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So often when someone criticizes the current approach to school ac​countability, it is assumed that the person offering the critique is op​posed to school accountability altogether. It is as if the current test​based approach is the only system possible, reasonable, or acceptable. I would like to get past that mind-set and explore ideas of school ac​countability that might indeed make more sense than what we now have in place.

First, I unequivocally agree with the premise that schools should be accountable to the public. So much is invested in our schools-and not just in money-that to have no accountability would be tantamount to planting seeds and not tending the garden. How can we trust that the hopes we have for our children, our communities, and our society in general will bear fruit unless we watch, understand, and act to promote the health of our schools?

The current concern about school accountability is important and well founded. Despite our best intentions and efforts over the years, we know that our schools are not functioning as well as we wish. We see continuing and unjust achievement gaps between our white middle​class students and our students from different racial and cultural back​grounds or less advantaged circumstances. We look at our changing world and realize that we need schools to not only cultivate basic literacy and numeracy but also to have more of an emphasis on complex thinking skills, collaborative dispositions, and an understanding of global issues. We see an increase in social ills and see that schools must provide more and more support to students in need. We see greater and greater cul​tural, linguistic, and ethnic diversity in this country and struggle with making our schools more adaptive and responsive. We deal with an in​creasing number of young people who are not motivated to succeed in schools as we have organized them and know that we must find ways to make school more engaging and relevant to their lives. The list can go on-there is much to do to improve and renew schooling in this country.

An essential part of accomplishing this improvement and renewal is to delegate responsibility for the work to education professionals and to check to see that they are doing their jobs well. This is the meaning of accountability: to ensure that those entrusted with the work are going about the business in a way that is visible, productive, and responsive to the agreed-upon goals of the enterprise.

But the school accountability system that we have recently developed is not working to address the critical issues just mentioned. In fact, our current accountability approach was created without much of a public discussion about how it would do this. Basic questions were not posed, such as: For what should schools be accountable? To whom should they be accountable? What means should we use to evaluate their accountability? Instead of working from such outcome-based types of questions, policymakers simply took the existing testing regimen as virtually the sole measurement for school accountability. This approach is proving to be not only very narrow but also quite counterproductive to our ex​pressed purpose of leaving no child behind.

The problems with the existing approach are manifest. Based on the results of a single test, huge numbers of schools have been declared fail​ures in a time when public surveys indicate very high public approval ratings for schools.' Struggling students are dropping out of school, are denied grade-level promotion, and are referred to special education programs in increasingly large numbers.2 School curricula are inevitably narrowed to focus on test taking, with an emphasis on drill-and-practice pedagogy and a more authoritarian relationship between teachers and students.' Significantly, minority students experience these effects more

frequently.4 Teachers are becoming more and more demoralized and placed in the role of technician rather than professional decision-maker.5 They are leaving the profession in record numbers.6
In addition to these dire consequences, we can include the fact that this approach has created a classic case of goal displacement. Business guru W E. Deming warned us years ago about this consequence of managing by objectives and quotas. What has happened in education is that attention has become fixated on the measurement objective (test score) and the quota (annual yearly progress) rather than the goal of greater excellence and equity. This fixation is largely due to the high stakes involved, which force teachers to do their best to win the game that has been set up. Test scores are the only currency in the realm of this accountability system. The means has become the end and the original goal has often been forgotten in the rush to improve test scores.

Another piece of advice given by Deming was that if there is a prob​lem in the system, we should look to fix the system, not the people in it. This is very helpful advice in these times, when it seems that teachers are being blamed more and more for the problems encountered in schools. What we now have in place is an accountability mechanism that looks not at the whole system but only at end products. It's a model that looks to blame and punish people rather than to support and enable them.

Sometimes called outcome-based education or results-based ac​countability, the current model has come about in the last twenty years as part of a welcome shift in thinking from a strictly "input" model. Schools had been evaluated primarily on the basis of things like time-on​task, library resources, prescribed approaches to teaching, and so forth. What was not taken into account was student learning. Schools could be considered fine if they were doing the "right things, whether or not those things led to successful learning for students. And it didn't seem to matter if some kids did well and others did not. Schools were, and still are, clearly not the force of equity and equal opportunity we believe them to be. And so, the thinking went, let's go beyond talking about equal opportunity-let's insist on equal results. No "excuses" for less than that would be accepted.

Outcome-based accountability really took hold, however, not so much from equity concerns as from concerns about international competitive​ness. The 1983 report A Nation at Risk painted the picture that our economic prosperity and way of life were in desperate jeopardy if we didn't fix our failing schools. The notion that school systems are respon​sible for the state of an economy has since been contradicted by the rise of the American economy and the fall of economies in Southeast Asia. The conclusion that our schools are failing because of performance on international testing has also been seriously questioned .7

At the time, however, the conviction that our schools were bad and needed to be fixed was widespread. As it still is today, in fact. From one camp came the concern about excellence compared to other countries. From another camp came the concern about equity for those who had been so ill served by our school systems. Excellence and equity-the same concerns then as now.

These forces led to the shift in thinking about accountability. Atten​tion would now be paid to the outcomes of schools, not the inputs. It was a pendulum swing of sorts. Inputs would not even be considered. Outcomes would be defined and measured. Like profit and loss state​ments in business, these measures would provide the basis for deciding if a school was behaving accountably.. What outcomes would matter? Student learning of academic subjects. How would we measure these? Through the time-honored American habit of standardized testing.

Interestingly, at that time, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the outcome-based direction was portrayed as a form of deregulation. Schools were given new discretion in determining processes and means while states and districts would take on the new role of defining and measuring the outcomes. Schools would be free to decide upon their own curricula and pedagogy so long as the students met the outcomes as defined by the state. States would develop assessment systems to measure whether the outcomes were achieved and local decision mak​ing would be responsible for producing the achievement.

It all seems quite logical to first define outcomes, then develop a mea​surement system to see if they are met, and then plan toward those tar​gets. After all, how could you begin a journey without a defined desti​nation or a road map and have any hope of arriving where you hoped to go? In classroom practice, this kind of "backward" instructional planning can be very effective. At the school and district levels, such priority set​ting and consequent strategic planning can also work well to organize ef​forts and resources in a given direction.  The new outcome-based accountability movement took this planning strategy and made it a mechanism for large-scale change. At the same time, it coupled the idea with a historic shift in the locus of control of public schools. The new reform was focused on state-level initiatives. Governors and legislatures, often driven by court decisions, responded to the calls for school improvement by asserting their constitutional au​thority in state law to set new requirements for schools. Taking the outcome-based planning approach and applying it to a large-scale as​sessment system might have had some very good effects, depending on the quality of the assessment system, were it not for the large-scale change strategy it employed. The assumption was made that high-stakes consequences for performance on state assessments were needed in or​der to force school change, and that all planning should lead toward that outcome alone.

Other assumptions followed: that the outcomes should be about aca​demic subject matter as presently organized, that an external testing sys​tem at the state level would be the best means for measuring student suc​cess, that schools should be rated according to the student results on such testing, that schoolwide test results should show an ever-increasing rise over time, and that a school's rating should have consequences in the form of rewards or sanctions to the schools. The biggest assumption of all, of course, was that this businesslike model would promote a new ed​ucational excellence and equity that would improve our public schools.

These assumptions must be questioned if we are to design a better school accountability model. Just as an improvement in student learning should begin with defining outcomes, an improvement in schooling should begin with defining the purposes and goals of schooling. From there, we can determine what schools should be accountable for. And to whom. Then, by what means. We have jumped to the end of the process by defining the means without examining basic premises first.

Simply put, we have approached school accountability in a way that is contradictory to the logical approach espoused for valid assessment. For assessment of student learning to be valid, it is understood that the start​ing place must be to explicitly establish the purpose of the assessment and the learning goals to be assessed. Yet we have not done the same with respect to school accountability systems-we have not had a pub​lic agreement about the purposes and goals of schools. One wonders how our school accountability systems could be deemed valid under such circumstances.

With the effects of the current approach becoming more and more problematic, it is time to have such a discussion. A beginning assump​tion for undertaking this process in a democratic society would be that the conversation should be public and should include students, parents, community members, and taxpayers. Presently, the discussion about ed​ucational priorities has been managed by business executives, elected officials, and policymakers. Unless we include the wider public, we are unlikely to change much in the existing system.

What is needed is a better means for evaluating schools, an alterna​tive to the present system of using high-stakes testing for school ac​countability. I propose a new model for our collective thinking, based on a specific set of assumptions and understandings about school realities and approaches to power. It is based on the foundational belief that sus​taining a modern democracy requires local schools that embody the val​ues and practices underlying a government that is dedicated to govern​ment of the people, by the people, and for the people. All of its people.

DEMOCRATIC PURPOSES OF SCHOOLS

What shared values are important in a democracy? With public school serving as the primary means of enculturing citizens, what norms and practices should those schools embody? How should schools in a de​mocracy be different than schools in a dictatorship?

These questions and others of their ilk are not new to educators. Questions about the proper role of public schools in a democracy have been debated for many years. Nearly a century ago, John Dewey ex​plored what having a democratic purpose for schools meant regarding what should get taught and how it should be taught.' More recently, ed​ucators such as Carl Glickman, John Goodlad, and Deborah Meier have spoken insightfully and forcefully about the importance of developing schools as the engines of democracy.

The issue is a practical one, but at its base it is also about our most deeply held beliefs in the United States. This country was founded on a set of principles that became well established in documents such as the

Declaration of Independence and the Bill of Rights and that continue to be called upon in our political rhetoric and expressions of allegiance. As a people, we believe that our democracy should safeguard the life, lib​erty, and pursuit of happiness of all citizens, that all people are created equal, and that we have certain individual and collective rights that must be protected. We believe that this is the land of the free and that there is opportunity for all. We also believe that education should be the means to a better life for all.

Perhaps the most basic notion of democracy is the idea of participa​tory decision making in an open society. And perhaps the most basic ideals associated with democracy are that the government should pro​mote freedom, justice, and equity for all of its citizens. We hold these ideals high as a nation, despite the cruel realities that exist for many of our citizens.

As Jefferson and many others have articulated, maintaining and en​acting this noble view of democracy depends strongly on how well edu​cated the people are. In order for the will of the people to work for the common good and to hold government officials accountable, the people must be literate, well-informed, and able to think critically about the is​sues of the day. In this light, schools can be said to have a moral mission to develop the citizenry needed to sustain the democracy. Goodlad stresses the moral dimensions of schooling:

Schools are not often thought of or spoken of as institutions having moral imperatives, but the skills, dispositions, and habits of intellect for democratic citizenship have to be developed somewhere. People are not born with them. This places a considerable burden on the shoulders of teachers, who are responsible to the children they teach as well as to their parents and to society as a whole. The moral dimensions of teach​ing are inescapable. When a teacher begins to teach, a whole array of moral choices and decisions inescapably come into play. What is omit​ted from a curriculum can be just as consequential as what is included. How information is presented can have a tremendous effect on how it is received. Teaching cannot help but be informed by values and guided by normative principles.9
With these democratic aims in mind, what do we want schools to pro​vide for our own children, to enable them to be active and productive contributors toward such a society? Some qualities come easily to mind, such as strong literacy and numeracy programs and safe, respectful cli​mates. But shouldn't schools also develop the ability of our students to make informed choices and act on them? What about collaborating with others for the good of the whole? What about instilling the desire for and experience with freedom, justice, and equity? Surely we want our schools to enact these values for our children in a way that goes beyond simply studying them. Our schools should provide living democratic ex​periences in order to prepare students to become the kinds of adults who can understand and promote these values in our government and society.
Having this democratic purpose for schools means that academic achievement, while important, cannot be the only indicator for school success. There are also matters of relationship and process that are im​portant. There must be a concern for not just what is learned but also for how it is learned, and for giving all students a fair chance to learn and to have a say in what they learn. Schools must empower students to be active citizens, not just good workers, consumers, or captive audiences. Carl Glickman describes the need for a democratic learning environ​ment in the following way:

Democratic learning aims for freedom of expression, pursuit of the truth in the marketplace of ideas, individual and group choices, student activity and participation, associative learning, and the application, demonstra​tion, and contribution of learning to immediate and larger communities. Such efforts are made in the context of justice and equality for all, a con​sideration of individual liberty and group freedom, and respect for the au​thority and responsibility of teachers in setting conditions for develop​mental learning.'°

Clearly, if we want schools to be models for democracy in such a way, we must get beyond defining accountability as strictly a matter of out​come measures. There are important process variables to ensure as well.

At the heart of cultivating schools as democratic organizations is the issue of power. Who decides what gets learned, how it gets learned, and so on? Deborah Meier points out the vital necessity for maintaining lo​cal control. She argues that the more we take decisions away from the local teachers and administrators, the less they are able to behave as

leaders in a democratic school environment. The less students see adults making important decisions in a collaborative way, the less they are in​clined or able to do so themselves." When the federal and state gov​ernments take over the decision making about curriculum, assessment, and instruction, as they are more and more with the current form of ac​countability, what we get in schools is regimentation, resistance, and other dysfunctional trappings of disempowered people.

On the other hand, we also know that many schools need guidance and assistance if they are to provide their students with a fair measure of participatory decision making, openness, freedom, justice, and equity. A new model for school accountability must combine local decision making with state and federal oversight, in a way that models the dem​ocratic values that we hope to see in our schools.

FOR WHAT SHOULD SCHOOLS BE HELD ACCOUNTABLE?

Given the democratic purpose of schools, for what should we hold them accountable? I offer the following list as reasonable categories for which our schools should be accountable: the physical and emo​tional well-being of students, the learning of students and the assess​ment of that learning, teacher learning and evaluation, equity and ac​cess to learning for all, and the continuous improvement and renewal of the organization.

The Physical and Emotional Well-Being of Students

As parents, we expect that our children will be safe from injury and violence in schools and that their emotional needs will be met. We want them to be well known and cared for by their teachers, to be challenged but not intimidated, to have their strengths acknowledged and their weaknesses fortified. We want a certain degree of orderliness, but not to the extent of quashing our children's spirits, curiosity, or creativity. We'd like our children to see learning as interesting and important. These care-tending aspects of schooling are known to contribute to cognitive growth as well as comfort and engagement. They are not "soft" goals for schools, but are essential for learning. Schools should be accountable for maintaining such warm and inviting human environments.
Student Learning and Assessment

Student learning is complex and multifaceted, not something that can be well gauged with one simple standardized test. We need to ap​proach the assessment of learning with the same care that a doctor might evaluate health or an engineer might determine safety. As any good psychometrician will tell us, there are many variables to consider when trying to establish a valid measure of learning. And, given the conditions of the now-emerging information society, there are many aspects of learning to assess, including disciplinary subject matter, thinking skills, and collaborative dispositions. If we want to really un​derstand what students know and can do, we must assess in multiple dimensions using multiple means, including assessments developed and administered at local and classroom levels, where learning can be assessed in the specific context of learning. More and more, in this age of increasing standardization, we hear the caution that one size will not fit all. This admonition must be taken to heart in a system of school ac​countability where each student is a unique individual, with different styles of learning and expressive strengths. Our assessment systems must have the capability of customizing measurements to exceptional circumstances. Schools should be accountable not only for creating the conditions for excellent student learning but also for assessing it well.

Teacher Learning and Evaluation

Having a knowledgeable and skilled teacher is crucial. Most of us re​member the good teachers we have had with fondness and gratitude for the manner in which they helped to shape our knowledge and under​standing of the world. Research and common sense support the notion that good teaching supports and enables good learning. What may not be understood, however, is that good teaching must itself be supported and enabled. Teachers, like other professionals, must have opportunities

throughout their careers to keep up with the latest developments in the field and to try new ways of teaching. Schools must be provided with sufficient time and funding, and held accountable, for guiding teachers to improve their own performance, according to professional teaching standards. Evaluation must be done in a way that honors democratic processes, supports the teaching profession, and upholds high standards of performance.

Equity and Access

Much-needed attention has been given lately to the achievement gap that exists between white middle-class students and minority and underserved student populations. Federal legislation now requires disaggregated test scores that will provide important data about the deep-set inequities in our educational systems. But acquiring data is only a part of the solution. Schools need to use such data, as well as other infor​mation, to place a renewed and special focus on improving equity and access, providing fair opportunities to learn for all students. This in​cludes adapting curricula and instruction to address the cultural and ex​periential backgrounds of students. They should be held accountable for doing so.

Improving and Renewing

The world is changing rapidly and so schools must continuously im​prove and renew their work. We need schools to be dynamic learning organizations, continuously engaged in self-assessment and adjustment with respect to meeting the needs of their students. Structures and norms may need to be changed. Ends and means may need to be re​considered. The capacity to do this work depends on many factors, most important of which may be a school culture where teachers, administra​tors, students, parents, and others are conscious of and concerned with the health of the whole organization, not just their own individual parts of it. Developing such a professional learning community is necessarily an ongoing effort. Schools should be accountable for making that effort, working always toward getting better.
TO WHOM SHOULD SCHOOLS BE HELD ACCOUNTABLE?

With the current system of school accountability, schools are held ac​countable for their student test scores to state and federal requirements. Often enough, the rationale heard for taking a certain action related to curriculum or instruction is that "the state says we have to do it" or "No Child Left Behind requires it." Teachers and administrators feel disem​powered. In fact, school boards themselves, in this era of high-stakes testing, have lost power. The shift in control is upward and outward in the bureaucratic hierarchy. Those closest to the work are having less to say about what that work is and are subject to accountability determina​tions and evaluations based on the decisions of state departments, fed​eral regulators, and, indeed, testing companies.

It is a serious question as to whether this shift in power serves the democratic purposes of schools or is even organizationally effective. What seems to be getting lost is the long-held tradition in this country of local control of schools-and with it, a loss of accountability to the lo​cal community.

In the face of this historic shift, I argue that a local accountability sys​tem should be maintained. Schools should be held accountable to their primary clients: students, parents, and the local community. It is this lo​cal client relationship that serves the student best. Within certain pro​fessional guidelines, schools should be free to make decisions about the ends of education, not just the means, for their own specific contexts. Rural. communities have different needs than inner-city neighborhoods. A primarily Latino community has a different context for making learn​ing relevant than a primarily suburban white one. Where a written as​sessment might work best in one situation, a verbal interview might work better in another. A standardized approach toward school ac​countability cannot work in a nation as diverse as ours. The new model must be one that honors the principle of local accountability while also ensuring that schools are held accountable to the categories mentioned above.

What can the state and federal levels of government do at this point to protect and sustain a local accountability system? In order to reverse the shift of power that is part of the current accountability movement, the state and federal governments should focus on (1) supporting the

improvement and renewal of school practices, especially the develop​ment of high-quality assessments at the classroom and school levels - rather than continuing to invest in large-scale, high-stakes testing; (2) providing guidance and information for local planning, evaluation, and decision making-rather than classifying schools as successes or failures; and (3) working to ensure equity and access for all students, examining the opportunities to learn provided by local schools and districts - instead of leaving that to the black box of unmonitored local discretion. This should all be done with an eye on nurturing the democratic values discussed above.

By what means can we develop such a system of local accountability? I propose a model that is balanced between various polarities, looking at inputs as well as outcomes, locating control in the local community while also providing external checks and balances, prompting improve​ment and renewal without declaring our schools failures.

A BALANCED MODEL

There is a framework for accountability currently employed in the busi​ness world called the Balanced Scorecard that can provide a useful per​spective for schools .12 This framework describes a four-part measure​ment system designed to give a comprehensive view of the health of the organization. The premise is that both outcomes and operations must be measured in order to have a feedback system that serves to improve the organization, not just monitor it. The four perspectives that form the framework for measurement are (1) financial outcomes, (2) internal business processes, (3) customer satisfaction, and (4) organizational in​novation and learning.

Applying and adapting this four-part approach to education, the fol​lowing aspects of school performance can provide the components of a balanced school accountability model: (1) student learning outcomes, (2) processes that provide equitable opportunities to learn, (3) responsiveness to students, parents, and community, and (4) organizational capacity for improvement. Each of these aspects should be attended to and fostered by an accountability system that has a sufficiently high resolution to take into account the full complexity and scope of modern-day schools.
Student Learning Outcomes

Principles of high-quality assessment have been well articulated by various organizations and can provide guidelines for developing valid approaches that go far beyond standardized testing in providing evi​dence of what students know and can do .13 In the interest of both ex​cellence and equity, we need systems that (a) are primarily intended to improve student learning; (b) align with local curricula; (c) emphasize applied learning and thinking skills, not just declarative knowledge and basic skills; (d) embody the principle of multiple measures, including a variety of formats such as writing, open response questions, and performance-based tasks (not just multiple choice); and (e) are accessi​ble by students with diverse learning styles, intelligence profiles, exceptionalities, and cultural backgrounds.

In the past few years, there have been interesting developments in cognitive science and brain research that relate to human learning. We now know that human intellectual abilities are malleable and that peo​ple learn through a social and cultural process of constructing knowl​edge and understandings in given contexts-and yet we continue to conduct schooling and assessment according to beliefs that intelligence is fixed, that knowledge exists apart from culture and context, and that learning is best induced through the behaviorist model of stimulus​response.14

There is another belief that underlies our current approach to assess​ment that deserves mention: that scientific measurement can truly "ob​jectify" learning and rate it hierarchically. Indeed, the history of testing has been fraught with questionable assumptions about what intelligence is and what knowledge is valued. 15 Test scores alone do not tell the whole story about a student's learning. Who among us can honestly say that it has been our experience that our learning has been fairly repre​sented by a test score? Why do we put such faith in such an approximate science? It would be better if we made decisions about the quality and depth of an individual's learning based on informed judgment, con​strained by agreed-upon criteria and protocols for decision making. Al​though test scores and other assessment data are useful and necessary sources of information, a fair determination about a person's learning can only be made by other people, most preferably by those who best

know the person in his or her own context. Rather than letting a formula "objectively" make decisions about student success, we might, for ex​ample, convene local panels of teachers, parents, and community mem​bers to review data about student performance and make decisions about promotion, graduation, placement, and so on. Of course, such ap​proaches take time and human resources.

What is missing in most current accountability systems is not just a human adjudication system but also a local assessment component that addresses local curricula, contexts, and cultures. A large-scale external test is simply not sufficient to determine a student's achievement. Dis​trict, school, and classroom assessments must also be developed as part of a comprehensive means of collecting data on student learning. The states of Maine and Nebraska have been developing just such local as​sessment systems. 16

Most importantly, locally developed assessments depend upon the knowledge and "assessment literacy" of teachers. Most teachers have not been adequately trained in assessment and need substantial and ongoing professional development to develop valid and reliable tasks and effec​tive classroom assessment repertoires. This means that an investment must be made in teacher learning related to assessment. The value of such an investment is not only in the promise of improved classroom in​struction and measurement. Research also shows that improved class​room assessment results in improved student achievement on external tests. 17 That is, there is evidence that high-quality classroom assessment practices are in fact also high-quality instructional practices, contributing to improved achievement. This sort of investment in teachers pays divi​dends not seen in the investments we now make in testing contractors.

One note about a potential barrier to developing authentic local as​sessment efforts. There is a need for the state to determine the effec​tiveness of such local efforts as well as the health of the larger state school system. Depending on the approach taken to accomplish this, state requirements can either support or undermine local assessment ef​forts. If state or federal agencies require aggregated data from local to state levels, an undue emphasis will be placed on standardized methods and local decision making will be weakened. If, however, the state and federal agencies rely on methods other than aggregation of local scores, much may be gained. In New Zealand, for example, a system of educational monitoring is in place that entails using matrix sampling on tasks that include one-to-one videotaped interviews, team tasks, and in​dependent tasks." No stakes are entailed for schools or students. The data is profiled and shared with schools for the purpose of teacher pro​fessional development and as a means of developing model tasks for lo​cal assessments. Such a system supports rather than undermines local assessment efforts. At present, federal regulations require aggregated data at the state level. This is a problem.
Opportunity to Learn
How can students be expected to meet high standards if they are not given a fair opportunity to learn? This is the question that must be ad​dressed if we are to develop a fair and equitable system for students. Not until we solve this problem can the standards-based movement be said to promote democratic values of justice and equity. To truly provide fair opportunities for all to meet our new high standards, we must have the political will and investment needed to remedy the inequities in the present system.

What could be done if our society really had the will and made the in​vestment to leave no child behind? The most apparent problem that must be addressed is the inequitable funding of public schools, particu​larly the disparity between the schools of the haves and those of the have​nots. The schools of many urban and rural disadvantaged students often suffer debilitating conditions that would not be tolerated in suburban set​tings. Over the past decade, there have been lawsuits in various states at​tempting to redress this imbalance, which is largely a factor of depen​dence on property taxes for school funding. Small progress has been made. In a recent lawsuit, Williams v. State of California, the plaintiff school districts argued that all schools and school systems in the state should receive adequate resources from the state to provide qualified teachers, adequate instructional materials, and sound facilities. The state settled out of court, agreeing to provide for those prerequisites.

What is needed is more than the settlement of an individual case like this. A definition of financial adequacy in school funding must be legally established and enforced by the courts. In the literature about school accountability, there is a concept referred to as reciprocal accountabil

ity, wherein state and federal agencies are as accountable to provide re​sources for schools as schools are accountable to demonstrate perfor​mance. Two-way accountability. That would be another good require​ment to establish.

But there is more to this issue than just funding. Jeannie Oakes de​scribes a framework that includes opportunity-to-learn indicators for ac​cess to knowledge, professional teaching conditions, and "press for achievement."" Linda Darling-Hammond stresses the "fair and humane treatment" of students in a set of standards for professional practice .20

As such standards for opportunity to learn are articulated, the ques​tion arises as to how to monitor and report on them. Clearly this cannot be done through the proxy of testing. What is needed is a means of ob​servation in schools and classrooms in order to determine the degree of adherence to these standards. Two aspects of this must be considered: the quality of individual teachers and the quality of the school as a whole.

Teacher evaluation has received a great deal of criticism for being in​effective. The hit-and-run observations so often done by principals do little to determine whether teachers are meeting established profes​sional teaching standards. Unions have been described as more inter​ested in protecting their membership than ensuring high-quality teach​ing. One promising development that has potential for breaking through this impasse is the peer review processes now conducted by a number of teacher unions. Dal Lawrence, who created the union-led Toledo model for teacher evaluation over twenty years ago, has this to say about the value of such systems:

Highly complex work is normally performed by workers who are valued. Teaching is complex work, yet nearly half of all new teachers leave the oc​cupation within five years. If one looks even casually, one can see that the school workplace needs a makeover. If we continue to run schools like American automobile plants in the 1950s, is it any wonder that many frus​trated policymakers suggest that competition will produce better stu​dents, or schools?

If ever there was a practice based on the assumption that a boss un​questionably has to be in charge, it is the way we bring novice teachers into the profession and measure their work and growth thereafter. The notion that principals are the only ones who should evaluate, hire and fire, or reassign teaching positions unilaterally, isn't far removed from where the auto industry was five decades ago. Yet, the great man, or woman, the​ory of school reform still gets prominent mention by reformers.

It is my contention that until we challenge the way schools operate by rearranging roles and responsibilities of teachers and managers, most re​form efforts will continue to be marginal at best. I know many will dis​agree, but I suggest that those who do are the ones most comfortable, or familiar, with existing adult relationships in schools.

Twenty-four years ago we put in place an initiative that changed teacher and principal roles and produced more effective student results. The Toledo Plan is aimed at the very heart of teacher effectiveness. It gets re​

sults.21
In order to evaluate the performance of a school as a whole, a school review process will be needed. Variations of inspectorates and school quality reviews have been developed in New York, Rhode Island, Maine, and other states, as well as in Britain, New Zealand, Australia, and other countries.22 School accreditation agencies are more and more focused on standards related to opportunity to learn. In order for such reviews to serve the purpose of school improvement, it is essential that the data collection be done in a "critical friend" manner through a com​bination of school self-assessments and collegial visitations. Findings from such a process should not be stated or used in a bureaucratic and judgmental way, but rather should be given as descriptions to local boards and councils charged with evaluating school accountability. As with all aspects of any school renewal initiative, the quality and effec​tiveness of a review system will depend upon the time, resources, and institutional support given to it.

Who will ensure that adequate opportunities to learn are present in schools? As described below, a system of reciprocal accountability must be set up so that both local accountability councils and the state itself serve to "mind the store" for all students. Equitable funding must be re​solved through courts or legislatures.

Responsiveness to Students, Parents, and Community

We must look to empower students, parents, and communities as the primary clients of schools. How can we do this in a way that ensures that

they will hold in trust the need for schools to serve the greater good of society, not just a local parochial interest, and not just the interests of one faction or another? This is the challenge-to entrust to local deci​sion making the schooling of their own young while at the same time fo​cusing schools on directions needed to sustain our democracy, our econ​omy, and our national well-being.

One might say that this has been the role for school boards and that the current accountability movement actually goes around the role of the school board. Even if the testing approach were a given, it could have been that the tests were submitted to local boards for their con​sideration about what to do. Instead, the decision about what is ex​pected on those tests and what to do has been preempted by the state and federal governments. To some extent, school-board decision making has been superceded by the current accountability approach.

Some argue that school boards, especially in urban areas, have not worked to the benefit of minorities and others who are not in the main​stream and that it is not a bad thing that they have been superceded. Certainly, the achievement gap and a host of inequitable practices in the schools confirm this analysis, but is it in the interest of equity to move accountability to a more remote agency, far from those who are closest to the children and teachers in the local context? To the extent that the local context is biased against certain students, this may have appeal - to look to an outside, higher, more objective system for holding schools accountable for fairness and equitable opportunities.

But what are the trade-offs for the underserved? Will their students do better in a state-controlled system of accountability? This must be the hope, but judging from current evidence, one must think it unlikely. With the state defining standards and tests, the consequences for those who have previously been left behind look no better. The litany of ill ef​fects has been cited elsewhere .23 Here let us just note again that the in​crease in dropout rates, retentions, referrals to special education, regi​mented instruction, and underqualified teachers has fallen most heavily on minority groups.

If we attempt to reverse this shift in power away from localities by call​ing for schools to be more accountable to their own students, parents, and community-for the elements just described above-what mechanisms could serve to guide and constrain school-board decision making?
Local school-based councils have been created in Chicago, Kentucky
and elsewhere that have been given authority to make decisions about curriculum, instruction, staffing, and other matters. They have received mixed reviews about their effectiveness in improving schooling. But what if local councils were organized more deliberately to serve an ac​countability function? These councils could review accountability information from state and local assessments as well as from school quality review processes and make recommendations to school boards about school policies and priorities. They could publicly hold school boards ac​countable for the development and implementation of school improve​ment plans. Phil Schlechty discusses how such councils might work:

Community leaders who are concerned about the futures of their com​munities and their schools should join together to create a non-profit cor​poration intended to support efforts of school leaders to focus on the fu​ture and to ensure that lasting values as well as immediate interests are included in the education decision-making process. It would also be the function of this group to establish a small sub-group of the community's most trusted leaders who would annually evaluate the performance of the school board as stewards of the common good and would make these eval​uations known to the community... .

In a sense, the relationship between the school district and the moni​toring function of the new corporation should be something akin to the re​lationship between the quality assurance division of a corporation and the operating units in the corporation....

When the data indicate that goals are not being met, the president of the corporation, working with the superintendent and the board of edu​cation, would seek to discover why this was the case, and would seek as well to create new approaches that might enhance the prospect of achiev​ing the stated goals and the intended ends. It is not intended that the new corporation simply identify problems and weaknesses, it is intended that the leaders of this organization also participate in the creation of solutions and participate in creating support for solutions once they have been identified or created.24
Questions about how to comprise and sustain such councils and en​sure that they do not pursue narrow agendas would need to be deter​

mined. How councils are composed in urban settings would likely vary

and be different from those in rural or suburban settings. Standards and acceptable variations for councils would be important topics for public discussion.

Another intriguing possibility for resituating the locus of accountabil​ity control at the local level to ensure the responsiveness of schools to their primary clients lies in the advent of powerful community organi​zations that have served as advocates for school improvement.25 From the Bronx to Texas to Oakland, citizen groups have come together to pressure schools to respond to important student needs. How could these types of organizations serve a role in a localized accountability sys​tem? What if they were given a seat at the table, included in discussions and decision making of school boards or local accountability councils? Treated and acknowledged as legitimate voices of the community? Surely, the kind of accountability that they now exert on schools could have an even more beneficial effect?

Whatever structures are invented to ensure responsiveness to the pri​mary clients, one thing is certain: Such structures must go beyond cur​rent notions of parent involvement. Efforts from schools and districts, through PTA-like outreaches, are usually focused on gaining parental support for existing school practices, not in changing or improving such practices. New structures must also go beyond existing efforts at gath​ering survey information about satisfaction. Real accountability to the primary clients for schools entails shifting power relationships. These clients must be given a -real decision-making role in the schools.

What sort of visible manifestations might be seen by a visiting school quality review system that would indicate some degree of responsive​ness to students, parents, and community? Here are a few possible in​dicators:

· there are multiple opportunities provided for these clients to be

heard and taken seriously;

· engagement from client representatives is assured for any major

decision making;

· regular communications come from the school to the clients, both

to invite and inform, sent in the primary language spoken; and

· curricula are adapted to the local contexts, needs, and interests of

the clients.

Current educational reform efforts give a great deal of lip service to involving local families and community members. An accountability sys​tem ought to ensure authentic responsiveness.

Organizational Capacity

If schools are going to be held accountable to high levels of perfor​mance, they need to have the internal capacity to rise to those levels. To what degree, we must ask, are the resources of schools "organized into a collective enterprise, with shared commitment and collaboration among staff to achieve a clear purpose for student learning?"26 In many cases, the present answer to this is "not very much." Teaching is known for its isolating circumstances, where teachers each work alone in their separate rooms, often not knowing what is going on in the next room over. From a client point of view, this is clearly not desirable. What schools should provide is a more coherent, continuous experience where teachers worked together to shape and deliver an agreed-upon curriculum with instruction and assessment practices that are jointly considered and stud​ied in the light of what students demonstrate about their learning.

In the world of business, there is much talk about being a learning or​ganization, developing the means to assess and respond to changing cir​cumstances, considering the health of the whole as well as the parts of the organization, and making adjustments as needed. This way of oper​ating is also needed in schools. But schools are largely not well designed to do so. Creating better organizational capacity will take some thought​ful redesign of schools. It will also take ongoing and job-embedded teacher professional development to support teachers as they undertake new collaborative roles, keep up with changes in their fields, and expand their classroom practices.

This issue-providing high-quality professional development and ef​fective school environments for our teachers-will take greater invest​ment than we have so far been willing to make, particularly as we expect higher and higher levels of performance from students. The logic is straightforward and simply common sense: better learning for students means better learning for teachers. Just as students need improved op​portunities to learn, so do the adults who are expected to provide stu​dents with those opportunities.

A great deal of research has shed light on what kind of professional development is most effective in promoting school improvement .27 Un​fortunately, the in-services and workshops that are so common in schools and districts do not reflect this research. Often enough, these experiences stand alone in isolation or are shallow treatments of in​structional strategies, with little follow-through or connection to the overall goals of the organization. Providing greater time and funding for professional development must be founded on the requirement that the learning experiences provided be high-quality ones, based on existing research and standards for teacher learning.

But we must be careful not to approach this with a top-down stance of doing something to or for teachers. It is crucial to honor and build on teacher knowledge and to safeguard their professional decision making. To do otherwise not only would be counterproductive to their learning (and so too the learning of their students) but would also undermine the democratic values we hold for schools, fostering followers rather than informed decision makers. The process of learning for teachers is much the same as the process for students. Both need to be engaged as active contributors, empowered to make choices and connections, and given opportunities to apply their learning in a supportive environment.

What we increasingly see, however, are professional development events where teachers are told what to do and how to do it. It seems to be part of the pressurized milieu resulting from high-stakes testing. This kind of teacher disempowerment leads to a decreasing sense of efficacy and professionalism and an increasing sense of job dissatisfaction. Teacher disempowerment has, in fact, become a key factor in the drain from the profession causing the growing teaching shortage.28
In order for schools to have the kind of capacity we are discussing, it is important for principals, curriculum directors, and superintendents to lead in a way that empowers teachers to be informed and responsible leaders themselves. This means that in many cases, administrators must also learn new ways of doing things. Some think that collaborative and effective leadership may be the most critical piece of the puzzle in school reform. It is certainly hard to imagine a school that has great ca​pacity without a talented administrative leader or constructive central office support and guidance. It is such interdependency that speaks of the need for districtwide systems-thinking approaches.
Within a given school, capacity requires that there be a kind of inter​nal accountability system. That is, the professional community in the school must take responsibility for developing goals and priorities based on the ongoing collection and analysis of data, monitor its performance, and report its findings and actions to its public. Many schools have not moved past the condition where individual teacher responsibility rather than collective responsibility is the norm. States and districts should co​operate with schools to nurture and insist upon the development of such collective internal norms. It may well be the case, as some researchers argue, that external accountability measures will have no effect on a school until there is just such an internal approach in place29 - so much more the reason to focus on developing a new form of accountability that is centered locally rather than at the state level.

THE STATE ROLE

But this is not to say that we should disempower the state either. There is an important oversight role for the state to maintain. For a balanced and localized model of school accountability to succeed, there must be a system where states and districts are jointly responsible, along with schools and communities, for student learning. Reciprocal accountabil​ity is needed, where one level of the system is responsible to the others and all are responsible to the public.

This means that the present role of state and federal agencies with re​spect to school accountability is much in need of redefinition. Agencies at these levels should not be primarily in an enforcement role. Rather, their role should be to establish standards for local accountability sys​tems, to provide resources and guidance, and to set in place processes for quality review of such systems. Certainly the state and federal levels should establish no high-stakes testing or prescribed growth in test scores, no rewards and sanctions, no mandatory curricula, and no ma​nipulation through funding. All of this constitutes an undemocratic ap​proach to schooling, with chilling trickle-down effects that go to the heart of learning in the classroom.

So what happens, we might ask, if schools are failing, even by the terms defined in this new accountability model? What should the state

do then? Doesn't the state need to have some "teeth" to maintain local accountability? The answer is yes, but what to do depends on the spe​cific circumstances. There is not an absolute or prescriptive answer to how a state should approach failing schools, except to say that it should be done in an open way that takes local context into account.

Where there are clear cases of faulty local accountability systems-a lack of appropriate local assessment systems, adequate opportunities to learn, responsiveness to students, parents, and community, or organiza​tional capacity-supportive efforts should be initiated by the state.

Under what circumstances should the state intervene forcibly in a school or district? This question must be addressed in a way that ac​knowledges the multilevel nature of this school accountability model. One might envision at least three cases where the state would take on a more assertive role: (1) to investigate claims or appeals from students, parents, or the local community that the local accountability system is not meeting the standards set for such systems; (2) to require local schools and districts to respond to findings in the data that show signif​icant student learning deficiencies, inequity in the opportunities to learn for all students, or lack of responsiveness to students, parents, or com​munities; or (3) to provide additional resources and guidance to improve the organizational capacity of the local school or district.

Is it conceivable that a state might actually take over a local school or district in this model? Yes, but only after the most comprehensive eval​uation of the local accountability system has shown that there is no al​ternative and then only on a temporary basis.

A NEW MODEL IS NEEDED

It is of great importance to the health of our public schools that we be​gin as soon as possible to define a new model for school accountabil​ity, one that is balanced, comprehensive, and localized in nature. Schools can and should be held accountable to their primary clients for much more than test scores, in a way that supports improvement rather than punishes deficiencies. The current model of using high​stakes testing is a recipe for public school failure, putting our demo​cratic nation at risk.
Schools have many purposes in our society. In the current national discussion about accountability, the only one that is given much cur​rency is the economic purpose of preparing our students for the work​place. Lest we create a system for our children that is imbued only with the values and concerns of corporate interests, it is vital to understand the role our schools play in maintaining our democracy. It is this role that is ignored in the current model of school accountability. Recon​necting democratic purposes to our schools must be the starting place and touchstone for establishing a new generation of accountability that serves the interest of the people, is managed by the people, and works for the people.
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