by the Carnegie. Corporation. A grant from the National Institute of
Education came in only at the point at which we turned away from the quick

¥
% ’ . .
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v “'jdéntification questxon to the question of what is_the institutional/organi-
ratlonal dx‘ference between the schools that met our standard of effectxveuess

as“Ebntrasted to those that did not. . . . N\

\
*

':'.“ ‘I\ . Now, in order to answer that . quest1on we used a faxrly convent:onal
Approach, We obtained, trained and fielded a group of men and women who.

jere our school observers.
standard of effectrveness,

Then we -went back to the schools that had met our
paired those schools w1th ineffectives schools

serving analogous demographxca’ly similar pup11 populatxons, and then studied
the full range of 1nst1tut1onal/brganlzat1ona1 chatacteristics that describe
schqol size, pupil/teacher ratio, per pupil expenditure, ethnic .income,
some class character cf.the pupil population and so on. (We have systematx-_
" cally excluded exper1menta1 schools and private schools and schools that are .
otherw1se esoter;c, so that we are left. w1th schools that I would be w1111ng
to/say are fairly pedestrlan on the fuce of 1tJ serv1ng sort of garden var1ety
of urban pup11 populatlon.)‘ “ - ~\\\ . .

wia o R~ -
B - « —
* N\

In - any case, the questxon the NIE supported u$ " to- go after d1d have
- ~ to do with the organizational/institutional characteristics that distinguish
- between the twQ sets. And we.did reach, both-in the Michigan studies and
subsequently in the New York s*udxes, fairly firm conclusions. We had those
conclusxons by the’ tlme ye went--to New York, but I am going to say in a minute
what we did 1n ‘New York that did re1nforce and - verify those conclusxons.

, After the busxness of our people doxng interviews of teach1ng personnel
interviews cf speclal instructional persomnel, interviews of principals,
.interviews of paraprofessionals, interviews of the full range of people 1in

) the school. and then following the interviews by subsequeutly going back to
. just observe the life of the school, to observe the life of the classroom, we

v‘*grd describe w1th some Spec1f1c1ty the conclusxons that we were workxng
- - T

-

: And those, the maJor d1ffereneea_between—the*two—seta of”EEhoois, de-
rlved_irom—just*fiVE”EEaraEter1st1cs (that aren't so narrow that one can't
" subsume. a variety of other ‘things that are un‘)r ‘them). The first character-
istic i%s the style of instructional leadevship in the building as spracticed by’
__..the- pr1nc1pal. The second is whether or not the school has imstructional

emphasis and not_ just as oné, but that the data is understood ‘and subscribed

.to. The. third is what _the climate in the ‘school _is, that is, is it clean, is
oL it -safe, is it orderly, is it a fa1r1y serious place ngen what those adults
N and children are doing there. The fourth is what is the sort of 1mp11ed
o §2ectatlon that der1ves from the way teachers comport themselves in the
. “‘classrooms. - . .
- L X
(Footnote. I fashxoned 1t . that wayabecausem_hose of. you who 'may have*u---—~m°**
been here when Maureen Larkin was here may have noted that while Milwaukee is i
doxng what it is doing on the basis -of precisely the work that I am discus- T
.. sing, Maureen does, approach part1cu1ar1y this expection question very differ=- '
. ently. Maureen has désigned an intervention prograrc that tends to go directly
27 after ‘attitude and mind set; that is, Maureen does want to deal explicitly
' with how teachers feel about the children they teach and what they think '
. about the children they teach and, therefore, the interaction between the .-
~professlonal behavxor and what they feel or what they thxnk. : '

i g

RSy
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" I don't do thaf.’ I do instead 'deal with the way people behave and _
my ability- to interpret the import -of the. behavior. - So that if we are in the
classroom observzng classroom compotcment, we are interested in whether or not
the teachers are grouping children. 1If they group chgm, doeg,;hc gfouping
have a sxgnlfxcant relatxonshxp to either the racial, income, social class or -
family background of the children in the réom and thereafter does the teacher
treat .the two groups. aiy differently? And as yoi_observe the difference, do
the professional behaviprs convey a set of expectations that are substantxally
different. for the one group as comntrasted to the other? " If they do, that is .
. if the behavior clearly. 1mp11es that one group of children are not expected to
attain whatever their minimum is for mastery of that grade, then we would
interpret that as 1nappropr1ate expectations. Whereas if the behavior clearly
intends that all of the children in the'room are expected not only to profit’

'_from the’ actlvxty that is going on, but that that profit is going to bring .;15

" ‘them to the minim n mastery that is. prerequxsxte to- what we like to call «
continuous progre\: tben we call that approprxate e&peccatxons. . g
s , .y

1 only want to dxstznguzsh sharply, I am not a cg;tlc of the way Maureen :
and her colleagues have approached that issue 1§/M11waukee. In fact, in some v R
respects I dida't have anything to do with it7but I am very glad they have ' )
chosen to do. that because T am interested in the question. My reason for not
deal;ng dxrectly with 'thd¢ issues of attitude and mind set is just that I
feel insecure in doing that. I feel ‘much more secure trying to. describe the R
basis for interpreting the _behavior that is bexng observed as contrasted to ) > -
trying to deal with the way people/feéi or what it is they think. So I am as
intersted in it as you are, the sort ‘of differences that may, derive from these :
. ggzrly dramatxc dxfferences in approaching what you do about the question.) . L e

In any case,. back to the issue at hand which had to do with the charac- ‘
tet{gglcs. The fifth characterzstxc would be the presence, use and response
I 1 standardxzed 1nstruments for measurxng pupil progress; that is to say,

-

.S

does the school have standardized achievement . tests?

Does it give them

‘systematically and if not annually either more oftea than that?
xmportantly, what do they do with what they.get? s

And most

r

If we reached a firm conclusxon, it was this: The major .obstacle to i
institutional 1mprovement for those children.who are the focused object of
. this inquiry is the inability of they and their parents to persuade school
; ‘people to ever do differently whatever it is that they just did, despite the _
B ~ fact that what they just did was- demons trably disastrous for a very s;gnxfx- e
L cant porclonwofwthe pupil pOpulatxon. . - ’

e

- - 1 ‘ B

The stereocypxcal example I would like to use is that of my children who L

ol in New York City and go to school in Lexington, Massachusetts

which is a

b’;;_ are in cho

bedroom suburb for Harvard and MIT.

A few years ago there vas a

parent complained.

very modest decline in the redding and math courses.
School people, entirely on their own imitiative, scurried

No parent obJected no-

around faced with the fact that they were doing spmethxng wrong because since-
, the achievement data had revealed a very modest slip in tHe rate of continuous
. achievement for these chxldren then there must be somethxng wrong witn what_
- the school was doing. (Inczdentally, over the last _décade in the midst of all
- . of the discourse on the SAT score, SAT scores in Lexzngton, Massachusetts have

: not only never. fallen, they ‘continued to rise through :he whole of the perxod P
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. THe point ‘L am trying to.make is.that dpper middle class suburban schools -~
. in the -United States, or schools anywhere, serving predominantly middle class
_ pupil populations, recognize the necessity of modifying their\own institution-
~-.al ‘behavior whenm achievément data revealed any. observablel or substantial
decline in what is regarded as a politically acceptable rate <of gain for ‘the
" . children they are supposed to serve,-- . L . ' -

~e

ry e o M
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.1 will shift the setting, but not the circumstanee. That is’ to say,

go *o the situatiom ‘in-wiiich childred in a school thag is predomipantly poor,

or even is substantially poor, take a set of standardized achievément tests,

. reveal .that there has been some decline 'in achievement .scores’ either for the

whole of the pupil population if.it is homogeneously poor, or JLor that portion

_ of the pupil population that is poor 1f.it is a mixed school. What do school.
_ people do under those circumstances, and you know as well as-I do what they
do. = c o . I ’ L .%H:’:F

8 x . .
. - .

- They'plan to do again what -it-is they -just did, when 1 can professi%gally
- promise them that if they do it things will either stay as bad as they are;.or
gec. worse. Now for me there is.no great mystery in being able to say rhat )
obvigusly if people comport themselves that way, the interaction between
pupil performance and family background will not only continue to be depress-
ing, it will get increasingly pathological. As a matter of fact, it.does.
2 . - i "_‘V - " ' - . R t&
. . 3
-THE NEW YORK SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT®

...... - -

v

. ' any case, “initially what we were content to do was simply to publish
.. those results and describe those_results—in_a_fairly straightforward and . .

#". . garden variety way, -except -that a changg did occur because in the sumper

"of 1978 New York City got’a new Chancellor. The Chancellor-klect, Frank *~
Macciorola,. who is a Professor of Law and Political Science and describes’
himself as not being a school person, for a variety of reasons which remains
. somewhat, mystérious to me; asked me to come to New York City and become the

instructional person. ) . . s~

2 s

.+ Now the truth of the matter is, left to &% owy devices, I don't know
"as 1 would have altogether abandoned the ivory tower, or the fairly quiet .
enviroument of Harvardﬁ‘!ard;‘ but Frank's proposition was couched in language
that implied that if you think you are so smart, you have to quit hanging
- around herc sharing these things. with people.who are:primarily interested in
.whether or not you usé path analysis as the basis for your statistical ap-

-

proach to methodology. ts , . -

In the 1978 school year, ‘? started dividing my time between New York '

. City and Cambridge and became increasingly semsitive to spending more and more

of my time 'in New York. Now not only do I spend almest all of my time there,

. but as I have remarked earlier my childrep are in school in ISS 88 in Br;;klyn

-and, with the mece roviso as I told my wife when we discussed making”this

" move, that I will only have to do it once. I hope that turns out to be the

case because I will tell you -that while I think we have a good deal to show

about what is_going on in New York, } sure understand now why I prefer
writing and thinking of things to trying to actually do them.

”
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I guess the dxstxnctlon I“hxve*d*awn~1s~thxs.u the life of_the_ynxversqu

is an effort to win friends and influence people, that is to say that every-
thing you do with the university turus on the written word. It doesn't matter
. at the university who you talk to.. It .only matters what you Just published.
In fact,. if -you havea't’ pdblxshed anything, there “isn't anytaing to talk
- about. But the whole of the - pub'zshxng enterprise is. an’ effort for .you to-
persuade the world to see itself the way you do. .I mean, that is the whole
point of that voluminous literature that we produce. ~ Therefore the univer-
sity, at least Harvard, is incredibly respectful of your need to thxnk about
what it is you either Just wrote or plan to write next.‘
‘ \ v
: Whereas, when one becones, as I am novﬁ“ an administtator ‘of a major
school’system, one writes hardly anything at all and -that mattets is not: who,

.
°y

-~—you talk to, but who you just talked to; becaure, in, fact, what has to happen

in, the school system is that you must decide what to do right then on the
> basis of 'what ycu know right then, because the nature of the enterprise

- doesn’t wait on your feeling as secure as you would like to before.you decided .

. what you thxnk you want to do. (I think that is an cccupatzonal h@zard.

\I :

don't think it is fatal, but I do thxnz at the time I at least fxnd it some=~ -

. what debxlxtatxng ) .

~

’ L

.In any <tase, what I wanted to end this with were some ‘brief summaries
of what .1 have. tried to do given the charge of trying to translate almost
‘1mmedxately these counclusions into a basis for approaching the ‘issue of_
reforming New York schools. . And just briefly in context I will tell you
this: I did get in New York somethxng that I have not yet sorted outaxn terms
of analysxs, but these of you particuldrly who are process people will recog=
.nize the 1mporcance of these background variables as they contribute to the
dynamite of what is goxng on, - Shottly aftex arrxvxng in Mew York City I was

° edxtorxally endorsed in the perspectives I represent bx‘the major newspapers

in New York, including .fie "New York Times." The dhjor university spokesmen
.in greater New York, that is at Solumbia and NYU and elsewhere, did say that
they fully subscrxbed to these conclusions and their import and these perspec—~

thCSo

JThe maJor parent organizations in the city, and they are very for-

qﬂdahle organxzatxons, 3aid the same thzng.

And as a matter of fact, last but

by no _means least, 80 d1d the teacher union.

Now obvxously the . dynamic of all of this would surely \ave been incred-

ibly different if any one of those had started out by being a publxc critic. -

Suffice it to say that you may take it as a given that that is a backdrop.
against which all of this is proceedxng, although I must tell you that the day
to day quality of my interaction with those various constxtueuc;es.has turned
out to be a good @eal more abrasive with some than it ig with others and I
will let you fxgure out who that- is.

<

. R4

v 2 .

-

In any case, the thzngs ‘that happen down in the city in the school
system that were boeg/centrally desxgned to - reorgaq}ze the way the system
approached teachxng and iearning and\thxngs ‘that are specific, and that are
specxfxcaily intended toc illustrate the poxnts that- ;are inherent, in this
discussion. The first thing I did do 1g New York Cxty was %0 write and
' %
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.. - publicly disseminafe this sort of a pedagogical premise; that is, I did
publicly- disseminate the document, the fundamental teaching and learning
prem1ses\from which all decigions in the New York City schools were supposed -,
to flow. Given the fact that my colleagues include 60,000 teachers and -
administrators in more than 1300 bu11d1ngs and. obviously a very,_very sub=- o
__stantial bureaucracy, which you here probably can appreciate more than they do .
id Onion C1ty, Texas, surely it must be clear to you that there must be some Lo
_ _-teachef in New York somewhere who‘doesn t really know about the pedagogical ’
goal. Aad unlikely, .though it may seem, there may also be one other teacher
" who even though he or she knows about the party line does not fully sybscribe
to its In any ce2se, we could do that if I think it is a critical issue and,

,Eih fact, a—great deal of what I ‘am go1ng to say was designed to do for the -
central administration what is implied in what yocu ought to do with a schaol S
if 'you dre going ‘to exploit the five characteristics that we have concluded |
made the most difference. ‘ ' o

[ : \ .

The oth r major th1ng I should tell you is that 1n the research context, ,“?

- e—have f1rmly concluded, as Mike Cohen of N.I.E. and I havé discussed more -
..- ~thad once, what we are workxng with are school effects as contrasted to ‘§

steacher effects or any of ‘the others. That is, we f1rm1y;conclude that

what is under discussion are the circumstances that contribute to pupil

acqu1sxtlon of school skills and the measure of gain is progress for precisely

those children who trad1t1ona11y prof1t least from the way we do things.

" Another prem1se is.that the critical variable 1n that analys1s\has

‘to oe fixed on the school itself and that if you are going to do anyth1ng, 1f@§

you are going to try for an intervention, it ought to be a school intervention®

gecauge thé school effect is more powerful than the family effect. It is more

vpoéerfdl‘than the néighborhooéweffect. It is more, powerful than the school .

district effect and it s more.powerful than—~the>teacher effect, which is pot »

to demean any of" those other effects, all of which play a cr1t1ca1 and essen- s ‘

tial role in how well children do in school. But going to the basic question

of pup11 acqu1si’ion of . the minimum bodies of knowledge and sets of skills

that are prerequ1s1te to continuous progress, the most .powerful element;~both .

" “for purposes of analys1s and intervention, is the school itself, conceived .
of as "an entity,' which obv1ously has disparate elements, but nonetheless ‘e

conceived of and treated as an entxty. V T :

_awﬁwm

A

There were substantial changes in personnel in New York, because, frank=
T + ly, 'a part of the 1mpor? of. doing this 'is that yéh end uyp subjecting your - oy
iher - - colleagues tc-a sort o vpedagog1cal litmus tests I mean some people are much i “P;

more prepared to subscribe to the import of this discussion than others and - :
unless” you have an 1nordrnate amount of time in order to persuade neople to
" join you then it just- <turns out to make a lot more sense to make changes in :
the personnel.and we did rather ,a lot of that. We also reorganized the nature . .-~
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of the central administration so as to create a central administration that
.would be- far more’ receptive to local,.school initjatives, and local. school
,,_A‘integyentions thaa would otherwise be the case
The major project in New York City that is the direct manifestation
of ‘this ‘discussion.we are having here is a  project called the School Improve-
ment Project. The School Improvement Project is an effort to interveme in &
cross section of New York City schools directly. I have chosen a cross
section of schools throughout all of the burroughs of New York City, and
"responded to choosing those schools by having retained and trained a group of
men and women in the substantive and procedural import of those five charac-
teristics. . Typically each- school is assigned one of these people who 1is
_called a school liaisom person. The school liaisdn person's jobsis to walk
.the school and all of its .people through -a -fairly self-conscious analysis
which Will illustrate the strength and weakness with respect to each of the
characteristics to-which I referred.
At the culmination of that proce8s there is a document called a needs.
assessment document  which says "School A" does not have the level of instruc-
tignal leadership that is prerequisite for effective schooling and therefore
one wants to do- something or other. Or that "Schocl A" has teachers who feel
tgo insecure in their interpretation of the. achievement data to use it as-a
basis-for-program modification for the coming year and so on it goes. "The ‘
response to that is to deploy to each af the schools such technical assistance
as will bring them upline with respect to each of the characteristics and only
with regpect to the charactegristics. We will not discuss reduced class size,
we -will not discuss increased per pupil expenditure, we will not discuss
. _permanent-additions' to the staff,, ve ‘will not discuss major modifications of
%7 'the physical plant. We will only discuss those aspects of school life that
.contribute as directly as possible to one or some of those school charac-
teristics that I described a few moments ago. '

N -
e+ e
4

. The focus of the résource distribution is ‘the distributipg of resources
that are. technical in nature, temporary and described as’ such, and merely
i~ intended in sum to show the .school how to better use the resources it already"

has on the presumption that the schools and those men and women who demon-

strate the efficacy of the do-ability of vhat we are talking about here are
not all that 3iffarent. We are not talking about successful schools that got
that way by tripling tkeir per pupil expenditure or by halving their class

‘ size. -We are talking about men and women who demonstrate the efficacy- of
these conclusions by functioning under fairly pedestrian inmer city circum~
stances, serving what I have already tried to say are-a garden variety of city
~children.” And the .only-difference between the effective ones and the ineffec-
tive ones derives from~ the “achievement outcomes that describe the rates of

~~  gain. And we are presuming now, in a fairly aggressive way; that the explama-
' tion docs. derive from the five characteristics to which "I have referred.

=

+

"'yowkuike«‘(}ohen and others have pointed out that we don't really fully
understand those five charasteristics. That is we, for example, cannot rank
ocder them. We cannot even tell you definitively that the explanation-for the
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o school difference doesn't derive from the means by which thy obtained the
five characteristics. But, quite frankly, givem what omne is-~doing, I am not
sure that we need to answer all of those questions in order to have a basis

. for proceeding to do something. I am especially. happy that New York City is

o not the only school system that is trying to use thc outcomes of this work

’ because I th1nk in some respects that places an unfair burden.

1 feel very confident in research conclus1ons. What' I am not all that
confident about =-- though I am not insecure or I wouldn't be d01ng it ==
is the projected outcomes of the process that has been designed for the
intervention. I neve- did 'that before. I made it up as I went along and I
‘know there are people who spent as many years and at least as much time
tblnklng about whether the process of intervention as we have spent trying to
reach conclusions about what are the substantive differences that d13t1ngu1sh

~ the tvo séts. I want to _make very clear that I am interested in anyth1ng

T about the process of intervention. I certainly think it ought to be system-

; atically paid” attention to. And, in fact, a part of what I can promise is

that. . .

vy »
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‘ 4~'_ Incidentally, the other major gesture that has occurred in,K New York
- Gity is that I did go to the national foundations and say to them “that they
! haven't been to New York City since the 1960's and they ought to be. And if
they were saving up their good offices for some symbolic gesture, now is as

good a time as. any. And since letters of endorsement from foundatioms that
don't contain checks tend not to get read or at least read and not paid
attention to, that the only thing that they could do that would really be
helpful would be to give monev. And I must say that the Ford Fouadation, the
Carnegxe Corporation, the, New York Foundation, and a nufiber of others have, in

fact, done that. ' A part of what allows me to experjment, particularly with

the, resource allocation quedtion with respect to School Improvement Project

does derive from subsidy “that has been obtained from the foundations to which

. I refer. I might also p01nt out to those of you who are lawbiding taxpayers,

» it also means that NIE gets a lot of intervention out of its support: for what
started out as a fairly modest study of the characteristics that were supposed’

to d1st1ngu1sh the two sets of schools.

R

= ' But 1nev1tab1y the interaction between the 1nterVentlon in New York

“and the research which is still going on has, of course, gotten considerably

‘broader. It is going to be very hard, wher we_do_ final reports to sharply

d1sWeen —conclusions—that" ‘der1ved “from what we ‘have been doing

———— —with FTesearch, as contrasted to what we have been doing “with the intervention.
ST But .I” just call that fr1nge benefit. ) o

o

7 st
Y

»

w0 4 OTHER mom{ INITIATIVES IN NEW izom( CITY

There is 1nc1deutally another budget in New York City called local
“school development which also passed because it is an effort at direct
ntervention in a cross section of New York City schools, but approaches the
Encervent1on from a very, very, different point of view. That is, it is a
process of intervention predicated a good deal om self conscious design of
process that has been the case, and what I do is obviously driven primarily by

L .~ u 15
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substantrve*conclus1ons. Various local school development is a process of
1nterventzon drlven much more by self consc1ous design namely the process of

:, .. IQ tervent:.onax themselves‘;““t’*‘“ e e e e e et i e

-
\ A e «

" Let me‘close. by describing one maJor initiative that is simply illustra-
tive of wnat do you do beyond these self conscious kinds of things that are
supposed to be exemplary or persuasive or something. What do you do if you
‘are going to reform the whole enterprise:

One, ﬁor the first time since decentra11zat1on we have issued a standar-
dized curriculum for all of the 1300 schools in the New York City public
schools. Under decentralization in New York, moving a child from the third
grade on Staten Island to a third grade in the Bronx meant that if there was
any” sm11ar1ry between what was going on in the two places, it would either
be co1nc1denta1 om pro»(:.dent:.al. And presumably that will no longer be
“the case. Thefe is néw for the first time. since 1969 a single centralized
description,of the scope and sequence of ‘teaching and 1earn1ng in grades K
through‘9 1nc1us1ve. - e e ~ SO

e T . R .

, .~ I followed that then by devising what is called a promotional policy
for the New York City pub11c schools. The promot1ona1 policy says each child
in grades K through 9 is required to meet certain minimum demonstrable stand-
ards of . skllIs acquisition as a prerequ1s1te to moving from that grade to the
next graﬁe. . .

. . =z By .
’ Slﬁce New York City has decentralized, the prlmary adm1n1strat1ve¢re-
spons1b111ty for enforcing those standards rests with the decentra11zed\\
districts. And if you know that New York is divided into 32 districts of
approx1mate1y 30,000 children each, each district-elects its own local board.
Each board hires h1s own local superintendent and their relationship with us
is that we disseminate a standardized curriculum, we give them a budget from a
centra11zed budget, we give them a teacher list to .chose from,zwe give them a
variety of rules and regulations of a system function of a. very -wide latitude
and discretion about what happens in each of those'32 local districts.
Therefore, for the requirement for enforcing the standard for promot1on
, from first grade to the second grade, we have given themithe standard that is
,written with great specificity. We have given them those standards for
klndergarten, first grade, second grade and so on, but it rests with them to

; _ enforce it,

The other major charactez:is ‘c of the promotional policy rests in two

'iof its aspects. Aspect one veing that I have said that the New York City
, schools will abandon its dependence on commercially prepared norm reference

 tests and will substitute . locally generated, nationally validated “criterion
measures that derive from~ “the standardized. curriculum that has already been
'disseminated. Then I will follow that with the requirement that no matter
what the local district does, pupil promdtion in the fourth grade and the
seventh grade would depend on pup:l.l perfomgce on these ceitrally admlrus-h_

tered centrally scored set of cr1ter1on measures in reading and’ ~wr1t1ng .:andw
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. in the fourth grade and the seventh grade who do not obtain the minimum
standard, may not be promoted independent of local teacher, local administra-
tor, local dxstrlct Judgment.

-

~ And f1nally, any child that fazls a ptomotxon in the foutth gtade o
and the.seventh grade by virtue of thi¥" cefitral requirement will have the o
opportunity to participate in a set of centtally-subsxdxzed programs. If you '
fail children, they do not requxte you to have them repeat the work they just
did. This has the effect of meaning if your child fails a ptomotxon in June ;
of either the foutth or the seventh grade, you may enroll them in a federally- v
Stbsidized summer school, if you wish, have them retested in August, if you — e 2
..wish, -and if they pass the test' in Augusc, they can rejoin their classmates ] <
whom they might have left. If they do not meet the standard in September, -
they may not then go on to either the fifth grade of the eighth grade. They
may, however, enroll in a course of study that is specifically designed to ;
correct the deficiency that prevented the promotion, which deficiency may _wfe_ei}
elther beﬂln_unltlng—otwreadxng—or*mxth or” some © “b1nat1on of those three. '

S Y. -2

... And what we have to do EE,???}&E,éuﬁet of programs to tespond.to those C T
pattlculat deficiencies; but also, in the instance of which children fa11ed a -
promotion.because they dida't fail all three sets of tests,. do somethxng with

the. program that keeps them on line, on the one hand, wbut on the other hand, -«

‘makes cleat that they cannot go on. . !

The premise of . all of this det1ves from sort of the. mix between the«,;::,&w@;,;
- - pedagogzcal premises to whxch _they. wete referred in the first place and- the '
éffort to translate them into _the’ school program. Those premises are: _that
all children are educable, (at -least all of the children I know about in this »
.* are educable and we have most kinds.of children that I know*about there); that- e
their, educability detxves primarily from the nature of the school to whxch L
they are sent as cont:asted to the nature of the family or neighborhood from _wA:»;L;
which they come; and finally, children that-start out not doing well im = S
o schools get further :and _further—-behind- the longer they go to school. And you
alummm -have"to" stop chat.,{So the questlon on ﬁhew&able for me is, since we are
Ve o long past the oppottunl.y to do thése things in’ a piecemeal way, how do you
intrude on 'the whole system all at once, if the objective is to stop the 0' e
continuous movement of children who, for a variety of reasoms are clearly not A
_prepared to do academic wotk\gf each of the levels of schoolxng ‘that w111 make el oo
chem ptedlctably successful at the next level of schooling.

v

Now, my desctxptxon of these things, as I am sure you must tecognxze, » <
is. certaxnlyhabbtev1ated 4nd ovets1mp11f1ed and cettaxnly not exhaustive. But o s
I dg hope it is illustrative of.what is going on in New York City, which is a I
very self-conscious. and .systematic effort to alter the dynamlcs of the whole
of the enterprise in a way that btxngs it closer to what it is obligated to do
for the children it is'supposed 'to serve.

- »
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. At thls txme, I will end thxs w1th a sxngle recitation,. because obviously

a large” part of this does go to the question: "If any structurally-effective
_ schools exist at %il why aren't they everywhere?" And the explanation, in my
Judgment, is not/a soc1a1 science explanatxon. It is not .a pedagogical
explanatxon.w It fis a Eolxtxcal explanatxon. It derives from the simple fact
that our soc1a1 order can,do more about some people than it does about others.

- -

j**“‘And -gince all of you are even greater author1t1es on the exercise of -
social servxce tnan I am, it will not be difficult for you to see the meort

of the’ analogy. So I end this by saying that I live on Carroll-Street 'in

" Parks Slope’ 1n Brooklyn., It is a lovely tree-lined street that is contiguous

to ProspectiPark. The street I live on. is swept twice a day, four days a
.week, It is damned-nearwantlsept1c. Just—a few blocks away from where I
live, there/are streets that gd on for miles that aren't swept four times a

. year, :They are a stereotyp:.cal @xercise in urban filth, as in 'all manners of )
. abuse, of eprxvatxon, and so” forth. . ) : - -

N 7

] One ; 1s entitled to ask the questxon, "Why does New Yor City sweep )
some streets so much more often than it sweeps others?", which from my point
of view is not all that dxfferent from asking, "Why do some schools serve<///
children so much more effectively than ochers?" And my angwer, to the. question

,_;sﬂshxa@_,sducatlon-ms—a—social~serv1ce, that social servants serve those they
thxnk they must, and when they- th1nk they needn't, then they don't. - And the'e .
key” ‘to what we .are talkxng about here does not derxve from the difference Vo
between what we know and what we don't know. It derives from our willingness '
to do somethxng about what we do know. L -

N
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;;;_;_.-——~Because§’1ﬂ$?ﬁ§tely no matter what 'you think about the jubstance and. .° . L
'+ import of this dxscusslon, you mugt cope with that fact, or explazn away the i
fact that there are, in fact, schools doing for these chaldren precxsely what
-ought to be done for them’ when they go to’ schoor and dolng it _under circum-

"f"stances that presumably preclude 1t.. ' . ; .

R

) So all I can say to you 1s I hﬂpe that you feel asjgut-upon by our ZW;EQ‘1%
failures of social services a8 I do. .And since, as-I have said to you al- *
ready, I am not absolutely secure about the processes that one ought to use in "
. order to make advances in thxs area, at least I hope you will agree with me L
_that whether or not we make any progress at all in moving education toward its B
.capacxty for, equxty would depend on how you feel about- the»fact that we -- .
haven 't done’ that so far. Thank,you. N , o '
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